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Abstract

This dissertation engages the question of what role the Chinese Righteous War Tradition
(CRWT) played in the process of Chinese decision-making regarding the decisions to go to war
during the period from 1950 to 1979. It asks whether, in their decision-making, the Chinese
leaders identified “just cause” through a frame of reference provided by the CRWT; it asks
further under what circumstances the identified “just cause” may have exerted influence upon
their decision for war. This dissertation presents the first empirical study exploring the
application and influence of the traditional Chinese concept of righteous war to China’s modern
history.

The CRWT is my label for a set of ideas found in the ancient Chinese classics. These ideas
suggest that two major standards, righteousness-based justifications and competent authority,
were a frame of reference for the Chinese leaders in their assessment of the legitimacy of a
decision for war. The justifications of stopping violence, punishing a disobedient state, helping a
weaker state against a stronger state’s invasion, and self-defense are regularly defined in the
CRWT as righteous causes for going to war. The identification of competent authority is often
related to the perception of moral standing, in which a war can be justified by confronting an
opponent who is morally inferior to oneself.

This dissertation employs the methods of most similar systems and process tracing to
explore the role that the CRWT played in successive Chinese leaders’ decision to use force in six
cases — the Korean War, the Second Taiwan Strait Crisis, the Sino-Indian War, the Vietnam War
between 1964 and 1965, the Sino-Soviet Border Conflict, and the Sino-Vietnamese War. This
dissertation also examines the pattern of the Chinese government’s use of wording, presented in
the People’s Daily, morally condemning its opponents, which provides supplementary evidence
to explore China’s presentation of its own righteous legitimacy.

The findings of this research suggest that when the decision for war has been justified
within this frame of reference, the Chinese are prone to put that legitimized decision into action.
The Chinese concept of righteous war may play a more important role in the decision for war
when Chinese leaders encounter an impasse in which two opposite courses of action are

suggested by their calculations based on Realpolitik. A sense of the righteous legitimacy of their



decision may encourage Chinese leaders to enter a war even when the likely consequence may
not appear to favor the Chinese. Furthermore, these findings may well enrich Johnson and
Tierney’s theory about the shift of actors’ mind-sets in decision-making because the CRWT may
function as a catalyst for the shift. This research also reveals that the CRWT had limited
influence when Chinese leaders faced the danger of a possible invasion by a superior opponent
or that of nuclear attack. When the need for a decision for war was not open to debate, then, they

were not influenced by the consideration of just cause when making their decision.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction

Research Question, Purpose, and Definitions

War is brutal, savage, and horrible. War brings various forms of damage to the life of
mankind, such as the killing of people, ruin of the environment, retardation of economic
development, and spread of disease.! War is probably the most destructive form of human
behavior,? and it is only rarely seen as a good in itself. Nevertheless, although war brings
destruction to human society, the philosophers of war tell us that not all kinds of war are
prohibited and certain types of war are morally permissible. The principles of just war are
commonly the yardstick for gauging whether a particular war is permissible.

The Western tradition of just war (or just war tradition) is the mainstream conception
nowadays for studying the justice of war and guiding moral assessment of wars. In his recent
book, David Fisher provides a workable summary to illustrate the Western tradition of just war.
Fisher points out that the just war tradition can be traced back to St. Augustine®, who in the fifth
century AD pondered whether a Christian may engage in war without sin.’> St Augustine’s
conclusion set the fundamental concept of just war tradition, specifically, that a Christian could
engage in war, but only if the war was just.’ The concept of just war began to be shaped into

recognizable modern form by Thomas Aquinas in the thirteenth century, who argued that three

! Jack S. Levy and William R. Thompson, Causes of War (West Sussex, U.K.: John Wiley & Sons Ltd., 2010), 1.
2 Ibid.

® David Fisher, Morality and War: Can War be Just in the Twenty-first Century (New York: Oxford University
Press, 2011).

* Aristotle was probably the first philosopher who mentioned the ethical stipulation that war must be fought on
account of (re)establishing peace; but this sort of idea seems to have had no significant effect on pre-Roman Greek
practice. In the first century, Marcus Tullius Cicero put forward as a condition for a war to be just that “the pursuit
of peace must be the foremost aim of any war; without the pursuit of peace a war cannot be just.” St. Augustine’s
thinking about just war was built on the fusion of Cicero’s argument for just war and the dicta from the Hebrew
Bible and the Christian New Testament. See, Beatrice Heuser, The Evolution of Strategy: Thinking War from
Antiquity to the Present (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 44-46.

® David Fisher, Morality and War, 64.

® Ibid.



things — “the authority of the prince,” “a just cause,” and “a right intention” — required to justify
a war.” In the sixteenth century, a crucial contribution to the just war tradition was made by
Francisco de Vitoria, who offered an extended and systematic account of just war as a universal
principle, established by natural law, applicable to anyone, anywhere, and anytime.? But after the
sixteenth century the tradition was largely neglected.® In the second half of the twentieth century,
the just war tradition was rediscovered and developed further to furnish an ethical framework for
the debate over the morality of nuclear weapons.'® Today, the just war tradition has been largely
shaped by contemporary scholars, such as Michael Walzer, who attempt to work out a modern
framework of just war theory through the exploration of the medieval tradition.™

The just war tradition has two sets of principles to test if a war is just, which are jus ad
bellum — the right to fight, which concerns the morality of going to war — and jus in bello, which
concerns the morality of what is done within war.** The principle of jus ad bellum includes six
criteria: just cause, proportionate cause, right intention, right authority, reasonable prospect of
success, and last resort.”® There are two criteria under the principle of jus in bello, which are

discrimination and proportionality. ** Recently, another principle has been suggested and

" Ibid., 65

® Ibid.

% Ibid.

1% David Fisher, Morality and War, 65.

11 See Michael Walzer, Just and Unjust Wars: A Moral Argument with Historical Illustrations (New York: Basic
Books, 2006).

12 Charles Guthrie and Michael Quinlan, Just War - The Just War Tradition: Ethics in Modern Warfare (New York:
Walker & Company, 2007), 11

13 Just cause means that a just war must have a proper reason for going to war. Proportionate cause means that the
cause must be weighty enough to warrant the massive step of engaging in war, with all its certain or likely evils.
Right intention means that the aim of war must be to create a better, more just and more lasting subsequent peace
than there would have been had the actor not gone to war. Right authority means that the decision to go to war must
be made by someone with proper authority to undertake so grave a step. Reasonable prospect of success means that
the war must see a reasonable chance of succeeding in the just aim. Last resort means that the war must not be
waged unless every other way of adequately securing the just aim has been tried and has been ineffective. All of the
explanations are mentioned in Charles Guthrie and Michael Quinlan, Just War - The Just War Tradition., 12-14.

1 Discrimination means that in the conduct of the war a combatant must not deliberately attack the innocent.

Proportionality means that a combatant must not take action in which the incidental harm done is an unreasonably



discussed — jus post bellum, the need to ensure justice after war.”® To political scientists, the
study of just war tradition is not merely a theoretical debate but has the potential to explain a
state’s behavior in using force. Michael Butler applied “just war” theory to “a set of U.S. military
intervention decisions to assess conditions in which considerations of justice may have driven
U.S. decisions to employ military force in international crisis.”*® Butler found that the relevance
of the principle of jus ad bellum in U.S. decisions to intervene militarily during the Cold War
era — as well as the specific primacy of the just cause precept of that principle — was statistically
confirmed."’

It should be noticed that the above account of just war is a Western-rooted, or even a
Eurocentric, tradition of understanding the morality of war. This argument begs the question
whether non-Western civilizations have their own visions of the justice of war, or whether the
principles of just war are universal. Edmund Ryden has argued that the texts of Chinese and
Western just war tradition do not prove that there is a Western just war theory or a Chinese one,
because all come to roughly similar thinking.'® Indeed, the very basic idea of just war might be a
universal principle that all civilizations would agree upon. However, some scholars have recently
suggested that a certain degree of diversity has existed in the actual criteria of jus ad bellum, jus
in bello, and jus post bellum developed by Western and Asian just war thinkers.”® The various
criteria for the just use of armed force are reflect the very diverse religious, philosophical,

ideological, and cultural foundations which informed and conditioned the different perspectives

heavy price to incur for the likely military benefit. All of the explanations are mentioned in Charles Guthrie and
Michael Quinlan, Just War - The Just War Tradition., 14.

15 David Fisher, Morality and War, 79.

18 Michael J. Butler, “U.S. Military Intervention in Crisis, 1945-1994: An Empirical Inquiry of Just War Theory,”
The Journal of Conflict Resolution. 47, no.2 (2003), 226.

" Ibid., 245.

8 Edmund Ryden SJ, Just War and Pacifism: Chinese and Christian Perspective in Dialogue (Taipei: Taipei Ricci
Institute, 2001), 123.

% Howard M. Hensel ed., The Prism of Just War: Asian and Western Perspectives on the Legitimate Use of Military
Force (Surrey and Vermont: Ashgate Publishing Company, 2010), 274; and also see Torkel Brekke ed., The Ethics
of War in Asian Civilizations: A Comparative Perspective (London and New York: Routledge, 2006). Taking the
Chinese concept of the justice of war, for example, Chinese thinkers rarely mentioned the principle of reasonable

hope of success, but often highlighted the necessity of being virtuous when they discussed the criteria for just war.



held by Western and Asian just war theorists.?’ This argument further suggests that, to fully
understand the nature of these diverse perspectives and approaches concerning the legitimate use
of armed force, one must realize and appreciate the importance of the theological, philosophical,
ideological, and cultural foundations which shape individual and group perspectives regarding
the just use of armed force.” Thus, taking Butler’s findings into account, another question can be
asked: Would a non-Western civilization actually assess whether to go to war by applying
perspectives coming from a theory of the just use of armed force that had developed from its
own religious, philosophical, ideological, and cultural foundation.

China provides a good opportunity to test the connection between a non-Western
civilization’s decisions to go to war and its principles concerning the just use of armed force.
Chinese culture can be clearly categorized as a non-Western culture. Even though Chinese
culture has experienced several periods of cultural integration with other civilizations?, its main
foundation, including elements such as Confucianism, remains in existence and continues to
exert influence upon the Chinese people. As a subset of Chinese culture, the Chinese tradition of
just war has a long history of development. It can be seen as early as in the Spring and Autumn
period (c. 771 — 476 BCE) when there was discussion about the legitimate use of armed force.

Those elements of the Chinese notion of just war which stress ideas that are not especially
prominent in Western tradition are worth noting. Recently scholars have explored the idea of
punishment, including punishment of moral depravity, which contributes one of the fundamental

elements in the Chinese tradition of just war.”® The idea of the restoration of proper order is also

% Howard M. Hensel, The Prism of Just War: Asian and Western Perspectives on the Legitimate Use of Military
Force, 274.

! Ipid.

%2 For example, Buddhism from South Asia and Manchurian culture under the rule of the Qing dynasty (1644-1912).
#See Alastair lain Johnston, Cultural Realism: Strategic Culture and Grand Strategy in Chinese History (Princeton,
New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1995); Wang Yuan-Kang, Harmony and War: Confucian culture and
Chinese Power Politics (New York: Columbia University Press, 2011); Mark E. Lewis, “The Just War in Early
China,” in The Ethics of War in Asian Civilizations: A Comparative Perspective, 185-200; Karen Turner, “War,
Punishment, and The Law of Nature in Early Chinese Concepts of The State,” Harvard Journal of Asiatic Studies 53,
no. 2 (1993): 285-324; and McNeal, Conquer and Govern: Early Chinese Military Texts from the Yizhou Shu

(Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press, 2012).



emphasized by Confucianism to explain the legitimate use of force.?* The ancient Chinese view
of the world as fundamentally hierarchical, dominated by the Son of Heaven, informs these
elements.”®

The existence of a Chinese tradition of just war offers Chinese a ready-made framework for
assessing the justice of war. Moreover, until very recently, most Chinese leaders were locally
educated and trained. This suggests that the Chinese tradition of just war should have had ample
opportunity to exert influence on Chinese leaders’ thought about warfare and on their decisions
to go to war. Those considerations lead to the central questions of this research: Did Chinese
leaders consider just cause when making decisions for war? If so, did the traditional Chinese
concept of just war provide a frame of reference for identifying just cause? And under what
circumstances did the considerations of just cause actually exert influence upon the decision to
go to war?

The Chinese tradition of just war originated mostly from a central belief in Confucianism

about the relationship between the doctrines of benevolence (Ren, {—) and righteousness (Yi, ).

For Confucians, benevolence is not a naive doctrine to love all people equally or tolerate
everything; instead it should be coordinated with righteousness. As an old but popular Chinese

saying puts it, “if this can be endured, who cannot be endured!” (shikeren shubukeren, 1] %,
BR A 7).% That is, there are limits to what one must tolerate. The Chinese frequently use this

proverb to describe or legitimate their actions, including violence, in response to what they take
to be intolerable behavior. In other words, any pattern of behavior which violates or hinders the
principles of righteousness is intolerable and demands correction. War, a form of violence,
should not be excluded from this sort of logic. In traditional Chinese thought concerning the just
use of armed force, war is morally permissible when it serves to fulfill the demands of
benevolence and righteousness. This sort of military campaign is called righteous war (yizhan,

Z:HYk), and the forces being used in this war are a righteous army (yibing, #£x). Hence, it is

appropriate to rephrase the Chinese tradition of just war as the Chinese tradition of righteous war
or the Chinese Righteous War Tradition (hereafter, CRWT) to describe Chinese thought about

24 More discussion and evidence will be provided in Chapter 2.
% Detailed discussion is provided in Chapter 2.

2 Anonymous, The Analects of Confucius, trans. Arthur Waley (New York: Random House, 1938), 94.



the justice of war. Since this research examines the role of Chinese concept of righteous war in
Chinese decision-making between 1950 and 1979, the central questions can be rephrased as:
1. Did Chinese leaders consider just cause when making decisions for war between 1950
and 1979?

2. If so, did the traditional Chinese concept of righteous war (or CRWT) provide a frame of

reference for identifying just cause?

3. And under what circumstances did the considerations of just cause actually exert

influence upon the decision to go to war?

In the CRWT, the justice of war also includes two main principles - the right reasons for
going to war and right conduct within war — which are equivalent to the principles of jus ad
bellum and jus in bello in Western tradition of just war.?’ This research will focus on the
discussion of the criteria determining the right to go to war (jus ad bellum), which theoretically
provide Chinese a basis for moral assessment to gauge their decision for war.

For defining war, this research mainly adopts Brian Orend’s definition that “war should be
understood as an actual, intentional, and widespread armed conflict between political
communities.””® Mentioning political communities means that both international and civil wars
are all included. But this research will mainly focus on international wars, since Chinese
decisions whether or not to go to war when confronting a foreign power in a crisis situation are
the main object to be examined. Although Orend does not define the armed conflict specifically,
this research regards it as fighting between armed forces of political communities, which at least
one of the belligerent political communities has organized and planned.? This fighting must
have actually occurred, have an intention, and be widespread, which means that isolated clashes
and border patrol incidents should not be counted.® In other words, there is no real war until at

least one of the belligerents intends to go to war and fight, and not until they do so with a heavy

%" David A. Graff, “The Chinese Concept of Righteous War,” in The Prism of Just War: Asian and Western
Perspectives on the Legitimate Use of Military Force, 195-216.

%8 Brian Orend, The Morality of War (Toronto, Canada: Broadview Press, 2006), 2. Italics in the original text.
2 Here | borrow partly from Hedley Bull’s idea defining war as organized violence carried on by political units
against each other. See Hedley Bull, The Anarchical Society: A Study of Order in World Politics (New York:
Columbia University Press, 2002), 178.

%0 Brian Orend, The Morality of War, 2



quantum of force.®! Thus, a “Chinese decision to go to war” is defined as the Chinese intention,

in a foreign crisis, to engage in an actual armed conflict with a heavy quantum of force.

Significance and Argument

The study of the CRWT s a relatively undeveloped field of Chinese studies, and literature
regarding it is somewhat scarce. The current literature on the CRWT mainly exists in the works
of political scientists who study Chinese strategic culture and historians who are expert in
Chinese history. Certainly those literatures contribute significantly to the understanding of
Chinese thought regarding just war. However, these bodies of literatures leave several gaps and
unresolved questions in the study of the Chinese tradition of righteous war. This research has the
potential to remedy some of these deficiencies.

One issue emerging from these bodies of literature is that existing works on Chinese
strategic culture consistently overlook the meanings and implication of the CRWT. Scholars of
Chinese strategic culture have asked whether Chinese culture influences the decision to use force
against external threats. One debate examines whether Chinese culture, especially the doctrine of
Confucianism, constrained China’s propensity to use armed force within a defensive mindset.*
Those scholars do take notice of ideas from the Chinese tradition of righteous war. But they tend
to regard the Chinese tradition of righteous war as an unimportant element in the Chinese
leaders’ decisions for war. As mentioned earlier and as will be discussed in more detail later,
Confucianism and some other of traditional Chinese thought were certainly not radically pacifist
and did not oppose to all sorts of violence including the use of force and war. A war would be
morally permissible when it was recognized as a righteous act, and the test was meeting the
criteria of the Chinese concept of righteous war. In other words, Chinese elites might be more

than willing to go to war if the morality of their decision was confirmed by this assessment. This

! Ibid.

%2 See John K. Fairbank, “Varieties of the Chinese Military Experience,” in Chinese Ways in Warfare. ed. by Frank
A. Kierman and John King Fairbank (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1974), 1-26; Alastair lain
Johnston, Cultural Realism; Andrew Scobell, China’s Use of Military Force: Beyond the Great Wall and the Long
March (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2003); Huiyun Feng, Chinese Strategic Culture and Foreign Policy
Decision-Making: Confucianism, Leadership and War (Oxon and New York: Routledge, 2007); Wang Yuan-Kang,

Harmony and War.



theoretical possibility is rarely mentioned by scholars of Chinese strategic culture.® This study,
thus, provides an opportunity to examine this theoretical possibility which will enrich, as well as
correct some misunderstandings in, the study of Chinese strategic culture.

Although overlooked by political scientists, the discussion about the theoretical basis of the
Chinese tradition of righteous war has benefited from the work of historians who have traced and
examined the origins of Chinese thought about the justice of war.** Their works present students
of the Chinese tradition of righteous war with an essential discussion of the fundamental
concepts in Chinese thought regarding the justice of war. However, an empirical study has not
yet been conducted by any of those historians to test the validity of the theoretical arguments
they have explored. The lack of empirical study may weaken the value of the assumptions and
implications that the CRWT may suggest, especially when one questions the actual effect of the
CRWT upon Chinese decision-making. An empirical study proving an actual application of the
CRWT will not only strengthen the theoretical arguments but also benefit policy makers who
attempt to understand China’s use of force.

Therefore, | argue that a rethinking of the implications and value of the CRWT is needed,
and it ought to pay attention to the influence of the CRWT on Chinese decisions for war. Since
ideas in the CRWT provide a theoretical framework for Chinese in their moral assessment of
decision-making, it should not be neglected when one attempts to understand the pattern of
China’s use of force. This research will test this argument through the first empirical study to

examine the actual application and influence of the CRWT.

%% Nadine Godehardt is probably the only political scientist who emphasizes the implications of CRWT and its
applicability to analyze China’s foreign policy. But she only points out the theoretical argument without a rigid
empirical study. See Nadine Godehardt, “The Chinese Meaning of Just War and its Impact on the Foreign Policy of
the People’s Republic of China,” GIGA Working Paper no. 88 (September, 2008), http://ssrn.com/abstract=1287161.
% See Mark E. Lewis, “The Just War in Early China,” 185-200; Karen Turner, “War, Punishment, and The Law of
Nature in Early Chinese Concepts of The State,” 285-324; James A. Stroble, “Justification of War in Ancient
China,” Asian Philosophy 8, no. 3 (1998): 165-190; Edmund Ryden SJ, Just War and Pacifism: Chinese and
Christian Perspective in Dialogue ; Graff, “The Chinese Concepts of Righteous War,” 195-216; and Robin McNeal,

Conquer and Govern, ch. 2.



Outline of the Study

The remainder of this dissertation proceeds as follows: Chapter Two reviews both the
literature concerning the CRWT and the ancient Chinese classics containing the concepts relating
to righteous war. It then develops a theory to explain the relationship between the CRWT and
China’s decisions for war. It also describes the research design and method. Chapters Three to
Eight discuss the empirical cases that include six major foreign conflicts between 1950 and 1979,
which are the Korean War, the Second Taiwan Strait Crisis, the Sino-Indian War, the Vietnam
War between 1964 and 1965, the Sino-Soviet border conflict, and the Sino-Vietnamese War. The

last chapter provides the conclusion and directions for future work.



Chapter 2 - Chinese Tradition of Righteous War

Unlike the Western tradition of just war, the CRWT was not rooted in a religious frame of
reference, originating instead from the ancient Chinese philosophies of human behavior,
governance, and warfare. Scholars of the Chinese tradition of righteous war have discerned this
relationship through their close study of early Chinese classics. This chapter begins with a
review of the current literature regarding the origins and evolution of the Chinese tradition of
righteous war, as well as the role that the tradition may have played in Chinese decision-making.
This review of the literature aims to situate the concept of righteous war within the overall
philosophical frame of the ancient Chinese classics and present the basic elements of the
theoretical arguments that have already been made regarding the role of the CRWT. This chapter,
then, develops a theoretical argument about the relationship between the ideas of the CRWT and
China’s decision for war through a survey of the Chinese classics. My hypothesis is that the
Chinese are prone to go to war only when such action is justified by the CRWT. This chapter

ends with the illustration of research design and methods used to conduct the study.

Review of Literature

The current literature regarding the Chinese tradition of righteous war can be categorized
according to three themes. First, the origins of the CRWT are often mentioned by historians. The
second theme, which always accompanies the first, includes the key elements of the CRWT. The
last area of discussion addresses the argument for the role of the CRWT in China’s decision to
use armed force.

The origins of the CRWT are debatable, and opinions vary according to how scholars
interpret the relevant Chinese classics in the historical context. Some scholars have noticed that
the process of the establishment of the Zhou dynasty (11" century BCE), which was described
by several Chinese historical records in the succeeding periods, displayed early Chinese thought

about legitimizing the use of armed force.® But those records are usually recognized as a

% See Graff, “The Chinese Concepts of Righteous War,” 195-216; and Robin McNeal, Conquer and Govern, ch. 2.
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supplement to understanding the CRWT rather than taken as proof about the CRWT’s origins,
because their creation cannot be traced back to the early Zhou dynasty.

Mark Edward Lewis argues that the doctrine of righteous force (yi bing, #t) appeared

during the Warring States (481-221 BCE) and Qin (221-207 BCE) periods, when a single
autocratic ruler was emerging at the center of the Chinese states.*® He argues that the doctrine of
righteous war was connected to the idea that “proper warfare was possible only under the
command of a semi-divine ruler who brought killing in the world of men into harmony with the
violence of nature.”’ It is true that a more complete theory of righteous war, as Lewis argued,
appeared after the Warring States period, but the early ideas of moral permission for war in the
late Spring and Autumn period (c. the 6™ century BCE) should not be ignored, for example
Confucius’s comments on war in the Analects of Confucius. The early Chinese classics cited by
scholars who study the Chinese concept of righteous war may help us understand the currently
recognized origins of the CRWT (see Table 2-1). As the table shows, the earliest classics cited
and examined by scholars include the Analects of Confucius, Daodejing, and Sunzi Bingfa, which

can all probably be dated to the late Spring and Autumn and early Warring States periods.

% Lewis, “The Just War in Early China,” 185.
¥ Ibid.
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Table 2.1 The Early Chinese Classics Cited in the Modern Scholarship on the CRWT

Chinese Classics Cited by Approximate Date for Creation*

Analects of Confucius Graff; Wang; Stroble; and

GHEE) Godehardt.

Late Spring and Autumn Period

Daodejing (ZE{E4%) Graff; Ryden; and Stroble. Late Spring and Autumn Period

Late Spring and Autumn Period

Sunzi Bingfa (f411ft)%)  Graff; Ryden; Lewis; Stroble; and

Godehardt.

Mencius (FT)

McNeal; Graff; Ryden; Stroble;and
Godehardt.

Warring States Period

Xunzi (£71°)

Graff; Wang; Ryden; Stroble; and

Turner.

Warring States Period

Guanzi (& 1)

McNeal; Graff; Ryden; Lewis; and

Turner.

Warring States Period

Zuo Zhuan (/1)

McNeal; Graff; Lewis; and Turner.

Warring States Period

Guo Yu (E5)

Ryden; and Turner.

Warring States Period

Shang Shu (j5&)

Lewis.

Warring States Period

Mozi (1)

McNeal; Graff; Johnston; and
Ryden.

Warring States Period

The Book of Lord Shang

(FEE)

Graff; Lewis; Stroble; and Turner.

Warring States Period

Hanfeizi (§23E1)

Graff; Lewis; Stroble; and Turner.

Warring States Period

Jingfa (4£7%)

Ryden; and Turner.

Warring States Period

Annals of LU Buwei

(B A

McNeal; Graff; Ryden; Lewis;

Sellmann; and Turner.

Warring States Period

Yizhoushu (& HE)

McNeal; and Graff.

Warring States Period

The Rites of Zhou (&%)

Graff; and Johnston.

Warring States Period

Wuzi (=-I2E)

Graff; Ryden; and Lewis.

Warring States Period

Taigong Liutao (7525)

Graff; Johnston; and Ryden.

Warring States Period
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Table 2-1 (Continued)

Chinese Classics

Cited by

Approximate Date for Creation*

Sima Fa(=]f57%)

McNeal; Graff; Johnston; Lewis;
and Godehardt.

Warring States Period

Yuliaozi (Ff481)

Graff; Johnston; and Ryden.

Warring States Period

Zhanguoce (H§E5E)

Graff.

Qin Dynasty (221-207 BCE)

San Lue (=H%)

Graff; Johnston; and Godehardt.

Western Han Dynasty (202
BCE -9 AD)

Da Dai Li Ji (KEf&EE0)

Ryden.

Western Han Dynasty

Huainanzi (RS 1)

McNeal; Graff; Ryden; Lewis; and

Turner.

Western Han Dynasty

Shuoyuan (£57%1()

McNeal.

Western Han Dynasty

* This column can only indicate the approximate dates, because scholars still cannot precisely pinpoint the actual

authors and dates for creation for most of these classics.

Sources: Lewis, “The Just War in Early China”; Graff, “The Chinese Concepts of Righteous War”; McNeal,

Conquer and Govern; Johnston, Cultural Realism; Wang, Harmony and War; Ryden SJ, Just War and Pacifism;

Stroble, “Justification of War in Ancient China”; Turner, “War, Punishment, and The Law of Nature in Early

Chinese Concepts of The State”; and Godehardt, “The Chinese Meaning of Just War and its Impact on the Foreign

Policy of the People’s Republic of China.”

The Chinese classics cited above were actually the foundational texts of the major schools

of Chinese thought, such as Confucians, Taoists, Mohists (Mojia, #5¢), Militarists, and

Legalists. However, those multiple origins increase the difficulty in identifying the nature and

origin of the Chinese tradition of righteous war. Fortunately, after two decades of effort,

scholars have discovered the basic concepts, as well as providing several different perspectives

explaining the nature of the Chinese tradition of righteous war.

In general, early Chinese thinkers regarded war as wrong in principle®, as an unfortunate

product of human society®, or even as an evil*’. But they did not deny that war was an

%8 Turner, “War, Punishment, and The Law of Nature in Early Chinese Concepts of The State,” 296.
% Stroble, “Justification of War in Ancient China,” 168-169.
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unavoidable fact of human life. ** Like their western counterparts, the early Chinese
philosophers believed that certain types of warfare were morally permissible or justifiable.*
Those types of war should be waged only for a just cause along with the goal of bringing peace
and order to the world.*® Self-defense was not the only just cause that Chinese thinkers
recognized. Scholars have noticed that the administration of punishment upon a bad actor also
provided a philosophical pillar for justice in the CRWT.* In other words, war was regarded, as
McNeal puts it, as “homologous with punitive measures taken against criminals, differing only
in scale.”® Moreover, Chinese ideas about punishment, including justification of the use of
military force applied externally to enemy states, are believed to have originated from the

notion of righteousness (yi, ), which implied that punishment was not only, as McNeal notes,

“a morally proper way to treat someone or to behave, but a morally proper code of conduct
defined in terms of one’s position in a complex web of social relations.”* In some sense,
righteousness means “controlling or ordering things as they should be.”*’

The linkage between war and the notion of righteousness suggests that the matter of
morality was a key concept for the Chinese to legitimize their use of force. As Yuan-Kang
Wang observed, in Chinese thinking about the justice of war, “a use of force is justified when
the ruler of another state is morally depraved.”* Scholars have found that this idea appeared
when the early Chinese thinkers sought paradigms of the proper way to use force through

exploring the cases of ancient sage kings’ use of punitive expeditions.*® Those cases

0 Ryden SJ, Just War and Pacifism, 36.

! Ibid.

*2 Lewis, “The Just War in Early China,” 185.

“3 Graff, “The Chinese Concepts of Righteous War,” 196; Turner, “War, Punishment, and The Law of Nature in
Early Chinese Concepts of The State,” 297; and Lewis, “The Just War in Early China,” 185.

* Lewis, “The Just War in Early China,” 185; Turner, “War, Punishment, and The Law of Nature in Early Chinese
Concepts of The State,” 292-293; McNeal, Conquer and Govern, 41; and Johnston, Cultural Realism, 69.

> McNeal, Conquer and Govern, 41.

“® In this regard, righteousness is “both situational and hierarchical.” McNeal, Conquer and Govern, 41.

* Johnston, Cultural Realism, 70

8 Wang, Harmony and War, 18.

* For example, McNeal, Conquer and Govern, 52-53; Graff, “The Chinese Concepts of Righteous War,” 195;
Lewis, “The Just War in Early China,” 190-193.
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demonstrated that the sage kings were morally bound to go to war against a state in disorder or
against a state in flagrant violation of accepted standards of political behavior.>
With regard to the role of the CRWT in decision-making, scholars bring out two sorts of
arguments. Huiyun Feng argues that the Chinese concept of righteous war has served as the final
criterion for Chinese leaders to judge whether they should use military force when their
nonviolent solutions, which were given the first priority, had failed.” In strong contrast to Feng’s
argument, others have regarded the Chinese concept of righteous war as a moral cloak which
covers acts of aggression.> In fact, these arguments point to the central questions of this research:
Did the CRWT provide a set of criteria that was actually used by China’s leaders to assess their

decisions to go to war?

A Theory of Chinese Righteous War

This section, which is divided into four sub-sections, searches for a theory of Chinese
righteous war. First, to grasp the fundamental concept underlying Chinese thinking about
righteous war, | briefly discuss the key ideas of Chinese thinking about morality. In the second
and third parts | explore the main ideas of the CRWT, righteousness-based justification and
competent authority, which may offer a framework of criteria that could be used by Chinese for
decision-making. Although the current literature provides a good clue for tracing the CRWT in
the Chinese classics, | selected only the ancient texts that had significant influence upon the
Chinese tradition or are frequently cited by scholars. In addition, I mainly adopted Graff’s
framework™ to guide my examination tracing and rearranging the scattered Chinese concepts. In

the fourth part, I discuss my assumption regarding the relationship between the CRWT and

%0 McNeal, Conquer and Govern, 43.

*! Huiyun Feng, Chinese Strategic Culture and Foreign Policy Decision-Making, 26-27.

°2 Arthur Waley, Three Ways of Thought in Ancient China (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1982), 104;
and Johnston, Cultural Realism, 252. Graff quoted Waley’s comments on righteous war in his research, but he made
a moderate argument that the doctrine of righteous war “performed much the same function of reconciling
philosophical principles with everyday practice, and may have played an even larger role in legitimizing the resort to
arms in ancient and imperial China.” Graff, “The Chinese Concepts of Righteous War,” 211.

53 Graff explores the ideas of justification, competent authority, and jus in bello by tracing their appearance in the

ancient Chinese classics.
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Chinese decisions to go to war, particularly the function of the CRWT in such decisions, as well

as provide the central hypothesis and the research method.

The Key Logic behind the CRWT

As mentioned earlier, the notion of righteousness (yi, ) is the central logic of the CRWT.
According to the Doctrine of the Mean (zhongyong, 1J5), a chapter in the Han Record of Rites
(Liji, ¥820), “righteousness is the principle of setting things right and proper, and the greatest
application of it is in honoring the worthy.” > Although what sorts of acts constitute
“right/proper” behavior is not clearly defined in Confucianism, certain guidelines and doctrines
can help us to understand. Confucians often see righteousness, rites, and laws as a trinity to guide
human behavior.> This viewpoint about righteousness implies that acts in accordance with rites
and laws are naturally right, and so they are acts that human beings should perform. However, in
human society, there are always plenty of gray zones which are not specifically dictated by rites
and laws. In such situations, what kind of acts can be justified as righteous? More specifically,
what kind of acts can be justified as righteous in politics? Confucius once gave a short answer by
replying to a question about government from Duke Jing of Qi: “Let the prince be a prince, the
minster a minster, the father a father and the son a son.”*® These four suggestions, especially the
first two, establish the basic order for conducting the “right” acts in politics that everyone
(including the ruler) needs to perform in order to fulfill their social duties and the responsibilities
that stern from their positions. For the Chinese, being virtuous is generally considered as one of
these fundamental duties that apply not only to ordinary people but also to rulers and

governments.

> Wing-tsit Chan, trans. and comp., A Source Book in Chinese Philosophy (New Jersey: Princeton University Press,
1973), 104. Irene Bloom has proposed “rightness” as an alternative translation of yi or i (). See Irene Bloom,
trans., “The Mean,” in Wm. Theodore de Bary and Irene Bloom, comp., Sources of Chinese Tradition (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1999), 336. “Righteousness,” however, continues to predominate throughout the
relevant secondary literature; therefore, it is adopted in this dissertation.

*® Ching-Piao Kang, “Just War Thought of the Pre-Qin Period,” WHAMPOA - An Interdisciplinary Journal, no.
51(2006), 130

% Anonymous, The Analects of Confucius, trans. Arthur Waley, 166.
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In Confucianism, virtue can be categorized into two types. The first type is about the ruler’s
political and diplomatic actions, which is called “benevolent administration/policy” (de zheng,

{2 F7); the second refers to personal behavior and moral self-improvement, which is called
“moral conduct” (de xing, {277).>” Usually a ruler who can bring stability to the people, conduct

a broad-minded policy, follow the etiquette system of the rites, receive admonitions without
displeasure, respect ethical principles, and externally implement a generous and peace-first
policy and not use his power to bully neighboring rulers will be regarded as a ruler having
benevolent policy.?® As with benevolent policy, there are many virtues and principles regarding
moral conduct, including being honest and loyal, and having filial piety, righteousness, valor,
modesty, and wisdom.*® As a result of indistinct and overlapping definitions, some ideas, such as
benevolence and righteousness, may appear redundant in this context. Nevertheless, those
concepts indeed show that rites, laws, and virtue are the fundamental elements defining what

righteousness should be in politics.

Righteousness-based Justifications

Confucianism is an unavoidable topic when scholars attempt to explore the CRWT. In
general, Confucians’ attitude toward warfare is to be passive and prudent. This attitude does not
require Confucians to abandon entirely the resort to force. For Confucians, not all wars need to
be condemned; only unrighteous wars deserved to be stopped and punished. According to
Confucianism, an unrighteous war is one driven by greed and self-interest.®® Because this kind of
war will kill people savagely and put the aggressor state itself in danger, it must be condemned

and stopped.®*

>’ Chen Lai, Gudai Sixiang Wenhua de Shijie: Chunqiu Shigi de Zongjiao Lunli yu Shehui Sixiang (The World of
Ancient Thought and Culture: Thoughts of Religion, Morality, and Society in the Spring and Autumn Period )
(Beijing: Sdx Joint Publishing Company, 2002), 216-254.

% Ibid., 216-254.

* Ibid., 269.

% See Dai De, Dadai Liji (Beijing, China: Zhonghua Book Company, 1985), Chapter 33 Use of Force.

81 Mencius, The Works of Mencius, trans James Legge (Hong Kong: Hong Kong University Press, 1960), 305.
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In Confucianism, righteous war can be characterized as a war fought to forbid savage
behavior or to stop violence.? In explaining why a humane and benevolent man needs to wage
war, the influential Confucian philosopher Xunzi (313-238 BCE) said:

That humanity of which | spoke does indeed involve loving others, but it is just such love for others that
causes a hatred of whoever does injury to them. That morality of which | spoke does involve acting in accord
with rational order, but it is precisely according with rational order that causes a hatred of whoever disrupts it.
The military principles of which | spoke are just the means whereby to prohibit violent and aggressive

behavior and to prevent harm to others; they are not the means to contention and confiscation.®®

This logic suggests that it is both “right” and necessary to use force to correct wrongdoings that
violate the principle of benevolence and righteousness, because such wrongdoings threaten the
central ethics that Confucianism regards as sustaining the operation of human society.

Another concept of righteous war can be derived from this comment, namely, that a war to
maintain and restore political order (specifically, the feudal system at that time®) is also
justifiable. Confucius once asked his own master, the Duke of Lu, to send a punitive expedition
to restore the political order and punish the misbehavior caused within a neighboring state, Qi,
where the minster Chen Heng had murdered his ruler.® Chen Heng’s crime, in Confucius’s view,
was an intolerable misbehavior which violated not only righteousness, but also the rites and laws.

Confucius’s idea of a punitive expedition is echoed in the methods of maintaining a political

system suggested to kings by the Rites of Zhou (Zhou Li, 5¥&), a classical Confucian blueprint

82 See Da Dai Li Ji, Chapter 33 Use of Force; Mencius, The Works of Mencius, trans James Legge, 167.

8% Xunzi, Xunzi, trans. John Knoblock (Hunan, China: Hunan People’s Publishing House, 1999), 479.

% This is the Western Zhou feudalism, which was termed fengjian in Chinese. The system of fengjian means
literally “to establish by means of making boundaries.” The essence of this system was that “the function of the
Western Zhou state was carried out by its numerous local agents, who were replicas of the Zhou central government
and were centered on lineages as branches of the Zhou royal house or as marriage partners of it.” Each local agent
constituted “an autonomous geographical entity located in a specific area, and was equipped with a small but
complete government that enjoyed the combined rights of civil administration, legal punishment, and military
authority.” The regional rulers were not independent of Zhou royal authority, rather their relationships with the Zhou
king were even closer than those of the “vassals” and “lords” under the “feudo-vassalic” institutions of medieval
Europe. This close relationship was based on the institution of “Lineage Law,” which served to “regulate inheritance
of political authority and property through a kinship structure.” Li Feng, Landscape and Power in Early China: The
Crisis and Fall of the Western Zhou, 1045-771 BC (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2006), 110-112.

% Anonymous, The Analects of Confucius, trans. Arthur Waley, 186.
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for government. According to the Rites of Zhou, a legitimate Zhou king had the right to impose
sanctions against a vassal state under one or more of nine conditions.®® Of the nine conditions,
four called for correction or punishment by a punitive expedition, specifically when a vassal state
killed a virtuous person and imperiled its own people, when a ruler was killed or exiled by his
courtiers, when a vassal state disobeyed the kings’ orders, and when a ruler transgressed the
principles of human ethics and behaved like an animal (e.g., to gain power by Killing his father).
The idea that war may be used to stop violence was also recorded in an important canon of
Confucianism — the Zuo Zhuan, a chronicle of the Spring and Autumn period. The most
prominent example was King Zhuang of Chu’s comments on war after he defeated Jin’s troops
in the Battle of Bi in 597 BCE. One of his generals suggested to him that he collect and pile the
corpses of the Jin soldiers in a mound to announce victory.®” King Zhuang of Chu rejected the
suggestion, saying:®®
In the written script, the stopping of weapons constitutes the martial®®.... Now in the case of the martial, it
means prohibiting violence, collecting weapons, preserving the great, establishing merit, bringing peace to the
people, uniting the masses, and making resources abundant. This is what causes our descendants not to forget
our splendor. Today | have caused the bones of the soldiers of our two states to lay [sic] exposed on the

battleground; this is violence. I have unsheathed our weapons in order to awe the feudal lords; this is not

collecting weapons. Being violent and not collecting weapons — how can | hope to preserve the great? And

% The nine conditions are: 1) to reduce its fief when the stronger states heckle the weaker state; 2) to send a punitive
expedition when the state Kills virtuous persons and imperils its people; 3) to remove the rulers who brutalize their
people and humiliate their neighbors; 4) to reduce his fief when the ruler does not manage his territories properly
and leads his people to disperse; 5) to invade the state who does not submit itself to the emperor’s orders and
authority; 6) to inflict punishment upon those rulers who Kill their own family members; 7) to execute the courtier
who Kills or exiles his ruler; 8) to cut off its relations with other states when said states disobey and defy the King’s
laws; 9) to put the ruler to death when he transgresses the principles of human ethic and behaves like an animal. See
Anonymous, The Rites of Zhou (Taipei, Taiwan: Taiwan Zhonghua Book Company, 1981), chapter “The Officer of
Summer: Sima.”

%7 McNeal, Conquer and Govern, 48; and Yu Xian-hao, Zhou Fu-chang and Yao Man-bo, ann., Zuo Zhuan (Taipei:
San Min Book Co., 2002), 684 and 688-689.

% This translation is directly quoted from McNeal’s. See McNeal, Conquer and Govern, 48-49.

% In Chinese this sentence is “F = Aiit.” Literally, it can be translated into “the graphs for ‘stop’ - and

‘weapon’[or dagger-axe] =k, make the graph for ‘martial’ i.” See McNeal, Conquer and Govern, 183: note 12. It

also can be translated into “to stop the use of weapons and avoid war is truly military” or “real military prowess

being to ensure peace.”
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despite our victory, the state of Jin still survives — how can this be called establishing merit? Moreover, | have
gone against the desires of the people in many ways — how can they find peace in this? Lacking virtue and
grappling for power with the feudal lords — how can this unite the masses? Deriving benefit by putting others
in peril, and finding peace by putting others into chaos, and then taking this as one’s own glory — how can this
make resources abundant? The martial has these seven virtues, yet | haven’t a single one of them. What am |

to display to my descendants?

Although the seven martial virtues that King Zhuang of Chu mentioned included certain
utilitarian perspectives, the ideas of stopping violence and bringing peace to the people still
occupied a prominent position in legitimizing the use of armed force. In particular, the sentence

“the stopping of weapons constitutes the martial” (zhigeweiwu, (- 5 1) has become a common

idiomatic phrase used by Chinese to explain the necessity of use of force.

While Confucianism accepted the idea of punitive expeditions, Taoism’® insisted that only
the use of force for self-defense could be justified. As the sage Laozi indicated, “sharp weapons,”
with the extended meaning of military force, are ill-omened instruments.”* When he discussed a
maxim about using weapons, Laozi said: “I don’t presume to act like the host, and instead play
the part of the guest; | don’t advance an inch, but rather retreat a foot.”’? The only legitimate
condition for the use of force, according to Laozi, is self-preservation in its most immediate and
obvious sense.”

Mohism™, like Taoism, was a school of thought that strongly opposed offensive war, but it
advocated defensive preparation.” Mo Di (c. 468-376 BCE), the founder of Mohism, believed

" Taoism is traditionally held to have been founded by Laozi (c. 6" century BCE ). It is one of the major schools of
thought that have influenced and shaped Chinese culture and Chinese ways of thinking. Its central belief advocates
the spirit of nature and “non-action” (wuwei, fi £). Its political philosophy is to govern by doing nothing
(wuweierzhi, 4 5fi)4). See Robert G. Henricks, ed. and trans., Lao-Tzu Te-Tao Ching: A new translation based on
the recently discovered Ma-Wang-Tui text (New York: Ballantine Books, 1989).

™ Robert G. Henricks, ed.and trans., Lao-Tzu Te-Tao Ching, 83.

"2 Ibid., p. 40.

" Graff, “The Chinese Concept of Righteous War,” 198.

™ Mohism was founded by Mo Di (c. 468-376 BCE). It was one of the important schools of thought in the Warring
States period. Although its influence has decreased since the Qin dynasty, the central concepts of Mohism,
“universal love” (jianai, 3£%&) and “no invasion” (feigong, FEI4), were already well-known by Chinese. See lan
Johnston, trans. and ann., The Mozi: A Complete Translation (New York: Columbia University Press, 2010)

7> Graff, “The Chinese Concept of Righteous War,” 199; and Lewis, “The Just War in Early China,” 190.
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that armed aggression is no different from the crimes of robbery and murder, because it not only
has the same logic in harming others to benefit oneself, but also is on a much larger scale.”® He
said:
The killing of one person is spoken of as unrighteous and certainly constitutes one capital offence. Reasoning
on this basis...killing a hundred people is a hundred times as unrighteous, so certainly constitutes a hundred
capital offences. If this is valid, the gentlemen of the world should all know and condemn it, and call it
unrighteous. But when it comes to what is a great lack of righteousness, that is, attacking states, then they do
not know and condemn it.”’

However, he didn’t completely reject the idea that offensive war could be justified. Mo Di

considered that the ancient sage kings’ uses of force were not acts of “attack” (gong, %), but
rather acts of “punishment” (zhu, ), because the war was aimed to punish vicious rulers who

had offended against the will of Heaven.”

A military intervention which rescues a weaker state from a stronger state’s invasion can
also be justified as a righteous use of force according to Mo Di. Refuting the common argument
among rulers during the Warring States period that rulers had the right to wage war in order to
establish righteousness in the world and to draw the other feudal lords to virtue, Mo Di argues
that:

Now, if there was one who was able to establish himself in the world through righteousness and reputation and
attract the feudal lords through virtue, the world’s submission would be immediate and expected...Nowadays,
if there were feudal lords in the world who were able to establish good faith in their dealings and gave primacy
to benefit, then, when a great state was not righteous, they would join in grieving for it. When a great state
attacked a small state, they would join in rescuing it. When the inner and outer city walls of a small state were
incomplete, they would join in repairing them...If we led the people along the right path, established a
reputation for righteousness, and invariably acted liberally towards our populace as well as training our forces

with sincerity, and in this way supported the feudal lords, then it would be possible to have no enemies in the
world...."
In Mo Di’s opinion, a ruler with virtue has the right to intervene militarily to save a weaker state

from a stronger state’s aggression.

76 Graff, “The Chinese Concept of Righteous War,” 199 ; and lan Johnston trans. and ann., The Mozi, 169.

" lan Johnston, trans. and ann., The Mozi, 169.

"8 Graff, “The Chinese Concept of Righteous War,” 200; and lan Johnston, trans. and ann., The Mozi, 188-193.
™ Johnston, trans. and ann.,, The Mozi, 195 and 197.
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The Guanzi®, the Book of Lord Shang®, and the Han Feizi® are three major classics of
Chinese Legalism. Their authors’ attitudes toward warfare are quite different from each other.
The authors of Guanzi believe that war is dangerous to a country’s survival, but it becomes
necessary if waged for righteous causes. Generally, a righteous war, in Guanzi, refers to an act of
punishment upon a state that is vicious® or does not follow the king’s authority®, or a military
action for saving a state from disorder.®® These ideas are not shared by the authors of the Book of
Lord Shang and the Han Feizi. These authors considered that an aggressive war, regardless of its

justification, should be viewed positively if it advanced the state’s interests (li, £]).%° But, in the

Book of Lord Shang, the author says that “if by war one wishes to abolish war, even war is
permissible; if by killing one wants to abolish killing, even killing is permissible; if by
punishments one wishes to abolish punishments, even heavy punishments are permissible.”®’
Although this statement justifies waging war, it is unclear whether the war is for self-defense or
military intervention.

Although rarely discussed, the righteous causes of the resort to force did come to the
attention of ancient Chinese writers on military strategy. In exploring the causes of war, the

Wuzi®® defines the “righteous army” as one suppressing “the violently perverse” and rescuing

8 The contents of Guanzi date approximately from the Warring States period. Although it is an encyclopedic
compilation of early Chinese philosophies, its contents show strong affinities with Legalism.

8 The Book of Lord Shang mainly records the theories and measures of the political and economic reforms in the
state of Qin introduced by Shang Yang (390-338 BCE) starting from 356 BCE.

8 The Han Feizi was written by the statesman Han Fei (c. 280-233 BCE). It expounds Han Fei’s political
philosophy and ideas of statecraft, advocating a utilitarian perspective and the role of law in ruling.

8 Anonymous, Gaunzi (Taipei, Taiwan: Taiwan Zhonghua Book Company, 1981), Ch. 19.

% Ibid., Ch. 21.

% Ibid.

8 J.J. L. Duyvendak, ed. and trans., The Book of Lord Shang: A Classic of the Chinese School of Law (Chicago:
The University of Chicago Press, 1928), pp. 190 and 256-257; Graff, “The Chinese Concept of Righteous War,” 198;
and Han Fei, Han Feizi (Taipei, Taiwan: Taiwan Zhonghua Book Company, 1981), Ch.1.

8 Duyvendak, ed. and trans., The Book of Lord Shang, 285

8 \Wuzi, or Wuzi Bingfa, is one of the Seven Military Classics (canonized in the Song dynasty, c. 11" century). It is
generally held to record the military thought of the Warring States general Wu Qi (440-381 BCE).
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“the people from chaos.”®® The Yuliaozi®® has similar opinions to those of Wuzi in that “the
military provides the means to execute the brutal and chaotic and to stop the unrighteous.”" This
justification can also be found in the San Lue:* “The Sage King does not take any pleasure in
using the army. He mobilizes it to execute the violently perverse and punish the rebellious.”®®
Among the military classics, the strongest voice in favor of waging war to bolster moral order is
given by the Sima Fa.* It states that “if one must kill men to give peace to the people, then
killing is permissible”; “if one must attack a state out of love for their people, the attacking it is
permissible”; “if one must stop war with war, although it is war it is permissible.”® Moreover,
the nine circumstances legitimizing the imposition of sanctions in the Rites of Zhou were also
directly quoted by the author of Sima Fa as conditions for the use of armed force.*

Although most Chinese strategists expressed some ideas about righteous war, Sun Tzu, the
most famous and important Chinese strategic thinker, mentioned almost nothing about it in his
classic — Sunzi Bingfa. Unlike the works of several other thinkers who believed that moral factors
would lead to victory, the Sunzi Bingfa concentrates more on the proper means by which to win a
war. The only moral issue the Sunzi Bingfa mentions is the “Dao” (or “Way”), which means the
leader must have the support of his people.”” But Sun Tzu did not clearly explain whether the
contents of “Dao” required the leader to garner popular support from his people by adopting

benevolent administration, policy or moral conduct.

® Ralph D. Sawyer, ed. and trans., The Seven Military Classics of Ancient China (Boulder, CO: Westview Press,
Inc., 1993), 208; and Graff, “The Chinese Concept of Righteous War,” 201-202.

% Of uncertain authorship, the Yuliaozi is one of the Seven Military Classics and is thought to have been written
during the Warring States period.

%! Sawyer, ed. and trans., The Seven Military Classics of Ancient China, 254.

%2 One of the Seven Military Classics, the San Lue was probably written in the late Western Han dynasty (202
BCE - 9CE) and mainly focuses on the discussing the relationship between politics and military strategy.

% Ibid., 305. It is not entirely wrong that Sawyer translated the “luan” into “rebellious,” but the word “luan” is
usually regarded as chaotic or disordered instead of “rebellious”.

% Graff, “The Chinese Concepts of Righteous War,” 202. Sima Fa is one of the Seven Military Classics. It mainly
records the ancient thought of etiquette, administration, and management of military forces. Although it is probably
a Warring States compilation, some of its contents may derive from the Spring and Autumn Period.

% Sawyer, ed. and trans., The Seven Military Classics of Ancient China, 126.

% Ibid., 126-127.

" Ibid., 157.
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The era between the late Warring States period and the Han dynasty, as Lewis has argued,
was a significant period for the development of the Chinese righteous war tradition.” Both the
Annals of LU Buwei and the Huainanzi were masterpieces displaying the evolved concepts of the
CRWT.® In the Annals of LU Buwei, the authors strongly advocate that it be considered a
requirement for any armed force that one might have to be a righteous one. They treat the
righteous armed force as a vital tool in maintaining order and peace. If the requirement for armed
force to be righteous were abandoned, the world would become chaotic in that every state would
fight the other without limits.'® In their opinion, righteous armed force should be used to
“punish tyrannical lords and relieve suffering peoples.”*** The authors of the Huainanzi likewise

indicate that the righteous force is a necessary means for maintaining order:

In antiquity, those who used the military did not value expanding territory or covet the possession of gold and

jade. They sought to sustain those who [were] perishing, revive those [lineages] that had been cut off, pacify

the chaos of the world, and eliminate harm to the myriad people.102

For this purpose, the righteous force is an essential means for maintaining order, so that “the
violent are curtailed and the disorderly are punished.”*®

Thus, there are four major righteousness-based justifications that can be identified from these
Chinese classics to legitimize the decision to go to war. First, the justification of stopping
violence was regularly mentioned and constituted a central concept of early Chinese thought
about the legitimate use of force. This idea usually contains three sometimes overlapping subsets,
which are to restore order, to bring peace to the people, and to punish or stop a ruler’s savage

behavior. The second justification is to punish disobedient states. The Rites of Zhou and Sima

% Lewis, “The Just War in Early China,” 185.

% Both classics were compiled by teams of authors working under the aegis of a powerful sponsor. The authors of
the Annals of Li Buwei was sponsored by Qin chancellor Lii Buwei and completed the compilation about 239 BCE.
Huainanzi was completed around 139 BCE under the aegis of Liu An, Han “king” of Huainan.

1% John Knoblock and Jeffrey Riegel, eds. and trans., The Annals of Lii Buwei: A complete translation and study
(Stanford, California: Stanford University Press, 2000), 175-176.

101 Knoblock and Riegel, eds. and trans., The Annals of Lii Buwei, 178; and Graff, “The Chinese Concept of
Righteous War,” 202.

192 John S. Major et al., The Huainanzi: a Guide to the Theory and Practice of Government in Early Han China
(New York: Columbia University Press, 2010), 580 and Graff, “The Chinese Concept of Righteous War,” 203.

13 John S. Major et al., The Huainanzi, 204; and Graff, “The Chinese Concepts of Righteous War,” 203.
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Fa are the two classics that mention this idea as a condition for a king’s use of force. The third
justification is to help a weaker state against a stronger state’s invasion. This idea was
especially brought out by the authors of the Mozi and Rites of Zhou. In ancient times, this notion
referred particularly to the form of the Zhou king helping one of his weaker vassals to resist the
attack from a stronger vassal. Finally, a war for self-defense is generally recognized as a
righteous war, although the Chinese classics, except the Daodejing and the Mozi, do not
explicitly express such an idea. The justification of self-defense has been given an extra meaning
by modern Chinese strategists to justify an active posture in the use of force, with China
projecting its armed force into other states’ territory. This meaning was advanced by Chinese
leaders especially in the second half of the twentieth century. For them, a defensive war is not
merely a war of static defense. They advocate an “active defense” in response to what they

perceive as an adversary’s aggressive action.'%*

Competent Authority
In the early Chinese thought on righteous war, the right to designate competent authority in
a war was usually held to be a monopoly of the semi-divine king who received and sustained the

“Mandate of Heaven” (tianming, “X7). The idea of receiving and keeping the Mandate of

Heaven was closely related to the fundamental Chinese political and societal thought that
Heaven, the King or emperor, and the People composed a trinity of the political and religious
system. '® The King, who was an intermediary between Heaven and the people, had
responsibilities to govern the people as an agent of Heaven and to worship Heaven as the
representative of the people.’® The ancient Chinese believed that receipt of the Mandate
depended on virtue. According to this belief, a regime starts when a person, called “the King

Receiving the Mandate” (shoumingwang, 7@ 1), receives the Mandate of Heaven because of

his virtue.'” But his status does not automatically guarantee the Mandate for his descendants,

104 Scobell, China’s Use of Force, 28

1% Ch’ien Mu, Guo Shi Dagang (The Outlines of National History) (Taipei: Taiwan Commercial Press, 2005), 348.
1% 1bid.

197 \Wang Jianwen, Feng Tian Cheng Yun: Gudai Zhongguo de Guojia Gainian ji gi Zhengdangxing Jichu (Heaven-
Sent Conveyances: the Concept and the Foundation of Validity of “State” in Ancient China) (Taipei: Dong Da Tu
Shu Publishing Company), 97-98.
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who must therefore keep their ancestral virtue.!®® In other words, the survival of the Heaven-
mandated authority is conditional. Since Heaven always unselfishly and impartially loves the

people®®

, @ King who improperly governs the people deserves to be abandoned by Heaven.
When the power of the semi-divine king declined, the idea arose that a virtuous leader who did
not yet hold the title of king could use force legitimately.

This idea shaped the early Chinese perspective on the interstate relationship*'°, which was
recognized as a hierarchical structure dominated by the legitimate King, who was also called the
“Son of Heaven.” Moreover, the nature of interstate relations was not recognized as chaotic (as
in so much of Western political theory), but rather was understood as an order governed by the
Son of Heaven, who had right to impose sanctions on those who violated his commands. As we
have seen, this sort of idea is especially prominent in the Rites of Zhou, where the authors present
nine conditions for the use of force. Mencius''! seemed to agree with this idea when he said that
“a punitive expedition is a war waged by one in authority against his subordinates,” and “it is not
for peers to punish one another by war.”*** To Mencius, only the Son of Heaven’s use of force
could be legitimized as punishment, and a feudal lord’s use of force would be regarded as an
attack. '

However, by the mid-Warring States period, the entire notion of competent authority had

114

been undercut by the declining power of the Zhou kings™ (the recognized Son of Heaven at that

time) and by the increasingly prevalent notion that they might be replaced by a newly emergent

1% 1pid.

1% Ch’ien Mu, Guo Shi Dagang, 348.

1191t will be more accurate to name this as the “feudal” relationship if according to the early political system of
China. See footnote 64.

1 Mencius (c. 372-289 BCE) was one of the important philosophers who shaped the orthodox version of
Confucianism. He is recognized by Chinese as the “second sage” (ya sheng, goEE) after Confucius. Mencius
believed that human nature is innately good, people are the most significant factor for ruling a state, and
benevolence and righteousness should be the highest standard for the principles of behavior.

112 Quoted in Graff, “The Chinese Concept of Righteous War,” 204.

113 Graff, “The Chinese Concept of Righteous War,” 204.

14 The decline in the power of the Zhou kings also caused a new reality as wars among the feudal lords increased
significantly in number and came to dominate the interstate relationship. These conditions demanded a

reexamination of the early notion of competent authority.
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ruler of great benevolence and virtue.*™® The matter of virtue, underlying the guarantee of the
Mandate of Heaven, was central to identifying competent authority. The Zuo Zhuan provides a
case in which the matter of virtue was seen as the premise to go to war. In 641 BCE, Duke Xiang
of Song laid siege to Cao on the pretext that Cao was disobedient to his orders. One of Song’s
ministers, Zi Yu, asked the Duke to end the siege by bringing up the case of King Wen of Zhou’s
expedition against Chong, a morally depraved state. When King Wen learned that the ruler and
people of Chong had behaved immorally, he decided to punish them. But his first expedition was
unsuccessful, when he withdrew his troops after a futile thirty-day siege of Chong. King Wen
worked on refining his morality and improving his people with virtue after he returned. When
King Wen sent another expedition against Chong, the people of Chong immediately surrendered
when the Zhou troops entered the camp that had been built during the first expedition. Zi Yu
used this example to warn that even a sage King sometimes would have to refine his morality to
make an expedition successful, let alone his master the Duke of Song, who had no virtuous
standing comparable to those sage kings. Zi Yu requested that his master lift the siege, refine his
morality by self-examination, and then use armed force again after all of the deficiency of
morality had been corrected.™® The historical authenticity of Zi Yu’s warnings and the example
of King Wen’s expedition should not be exaggerated. However, this case indicates that the
author of the Zuo Zhuan attempted to speak through Zi Yu to emphasize the important role of
morality in the decision for war.

The role of morality also received attention from the authors of the Annals of L Buwei, but
they presented it from a different angle. When these authors discussed which forms of warfare

could be legitimized, they said:
Now, there is no greater act of immorality and no greater harm to the peoples of the world than failing to
distinguish between the moral and the immoral, and rather hurriedly adopting the policy of indiscriminate
defense by “rescuing” and “protecting.” Thus, it is logically inadmissible either to adopt a policy of aggressive
warfare or to condemn it, to adopt a policy of defensive warfare or to condemn it. It is only the use of weapons
in a righteous cause that can be considered proper. If weapons are raised in a righteous cause, then both

aggressive and defensive warfare are proper. If the cause is not righteous, then neither is proper.**’

115 Graff, “The Chinese Concept of Righteous War,” 205.
118 yu Xian-hao, Zhou Fu-chang and Yao Man-bo, ann., Zuo Zhuan, 366-370

7 Knoblock and Riegel, eds. and trans., The Annals of Lii Buwei, 182.
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The authors further pointed out seven cases of ancient rulers who either were immoral or ruled
their people savagely to explain why defensive warfare might not be righteous. Then, the authors

wrote:
These seven rulers surpassed all other men in acting without the Dao and in being immoral. The innocent
people they slaughtered and murdered were so numerous, they cannot be counted even by the tens of
thousands. The corpses of the strong and feeble, the old and young, and the miscarried and stillborn filled the
flat plains and dammed up the deep gorges and great valleys...Were an ascendant ruler or humane knight to
contemplate this deeply, it surely would pain his heart and cause him grief and sadness. Were he to examine
what brought this about, he would conclude that it was because of the demise of those who possess the Dao
and the licentiousness of those who lack the Dao. But those who lack the Dao have been lucky in conducting
themselves licentiously. Thus, the misfortune of the world does not lie in the defensive strategy of “rescuing”
and “safeguarding,” but in the unworthy having been lucky. Yet if persuasions advocate defensive warfare, the
unworthy are all the more fortunate and the worthy all the more hesitant. Thus, the most profound disorder to

the world depends on the practice of hurriedly embracing the policy of defense without assessing the rightness

11
of the cause. 8

Indeed, the purpose behind this argument was to defend the legitimacy of Qin’s offensive
strategy of attempting to conquer other states in the late Warring States period. But if we take Zi
Yu’s argument from the Zuo Zhuan into account, we can see that both arguments point in the
same direction, showing that moral inferiority results in the lack of a righteous cause to go to war.
While the author of the Zuo Zhuan went in a positive direction stating that flawless morality
legitimizes the use of force, the authors of the Annals of Li Buwei emphasize that immorality
removes the legitimacy of the use of force, even for defensive purposes.

These new ideas indicate that by the late Warring States period the Zhou kings’ monopoly
in determining the competent authority among the combatants no longer existed. They also imply
an idea similar to that of competent authority in the Western tradition of just war, namely that the
ruler or government of a sovereign state possesses proper authority to go to war."*® But this idea
did not survive for long after the Warring States period because most of the succeeding dynasties
were centralized and unified under a ruler with the same title of “Son of Heaven” that the Zhou
kings had held. This does not mean that the rulers of the succeeding dynasties abandoned the

notion that morality plays an important role in legitimizing use of armed force, but rather that in

8 Ibid., 183-184.
19 The idea of competent authority in the Western tradition of just war, please see Charles Guthrie and Michael
Quinlan, Just War - The Just War Tradition., 12.
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reality they might be more inclined to manifest the competent authority of their regime by
pointing out the immorality of the opponents being punished, just as the authors of Annals of Lu
Buwei and Zuo Zhuan attempted to advocate.

What succeeding generations of Chinese leaders may have learned from the origins of
competent authority could be the practice of assessing the morality of their decisions to go to war.
Ideally, this idea would encourage Chinese leaders to examine the relative moral standings
between themselves (including the regime they lead) and the opponents they attempt to fight
against. When they perceive that they are morally superior, they are certain that the decision for
war is legitimate. And they are inclined to decide against war if their moral status fails to pass
the examination. But the reality is that this ideal model was hardly applied to the everyday
practice of warfare. The Chinese leaders might adopt a lesser standard of moral assessment such
that only their opponents would be the objects of examination. As Yuan-Kang Wang observed,
this idea is similar to the modern concept of “humanitarian intervention,” that a punitive
expedition can be allowed to fight against a state whose ruler is found to be unjust or abusing his
people.’®® This is to say that by adopting this devalued concept of competent authority, the
Chinese leaders can be confident of success in legitimizing their decisions for war when the

moral inferiority of their opponents is identified.

Hypothesis

Before posing the hypothesis of this research, it is necessary to understand that the ideas
about righteousness-based justification and competent authority in the CRWT may not be
fundamentally different from those presented in the Western tradition of just war. For example,
self-defense is also regarded as a justification for war in the Western tradition. But as noted in
the introduction, Chinese leaders may not be familiar with the Western doctrine of just war, but it
is possible that Chinese leaders learned what morally permissible warfare should be from their
own cultural tradition. Moreover, as Graff argued, several elements that are clearly addressed in
the Western discourse on just war have been found only undeveloped and ambiguous in the

CRWT.* The most obvious of these elements are the principles of reasonable prospect of

120 \Wang, Harmony and War, 18-19.
121 Graff, “The Chinese Concept of Righteous War,” 196.
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success and proportionality, which cannot be found in the traditional Chinese concept of
righteous war. The principle of competent authority also appears ambiguous in comparison with
its place in the Western tradition of just war, although Chinese thinkers pointed to the moral
character of the ruler as a means of determining competent authority. Furthermore, the idea that
war is the last resort does not clearly appear as one of the criteria for assessing the legitimacy of
the use of force in the early Chinese concept of righteous war. Thus, while it is clear that there
are some points of similarity with Western just war thought, the Chinese tradition merits
attention in its own right.

The survey of the current literature and the ancient Chinese classics yields two major
understandings of the influence of the CRWT upon China’s decision to go to war. The first
suggests that the CRWT serves as a moral cloak covering the Chinese decision to use force
aggressively. This understanding is brought out by Waley, and echoed by Johnston and Graff.'??
Arthur Waley points out that, even though the Confucians strongly emphasized the duty of the
other states to punish any state which was being badly ruled, there was no inter-state court which
could investigate charges against a government; therefore, “the righteous war principle became
merely a moral cloak under which to cover acts of aggression.” Waley further argues that the
righteous war principle “was in fact a mechanism, familiar enough to-day, for bridging the gap
between the amoralism of those who actually handle the affairs of a state and the inconvenient
idealism of the masses.”*? In other words, the critique of the “moral cloak,” in Waley’s term,
sees decisions for war basically as resulting from amoral assessment, and the ideas in the CRWT
work as a tool for reconciling amoral decisions with the philosophical principles used to educate
the masses. This critique suggests that the justice of war has no, or very little, influence upon
Chinese leaders when they are making the decision to go to war.

The second understanding, which | argue and will test in this research, suggests that the
CRWT provides a frame of reference within which Chinese leaders conduct moral assessment of
their decisions to go to war. This frame of reference helps China’s leaders to assess the
legitimacy of their decisions. When a decision is found to be legitimate, China’s leaders are more

likely to put the decision into action. This understanding, however, does not deny that amoral

122 Arthur Waley, Three Ways of Thought in Ancient China, 104; Johnston, Cultural Realism, 252; and Graff, “The
Chinese Concepts of Righteous War,” 211.
123 Arthur Waley, Three Ways of Thought in Ancient China, 104-105.
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factors, such as national interests and capabilities, have played an important role in Chinese
decision-making, but it does suggest that Chinese leaders would consider the issues of righteous
causes and morality when making their decisions.

Furthermore, the CRWT may play a more important role when China’s leaders have
encountered an impasse in decision-making such as when different pragmatic arguments point
toward opposite courses of action. One should not confuse this with the “moral cloak” argument.
Fundamentally, the argument of “moral cloak” assumes that the CRWT helps Chinese to
reconcile the conflict between an opportunity for amoral or pragmatic advantageous action and
those of their cultural and philosophical paradigms that argue against such action. But resolving
real ambivalence is different. In these cases, the CRWT helps Chinese to reinforce one course of
action, such as a decision for war, when the pragmatic calculations point in two opposite
directions. This does not mean that the Chinese decision is amoral or irrelevant to the
considerations of the justice of war. Rather, the Chinese simultaneously engage in both
pragmatic calculation and moral assessment while making decisions, and they are more willing
to view the decision for war as legitimate when another path, apart from pragmatic calculation,
also suggests going to war.

This argument also implies that the traditional Chinese concept of righteous war may have
exerted influence when the Chinese leaders attempted to decide upon the use of large-scale force
for an offensive operation outside Chinese territory or in a disputed area. In other words, the
CRWT is expected to exert influence when the Chinese leaders are making a decision for war
with an active deployment of force, where another justification for war cannot be clearly found.
When the justification for war is obvious, the CRWT may have no visible influence upon
Chinese decision making. One such circumstance might be a Chinese decision for self-defense
against an invasion. This limitation results from the common-sense assumption that any
aggression would automatically provide just cause to the state that is invaded, as well as trigger
its action for self-defense. Thus, when the Chinese faced the danger of a superior opponent’s
massive invasion or nuclear attack, they would naturally see no need to invoke the CRWT in an
effort to legitimize their action in self-defense.

This argument echoes Johnson and Tierney’s Rubicon theory of war, which explains the
shift of mind-sets in decision-making. Johnson and Tierney argue that when people believe they

have crossed a psychological Rubicon, they switch from a “deliberative” to an “implemental”
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mind-set, which can be a causal factor in the outbreak of war.*** Johnson and Tierney suggest
that the shift of mind-sets occurs when people perceive war as imminent.'? | argue that the
CRWT may also help the Chinese to shift mind-sets when they perceive war as imminent.
Although the ancient Chinese classics do not include any passages specifically bearing on this
problem, Huiyun Feng suggests that the Chinese concept of righteous war may have served as
one of the final criteria for Chinese leaders to determine to use force when nonviolent efforts

toward a solution had failed.?

According to this argument, the CRWT thinking may well
influence the shift of mind-sets when Chinese perceive that their attempts at nonviolent solutions

have encountered deadlock. This leads to the following hypothesis:

The Chinese are prone to go to war only when such action is justified by the CRWT.

Research Design

A Chinese decision to go to war is the dependent variable. | use the levels of hostility of the
Militarized Interstate Dispute (MID) dataset to locate China’s final decision for dealing with a
foreign crisis. The MID dataset defines five levels of hostility for states participating in an
interstate dispute: no militarized action, threats of force, displays of force, uses of force, and
war.*?” The operational definition of the level of war is “when militarized interstate disputes
evolve, or escalate, to the point where military combat is sufficiently sustained that it will result
in a minimum of 1,000 total battle deaths.”**®

Chinese assessment of the legitimacy of the decision to go to war is the independent
variable. Two major ideas of the CRWT may be applied by Chinese leaders to assess this

legitimacy, which are righteousness-based justification and judgment of morality. Chinese

124 Dominic D. P. Johnson and Dominic Tierney, “The Rubicon Theory of War: How the Path to Conflict Reaches
the Point of No Return,” International Security 36, no. 1 (Summer 2011): 7.

' |bid., 38.

128 Huiyun Feng, Chinese Strategic Culture and Foreign Policy Decision-Making, 26-27.

127 The operational definitions of threats of force, displays of force, and uses of force please see the Appendix 1.

128 Daniel M. Jones, Stuart A. Bremer, and J. David Singer, “Militarized Interstate Disputes, 1819-1992: Rationale,
Coding Rules, and Empirical Patterns,” Conflict Management and Peace Science 15, no. 2: 171. It means total battle

deaths on both sides.
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leaders’ identifications of just causes and their opponents’ moral standing are used as measures
of how much they have applied the CRWT. In addition, reports in the Chinese media addressing
the leaders’ attitude toward the behavior of their opponents give a supplementary means for
assessing how they determine morality.

The statements of key Chinese leaders and the biographies of them edited and released by
government-controlled presses merit the highest priority for examination. Other high-ranking
leaders’ memoirs and recollections are also used to fill in those parts of decision-making which
are not covered by the sources about the key leaders. The material in these types of sources must
be treated with caution. For various reasons, such as ideological imperatives or the Chinese
government’s policy concerning publication by persons of especially high rank, the authors of
these memoirs may exaggerate a story or simply transplant the official formulation into their
recollection in order to glorify the image of the paramount leaders. For this reason, | have
adopted only recollections of direct conversations with the key leaders and the records of events
in which the authors were personally involved; and I will exclude any recollection about the key
leaders’ considerations coming from a third-person narrative.

The People’s Daily, the most important official mouthpiece of the People’s Republic of
China (PRC), is the media source for retrieving the data showing China’s public expression of
the assessment of morality on its opponents. These data show how often there was use of words

representing the kind of wrongdoing that the CRWT sees as especially worthy of punishment —

the sort of language adopted by the Chinese to describe opponents’ immorality. Those words,

many of which are used in the ancient Chinese classics, include: violent (cubao,fH%%; hengbao,

f&%%; canbao, %3%), outrageous (manheng, %&fi; kuangwang, %), savage (changkuang,’&

=

¥F), crazy (fengkuang,J&@ i), vicious (e, 5&; edu, S&55), unjustified/unreasonable (wuli, 4EHE),
impudent (wuchi, 4EEp), criminal (zui, 58), and barbarian (yeman, #74%).1% In order to measure

the Chinese government’s attitude more specifically rather than any broader group’s opinion, not
every type of material printed in the People’s Daily is counted. Entries counted are limited to the
editorials, key decision makers’ speeches and statements, diplomatic messages, reports written
by reporters of the People’s Daily, supplemental information aimed at educating the Chinese

public, and news commentary directly expressed by the People’s Daily. Other entries were

129 ater in this study, | will use “morality-based condemnation” to describe the use of those words.
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excluded from my data collection — for example, reports originating from foreign news agencies,
statements distributed by foreign states and reprinted in the People’s Daily, and news about
domestic protests against the behavior of China’s opponents.**

It would be unusual for a government involved in a militarized dispute to refrain from
blaming its enemy for wrongdoings. Nonetheless, words can still be chosen consciously and
carefully by a contending state to signal its standing and attitude in the dispute. The signal may
be presented through the frequency of news items blaming the opponent’s wrongdoings.*** Thus,
the computed frequency presented here offers a traceable pattern, and it can be stated with
confidence that a judgment of morality had been made by the Chinese. Moreover, if an increased
frequency of criticisms appears in the traceable pattern, this may be congruent with a decision by
China to go to war.

The analysis of China’s use of morality-based language is a test of the argument that the
CRWT functioned only as a “moral cloak.” If this research finds that China’s leaders did not
express any concerns about just cause while making their decisions for war, but the frequency of
morality-based condemnation increased after the critical points in decision making, then China’s
use of that language was likely to be for public consumption in order to justify the decision to go
to war. Therefore, if the frequency of language used in the People’s Daily is found to be
consistent with the presentation of just cause behind the scenes, then the use of that language
may be more than just a “moral cloak.”

Two major methods are used to examine the relationship between the CRWT and China’s
decisions to go to war. First, | use a method similar to Przeworski and Teune’s “most similar

systems design,” which compares the cases that are as similar as possible on a wide range of

1301t is justifiable to exclude the news about Chinese domestic protest against the opponents’ behavior. As will be
presented later in this dissertation, Mao Zedong admitted to Edgar Snow in 1965 that gathering domestic rallies by
the Chinese government was as habitually practiced as lip service supporting its allies. See Mao Zedong waijiao
wenxuan (Selected Diplomatic Papers of Mao Zedong) (Beijing: Shijie zhishi, 1994), 557-562.

31 Counts of the frequency of the events, gathered from the media, can be employed in the study of politics. In this
study, | adopt this method of analysis. The frequency with which the above-mentioned words appear, is used to
measure the assessment of moral standing announced to the public through the media. See John T. Wooley, “Using
Media-Based Data in Studies of Politics,” American Journal of Political Science 44, no. 1 (Jan., 2000): 156-173;
and Steve Chen, “Chinese Conflict Calculus and Behavior: Assessment from a Perspective of Conflict
Management,” World Politics 30, no. 3 (April, 1978): 391-410.
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explanatory/independent variables but different on the value of the dependent variable.’®* The
basic inferential logic of this design is, as Levy mentions, “to identify patterns of covariation and
to eliminate independent variables that do not covary with the dependent variable.”** However,
Levy further argued that this method may confront the difficulty of identifying cases that are
truly comparable — “identical or different in all respects but one.”*** This problem can often be
eased by approaching longitudinal designs involving a single state over time.** Longitudinal
design is also helpful to foster what King, Keohane, and Verba called “unit homogeneity,” which
assumes that if the observations have the same value on the key explanatory variable, then we
can expect that the dependent variables from each observation are also the same.*®

By adopting the method of “most similar systems” with a longitudinal design, | select six
cases between 1950 and 1979 where the circumstances seemed ripe for the CRWT to influence
decisions to go to war. The cases are the Korean War, the Second Taiwan Strait Crisis™’, the
Sino-Indian War, the period of 1964-1965 in the Vietnam War™*®, the Sino-Soviet Border
Disputes, and the Sino-Vietnamese War. According to my argument, the CRWT is expected to
exert influence on China’s decision to go to war under two circumstances: when China’s leaders
have encountered an impasse in decision-making (such as when different pragmatic arguments
point toward opposite courses of action), and when they perceive that their attempts at

nonviolent solutions have encountered deadlock. I thus expect that these circumstances will be

132 Jack Levy, “Cases Studies: Types, Designs, and Logics of Inference,” Conflict Management and Peace Science
25, no 1 (2008): 10; and Adam Przeworski and Henry Teune, The Logic of Comparative Social Inquiry (New York:
Wiley-Interscience, 1970), 32-34.

133 Jack Levy, “Cases Studies: Types, Designs, and Logics of Inference,” 10.

34 1bid.

135 1bid.

13 Gary King, Robert O. Keohane, and Sidney Verba, Designing Social Inquiry: Scientific Inference in Qualitative
Research (New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1994), 91.

37 The First Taiwan Strait Crisis is not selected because this crisis was simply a continuance of the Chinese Civil
War of 1947-1949, in which the Chinese Communists attempted to resume their military action to unify the KMT-
controlled territory that was suspended because of the Korean War.

138 | select the years 1964 and 1965 in the Vietnam War, because those years were the key period when the Chinese
government assessed the possibility of a direct Sino-American confrontation in Vietnam and eventually recognized

that the possibility was low after a series of attempts at communication with the United States.

35



139

present™ during the Korean War, the Sino-Indian War, and the Sino-Vietnamese War.** They

should not be present during the Second Taiwan Strait Crisis'*, the period of 1964-1965 in the

Vietnam War'#? 143

, and the Sino-Soviet Border Dispute.
Process-tracing is the second method | employ to test my hypothesis regarding the influence of
the CRWT. Collier defines this method as “an analytic tool for drawing descriptive and causal
inferences from diagnostic pieces of evidence — often understood as part of a temporal sequence
of events or phenomena.”*** George and Bennett point out that the process-tracing method
attempts to identify the intervening causal process between an independent variable (or variables)
and the outcome of the dependent variable.'*> By investigating evidence of each step and
providing a detailed narrative, process-tracing can help researchers to explore the chain of events

and the decision-making process.**

My argument about the application of the CRWT is relevant
to the reinforcement of confidence in decisions for war and the timing of shifts in the mind-sets
of Chinese leaders. Thus, this method can allow me to give close attention to tracing when the

Chinese leaders apply the CRWT and how its ideas influence the outcome of decision making.

139 This assumption follows one of the theoretical implications of the most similar systems that “the factors that are
common to the countries are irrelevant in determining the behavior being explained since different patterns of
behavior are observed among systems sharing these factors.” Quoted in Adam Przeworski and Henry Teune, The
Logic of Comparative Social Inquiry, 34.

140 According to the MID dataset, the level of hostility at which China acted in these wars is given as the level of war.
See MID dataset: http://www.correlatesofwar.org/COW2%20Data/MIDs/MID310.html#data.

1“1 The MID coded China’s level of hostility in this case as the level of “uses of force.”

12 In this case, China’s act is coded as the level of “threats of force” by the MID dataset

143 The MID dataset coded China’s act in this conflict at the level of “uses of force.”

1% David Collier, “Understanding Process Tracing,” PS: Political Science and Politics 44, no. 4 (2011): 824.

145 Alexander L. George and Andrew Bennett, Case Studies and Theory Development in the Social Sciences
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, 2004), 206.

146 Stephen Van Evera, Guide to Methods for Students of Political Science (Ithaca and London: Cornell University
Press, 1997), 64.
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Chapter 3 - The Korean War

In the last two decades, many valuable studies of China’s decision to intervene in the
Korean War have become available. Some argue that the Chinese Communist Party’s
“revolutionary nationalism, its sense of responsibility toward an Asian-wide or worldwide
revolution, and its determination to maintain the inner dynamic of the Chinese revolution™*’
influenced its leaders’ decision to intervene in the Korean War. Some argue that the interplay of
military romanticism and pragmatism shaped CCP attitude, thinking, and behavior regarding the
use of force in Korea.'*® Some believe that Mao’s calculations concerning security led him to
choose to dispatch troops in Korea.'*® These arguments are persuasive, and | have no intention to
refute them since the motives that drove China’s leaders to intervene in the Korean War by force
were complex and varied. For the purpose of this study, I trace the statements and remarks made
by top Chinese leaders (Mao Zedong, Zhou Enlai, and Peng Dehuai) regarding the legitimacy of
intervention to examine whether their considerations were similar to what the CRWT would
suggest. My application of the concept of righteous war will be focused. As the following
examination will show, righteous causes for the decision to go to war not only had been
considered by the key Chinese leaders, but they also persuaded them that going to war was the
right decision and should be put into action rather than avoiding involvement. In addition,
analysis of the People’s Daily shows how the Chinese government presented its case for

righteous cause.

147 Chen Jian, China’s Road to the Korean War: The Making of the Sino-American Confrontation (New York:
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Lesson of Mao’s Korean War Telegrams,” International Security 17 (Summer 1992): 122-54; and Michael H. Hunt,
“Beijing and the Korean Crisis, June 1950 — June 1951,” Political Science Quarterly 107 (Fall 1992): 453-78.
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Historical Background

After receiving the green light from Stalin'*®, the North Korean People’s Army (NKPA)
crossed the 38th parallel on June 25, 1950, to “reunify” Korea. The NKPA’s invasion caused the
United States Secretary of State, Dean Acheson, to advise President Truman to intervene in the
crisis by force and dispatch the 7" Fleet to the Taiwan Strait.>* Truman immediately approved
Acheson’s suggestion and informed General MacArthur of that decision. At the same time, the
U.N. approved the U.S.-proposed resolution to intervene in the Korean conflict with military
force.'®® Although the situation in East Asia changed quickly after the NKPA’s invasion, Beijing
didn’t have a clear response until three days later when Zhou Enlai protested the presence of the
U.S. 7" Fleet in the Taiwan Strait.">® The 7" Fleet’s patrol of the Taiwan Strait significantly
interfered with and altered Beijing’s intention of “liberating” Taiwan. The huge obstruction
imposed by the 7" Fleet in the Taiwan Strait eventually forced Beijing to postpone its plan to
“liberate” Taiwan.

Although the NKPA’s victory seemed imminent with its quick success after crossing the
38" parallel, Beijing started to worry about the possibility of a U.S. amphibious operation against
the NKPA’s lines of communication.™* On July 2, Zhou mentioned to the Soviet Ambassador to
the PRC that, if the Americans crossed the 38" parallel, Beijing could dispatch troops to Korea
to support the NKPA against the American forces. For this reason, Zhou said, Beijing would
initially concentrate three corps in northeastern China as a reserve for a rainy day.™ On July 7,
based on Mao’s instruction, the Central Military Committee (CMC) approved the order to

organize the Northeast Border Defense Army (NBDA).™® On July 13, Mao formally approved
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1997), 71-72.
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1% The Institute of Contemporary China Studies, The Annals of the People’s Republic of China (1950), 479

' Ipid., 490

38



the decision to protect the Northeast border, which confirmed the organization and preparation of
the NBDA.™’

While the level of the U.S. intervention was increasing, Mao revealed his concern about the
possibility of a reverse in the strategic situation in Korea in a Politburo meeting of August 4. He
mentioned that if the Americans won the war, then they would further threaten China; therefore,
there was a need to help North Korea. Mao believed that China should send a force with the
name of “volunteer army” at the right time.*® The next day, Mao ordered the NBDA to complete
all preparation by the end of August. But Mao quickly extended the time for preparation at the

request of the frontier units.**®

Meanwhile, Mao and Zhou Enlai received a report from the
Central Military Commission (CMC) estimating the possibility and location of the U.S.
counterstrike. In this report, Inchon was considered the location most likely for the U.S.
counterstrike.™® Based on this report, Mao and Zhou decided that the NBDA would complete its
preparations for war and be ready to dispatch by September 30, and they informed the Soviets of
their decision.'®

In late August, when the Americans launched a strategic bombing campaign along the Yalu
River, China’s leaders felt more and more uneasy about the U.S. conduct of the Korean War.
Zhou dispatched several telegrams to the U.N. Secretary General, Trygve Lie, and the U.S.
Secretary of State, Dean Acheson, condemning the U.S. strategic bombing on the Yalu River as
an improper intrusion into Chinese territory.'®?> On September 5, Mao recognized that the Korean
War would very likely become a prolonged war because of the U.S. intervention. He was
concerned that the U.S. could expand its aggression to China if it won the war; thus, China had

to prepare for dealing with any possible scenario that developed on the Korean battlefield.*®?
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Beijing’s worries about a U.S. counterstrike which would reverse the situation in the war finally
became reality when General MacArthur launched the Inchon landing on September 15, 1950.

Not until September 18 did Beijing learn that the Americans were landing at Inchon and
winning the battle. Zhou immediately summoned the Soviet Ambassador to Beijing to discuss
the next step for dealing with the situation after the Inchon landing. Zhou believed that the North
Koreans needed to withdraw all their major forces from the front as quickly as possible if they
did not have enough reserve troops to protect the rear area.'®* On September 20, with Mao’s
approval, Zhou telegraphed Kim that the NKPA should strive to keep the 38" parallel in its
hands in order to engage in a prolonged war.*®® Beijing’s suggestion was too optimistic regarding
the NKPA’s ability to control the collapsing situation. On September 28, the key leaders of the
Worker’s Party of Korea (WPK) realized that the NKPA could no longer prevent the Americans
from crossing the 38" parallel and could not even offer an effective resistance against the
advance of US/UN troops both toward and within North Korea. Because of this situation, the
North Koreans had no choice but to ask the Soviet Union and the PRC for help.*®® The next day,
after measuring the situation, Mao authorized Zhou to deliver an official speech supporting the
North Koreans, stating that “the Chinese people enthusiastically love peace, but in order to
defend peace, they never have been and never will be afraid to oppose aggressive war” and “the
Chinese people absolutely will not tolerate foreign aggression, not [sic] will they supinely
tolerate seeing their neighbors being savagely invaded by the imperialists.”**’

After receiving the WPK’s call for help, Stalin on September 30 asked Beijing to dispatch at
least five or six divisions under the cover of volunteer troops to the Korean peninsula for helping
the NKPA to reconstitute its strength. Moscow also informed the WPK about its request to
Beijing and the Soviet attitude toward the assistance. That night, Kim sent Park Il-woo to Beijing

to ask the Chinese to provide help.®® On October 2, two days after receiving Stalin’s request,
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Mao summoned an emergency meeting to discuss China’s response. Although Mao and Zhou
tended to favor complying with Stalin’s request to send troops into Korea, the majority of
participants opposed a decision to enter the war. Because of those objections, Mao decided to
postpone the delivery of his telegram informing Stalin that Beijing was ready to send forces. Due
to the dissent, those present at the meeting agreed to summon an enlarged Politburo meeting on
October 4 to discuss thoroughly the decision to use Chinese forces in Korea. After the October 2
meeting, Beijing dispatched a telegram to Stalin stating that the Chinese would not send troops

169 Meanwhile, Beijing’s efforts to stop the U.S. from crossing the 38"

until the time was right.
parallel had not ceased. On October 3, Zhou attempted to warn Washington through the Indian
Ambassador to Beijing that China would intervene in the war if the U.S. crossed the 38"
parallel.*"

On October 4, the enlarged Politburo meeting'™

took place. The majority still expressed
reservations about the decision to enter the war. After hearing their reasons, Mao commented
that the Chinese would “feel terrible” if they were standing on the side and watching the North
Koreans endure a national crisis.”? This remark eventually won support from Peng Dehuai, who
had entered the convention hall in the middle of the dispute and didn’t express an opinion during
the meeting, after he thought about it that night.” In the next day’s meeting, Peng supported
Mao, who was encouraged enough to stick to his earlier decision to intervene in Korea. Finally,
at the end of the October 5 meeting, the Politburo approved Mao’s decision to dispatch troops to
Korea for the purpose of saving North Korea from ruin.!’*

While the CCP Politburo was making its decision to enter the war, Stalin was confused by

Beijing’s earlier telegram that China would temporarily refrain from dispatching troops. Stalin
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clarified the Soviet standpoint by asking Beijing to dispatch troops to Korea in reply to the
Chinese telegram of October 2. On October 7, Mao replied to Stalin, explaining that China
would send nine divisions but not at once. Mao also asked Stalin to receive Mao’s envoy to
discuss China’s plans and the Soviets’ military aid to the Chinese in the Chinese effort to support
North Korea.'” The next day, Mao issued the directive creating the Chinese People’s Volunteers
(CPV) and informed Kim about Beijing’s decision to enter the war.*®

Zhou Enlai and Lin Biao, as the envoys sent from Beijing, met Stalin on October 11 to
discuss the issue of Soviet military aid to China and its volunteers. Although Beijing had already
resolved to enter the war, Zhou decided to conceal it from Stalin in order to bargain for more
favorable military assistance. Zhou attempted to persuade Stalin that the Chinese would enter the
war only if the Soviets could offer the military supplies and equipment the Chinese needed for
the war and dispatch air forces to cover the Chinese volunteers in Korea. However, contrary to
Zhou’s expectation that the Soviet Union should do more, Stalin only agreed to offer materiel;
the Soviet air force, he said, would not be ready for action until two or two and half months
later.”’

Zhou’s message about Stalin’s decision presented Mao with a serious dilemma — whether to

18 Mao cabled Peng, Gao Gang'”®, and other generals of the

delay the CPV’s entry into the war.
CPV to temporarily cease military actions until there had been another thorough discussion in the
Politburo.’® On October 13, the Politburo held another meeting to discuss the issue of entry into
the war without Soviet air cover. Mao asked Peng for his assessment of the feasibility of fighting
against the U.S. without Soviet air cover. Peng said that it could be done with some success.
Finally, the meeting ended with a conclusion to maintain the original plan for sending the CPV

into Korea, even without any immediate air cover provided by the Soviets. That evening, Mao
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telegraphed Zhou the Politburo’s final decision, stating that “the entry of our army into Korea
continues to be to our advantage.”*® At a Politburo meeting on October 18, after three days of
detailed discussion and after receiving Zhou’s message from Moscow, Mao made his final
decision that the CPV’s plan to cross the river would not be changed or postponed. At 19:00,
October 19, 1950, the CPV secretly began crossing the Yalu River, and the PRC threw itself into

another war that would last for the next three years.

Analysis of the Leaders
Mao Zedong

Mao was the most important person in the decision to dispatch troops to help the North
Koreans. As mentioned earlier, in mid-July Mao realized that the PRC needed to prepare as early
as possible for any outcome of the Korean War. When the NKPA offensive was checked in the
Pusan area in August, Mao started to believe that an enlarged and prolonged war might be
possible. Under this circumstance, Mao considered the next step for Beijing. On August 4, he
said:

If the American imperialists win, [then they] will pride [themselves in this victory], and will threaten us. For

North Korea we cannot but help, [we] have to help, in the style of volunteer troops, and of course we need to

choose the right time. We must have preparation.182

Mao didn’t specify the right time to offer help until September 23, after the Americans
successfully landed at Inchon. Mao mentioned that “if the American imperialists want to
intervene [in the conflict] but not to cross the 38™ parallel, we will not intervene [in the conflict];
if they cross the 38" parallel, we will certainly go over there [Korea] to fight.”*®* These two
comments show that Mao had recognized that China might need to use force to deal with the
situation. Clearly, from Mao’s words, the Chinese did not want to see the U.S. expand the war
into North Korean territory. This unwanted development was the Chinese bottom line for

intervening in Korea. At this stage, however, we cannot determine whether this consideration
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resulted from the ideas of the CRWT or pragmatic calculation since both have the potential to
explain Mao’s position. The justification Mao used is compatible with the idea of helping a weak
state against a strong state’s invasion in the CRWT. It is also compatible with pragmatic
calculation. Mere compatibility is not enough to validate the influence of the CRWT. Thus, it is
important to know what justifications Mao used, and how he used them, when he perceived the
right time to go to war between October 1 and 18, 1950.

The first critical moment during that period was the emergency meeting of October 2. A day
before the meeting, Beijing had received an intelligence report indicating that the US/UN
vanguard units had begun crossing the 38™ parallel.*®* On the night of October 1, Kim II-Sung
delivered an urgent request to China’s ambassador to Pyongyang appealing to Beijing to send
forces into Korea. This situation made Mao believe that it was time for China to dispatch its
forces. Mao had even drafted a telegram that was supposed to be sent to Stalin after the October
2 meeting. But that telegram was postponed and eventually cancelled because of the discordant
opinions expressed in the meeting of October 2.*% Although the telegram never accomplished its
purpose of delivering Mao’s explanation of China’s response, it did reflect Mao’s initial motives

for entering the Korean War. In that telegram, Mao stated:

1. We have decided to send some of our troops to Korea under the name of [Chinese People’s] Volunteers to
fight the United States and its lackey Syngman Rhee and to aid our Korean comrades. From the following
considerations, we think it necessary to do so: if the Americans occupy the whole of Korea, the Korean

revolutionary force will meet with a fundamental defeat and the American aggressors will [behave even] more

rampantly. This will be unfavorable to the entire East. 186
The justifications Mao adopted in this telegram, however, did not reveal a strong moral
component. Although Mao did worry that the North Koreans would meet a fundamental defeat
from the Americans’ invasion, he justified Beijing’s use of force as a protection of the
communists’ revolution in Korea and the entire East rather than as a righteous act to help save
the weak neighbor from invasion. This lack of righteousness-based justification does not
necessarily mean that Mao was making his decision without thinking about the issues of

righteous war. The role of the receiver of that telegram, Stalin, as the leader of the communist
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bloc, explains that it was wise for Mao to emphasize the justification from an internationalist
viewpoint rather than from a distinctively Chinese perspective. Mao’s statements during the next
critical period show that the ideas of the CRWT played an important role in Mao’s justification
of the use of force, especially when speaking to his follow Politburo members.

The second critical moment to observe in Mao’s decision making is between October 4 and
6, 1950, when the Politburo debated his decision. Because the October 2 meeting could not
achieve any agreement, Mao decided to convene an enlarged Politburo meeting on October 4 and
5. In the October 4 meeting, Mao let the participants express their own opinions about the use of
force in Korea before he shared his opinion. After hearing all of the arguments pro and con,
according to Peng Dehuai’s recollection, Mao said: “All that you said sounds reasonable and
logical. When we, however, are standing on the side, just watching other people who are
undergoing a national crisis, we still feel terrible inside no matter what we pretend.”*®” This
wording not only moved Peng to steadfastly support Mao’s decision, but also revealed an idea
similar to the CRWT. Mao’s expression suggests that he regarded Chinese inaction when a
neighbor was in peril as improper behavior. As the expression showed, Mao had a frame of
reference for identifying the right thing for China to do in dealing with the deteriorating situation
in North Korea. It should be noted that Mao was making this remark in a closed-door meeting
with high-ranking leaders, who must have been skillful at, or at least knowledgeable about, the
use of propaganda. Although we cannot exactly know what those participants had in mind, the
circumstances of the meeting might well have encouraged them to express the option that they
believed to be the best decision for China in response to the conflict in Korea. Moreover, Mao’s
expression suggests that the ideas of the CRWT, in Mao’s view, were also a useful tool that
could bring the dissenters to think again about what would be the morally right thing for China to
do in response to the developments in Korea. In this regard, the ideas of the CRWT, to Mao,
were certainly not naive thinking, and might have been a sort of common sense for those Chinese
leaders assessing the decision for war; otherwise, Mao would hardly have wasted time

persuading his comrades by emphasizing just cause.
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Mao’s voice highlighting the righteousness of helping North Korea against the U.S.
invasion reached its peak on the night of October 6, when he heard the reasons that Lin Biao had
given for opposing the decision to go to war at a CMC meeting earlier that day. According to Lei
Yingfu’s memoir'®, during that CMC meeting in which Mao did not participate, Lin Biao
continued to question the decision to dispatch troops. Right after the meeting, Lei Yingfu and
Zhou Enlai ran into Mao at Zhongnanhai. Mao inquired about what had transpired. Zhou
reported to Mao that Lin Biao was still reluctant to support the decision to enter the war.

Apparently annoyed with Lin Biao’s formulations, Mao replied:
He [Lin Biao] has one thousand reasons, ten thousand reasons, [but he] cannot confute only one reason of ours,

that is both we and North Korea are friendly socialist neighbors under the leadership of Communism. The

189

teeth are cold when the lips are lost.” No matter from the viewpoint of internationalism, or patriotism, we

cannot see someone in mortal danger without lifting a finger to save him. The Chinese people have a glorious

tradition and [doctrine of] virtue for thousands of years, that is, never to hesitate to do what is righteous (.3
BB Ky), and to sacrifice ourselves to save others (&% A); we ought to carry them forward.*®
In this comment, Mao clearly pointed out the principles he believed to be the guidelines for
Chinese behavior when a neighbor was in danger.’** He used two traditional Chinese idioms,
“never to hesitate to do what is righteous” and “to sacrifice ourselves to save others,” to justify
his decision. The use of these two idioms suggests that the calculation of China’s interests was

not the consideration dominating Mao’s assessment of the decision for going to war. A concern

188 ) ei Yinfu was Zhou Enlai’s secretary in charge of military affairs in 1950.

189 This metaphor originated from an event recorded in Zuo Zhuan. In 655 BCE, the ruler of Jin (%) wanted to
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and Guo. The ruler of Yu was persuaded by Jin to allow it. One of his ministers, Gong Zhigi (= %), warned the
ruler of Yu that letting Jin pass through Yu would be a mistake, and Jin would annex Yu on its way back from the
invasion of Guo. In his warnings, Gong Zhiqi used the metaphor -- “the cheekbones and the jaws are mutually
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for righteousness also appeared. To Mao, China’s decision for war to help the North Koreans
was not only legitimized, but also a virtuous act that should be glorified.

Moreover, Mao’s invocation of righteousness between October 4 and 6 to defend his
decisions implies that the concept of righteous war not only helped him to legitimize his decision
for war; it also reinforced his determination when dissent arose. This also suggests that the
concept of righteous war played a role in the shift of Mao’s mind-set during early October of
1950. The suspension of delivery of the telegram dated October 2 indicates that Mao had not
been fully ready to decide on entering the war; otherwise he might have resolutely persuaded his
comrades, as he did later on October 4 and 6, and informed Stalin about China’s decision.
Between October 4 and 6, Mao’s comments reveal that he had basically made up his mind to go
to war. Mao’s defense of his decision meanwhile indicates that his conviction about the right
thing for China to do not only appeared precisely when the shift occurred, but persisted when it
was challenged by the dissent.

Regarding the concept of righteous war as the key element in the shift of Mao’s mind-sets also
explains the variation in Mao’s remarks after October 6. Johnson and Tierney argue that actors in
an “implement mind-set” will focus intensely on getting the task done and resist reconsidering
decisions they have already made or contemplating other courses of action.®? This inference is
suggested by Mao’s statements after October 6, which focused more on the task itself, rather
than highlighting the identification of righteous causes. For example, on October 8, Mao did not
refer to the righteousness-based justifications for the Chinese to enter the war in his directive
“Creating the Chinese People’s Volunteers” in which the invocation of righteousness and

legitimacy might have helped to invigorate the Chinese troops’ morale. He wrote:
In order to support the Korean people’s war of liberation and to resist the attacks of the American imperialists
and their running dogs, [and] for safeguarding the interest of the people of Korea, China, and all the other
countries in the East, | herewith order the Northeast Frontier Force [to] change [its name] to the Chinese
People’s Volunteers, and order the Chinese People’s Volunteers to march speedily to Korea and join in the
Korean comrades’ fight against the aggressors [for] winning a glorious victory.193

Although Mao mentioned the purpose of helping North Korea to resist the attacks of the U.S. and

its allies in this directive, his tone in the whole text was very similar to the earlier statement
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addressed to Stalin. On the same day, Mao’s telegraph to Kim Il-sung informing him of Beijing’s
decision was also flatly worded, especially when he referred to the reason for entering the war:
“according to the current situation, we have decided to dispatch the Volunteers to Korea to help
you to fight against aggressors.”*%

Similarly, on October 13, when Mao telegraphed Zhou to explain Beijing’s final decision
after acknowledging the Soviets’ reluctance to offer immediate air support, he adopted a more

pragmatic turn of expression. He wrote:

1. After a discussion with the comrades on the Politburo, we have reached a consensus that [to] keep our army
entering into Korea [will] still [be to] our advantage...2. The adoption of our active policy mentioned above is
extremely favorable to China, Korea, the East, and the world. If we do not send troops [to Korea], the
reactionaries at home and abroad will be swollen with arrogance, when the enemy troops move forward to the
bank of the Yalu River. Consequently, [this situation will bring] disadvantages to all [areas of our] side. The
first [area will be] Northeast China [which will receive] more disadvantages, [because] the entire Northeast
Frontier Force will be tied down and the electric power in South Manchuria will be constrained. In short, we

believe that we should enter the war. We must enter the war. Entering the war is greatly to our advantage; it is

greatly to our disadvantage if we do not enter the war. 1%

This telegram indicates that the consideration of national security, especially the security of
Northeast China, was a major motivation leading Mao to decide to continue the earlier decision
after learning of the unfavorable response from the Soviets.

Therefore, by taking the Rubicon Theory of War into account, the lack of Mao’s
identification of righteous causes after October 6 should not refute my assumption of the
influence of the CRWT. Instead, Mao’s activities between October 2 and October 13 suggest that
the identification of righteous cause may have played an important role in legitimating the
decision and helping to shift his mind-set from the “deliberative” mode to the “implemental.”

With regard to the identification of U.S. moral standing, however, Mao did not express a
strong position, such as by judging the U.S. to be an immoral regime needing to be punished.
According to Shen Zhi-hua, a Chinese expert on PRC foreign policy in the Cold War, Mao’s
perception of the U.S. suffered a significant impact when Truman announced his new policy
toward Taiwan and sent the 7 Fleet to the Taiwan Strait. To Mao, these responses of the U.S.

after the outbreak of Korean War not only manifested that the U.S. regarded the P.R.C. rather

194 1bid., 545.
19 1hid., 556.
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than North Korea as its major opponent in the conflict, but also meant that the U.S. had broken

196

its commitment not to intervene in the internal affairs of China.”™ Mao was very dissatisfied

with the Americans’ new policy toward the Strait. On June 28, Mao expressed his resentment:
The Chinese people have long ago declared that the affairs of all countries of the entire world should be
managed by their own people and not by the United States. The U.S. invasion of Asia can only touch off a
broad and resolute opposition of Asian people. On January 5, Truman announced that the United States would
not intervene in Taiwan. Now his conduct proves that what he said was false, and at the same time, he
shredded all international agreements related to the American commitment not to intervene in China’s internal
affairs. The United States thus reveals its true color [of being] imperialist...The U.S. intervention in the
internal affairs of Korea, the Philippines, and Vietnam is totally unreasonable. The sympathies of the Chinese

people and the people of the world belong to the countries which have been invaded, and [those sympathies]

will never belong to the side of American imperialists...197

As Shen Zhi-hua has argued, in Mao’s view, Truman’s statement of June 27 not only obstructed
Beijing’s plan to recover Taiwan by force but also deprived Beijing of the legitimacy to be
gained from unifying Taiwan with the mainland both politically and legally.'*® This speech
reveals an attempt to strike back at the Americans’ new policy toward Taiwan by denouncing the
aggressive nature of the U.S., but it falls far short of a full-blown moral denunciation.

After his speech of June 28, Mao showed no more resentment in any of his assessments and
comments on the U.S. between July and September. At the Politburo meeting of September 5,

when he assessed the advantages and disadvantages the U.S. possessed, Mao said:

The American imperialists have many difficulties today, which are internal disagreement and discord with
other states. They only have an advantage in military affairs...but with three additional weaknesses....The
three weaknesses are: first, the front line is too long...second, the line of communication is too far...third, the
fighting power is too feeble....The enemy [the U.S.] is not dreadful, its posturing and aggressive stance is
bluff. But the American imperialists may act recklessly today, it is capable of all sorts of things. If it acts in
such a way, we will have a hard time [if] without preparation, [but] we will cope with it easily with

preparation. What I call “act such a way” is nothing but to fight World War I11, and fight with nuclear bombs,

for along period....199

1% Shen Zhi-hua, Mao Zedong, sidalin yu chaoxianzhanzheng (Mao Zedong, Stalin, and the Korean War)
(Guangdong, China: Guangdong renmin chubanshe, 2003), 343-344.

197 Jiangguo yilai MaoZedong wengao, vol. 1: 423.

1% Shen Zhi-hua, Mao Zedong, sidalin yu chaoxianzhanzheng, 344

1% Mao Zedong wenji (A Collection of Mao Zedong’s Works) (Beijing: Renmin, 1993-1997), vol. 6: 92-94.
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Although Mao’s evaluation of the U.S. weaknesses was founded partly on his own wishful
thinking, the ground of it is pragmatic and based on the objectives he recognized. These
statements indicate that Mao had not clearly identified the moral status of the U.S. before the
critical period of decision-making, even though he was still dissatisfied with the U.S. policy
toward Taiwan.

Mao’s use of negative terms, especially the words “aggressor” and ‘“aggressive,” in
condemning the U.S. behavior in Korea, reappeared when the NKPA was collapsing after the
Inchon landing. On September 30, Mao instructed Zhou to publicize his report to the Chinese
People’s Political Consultative Conference (CPPCC), which warned the U.S. not to cross the 38"
parallel. Zhou’s announcement stated that “the Chinese people will absolutely not tolerate any
foreign aggression, nor will they supinely tolerate seeing their neighbors being invaded savagely
by the imperialists.”?® In his draft telegram of October 2 to Stalin, Mao mentioned: “If the
Americans occupy the whole of Korea, the Korean revolutionary force will meet with a
fundamental defeat and the American aggressors will [behave even] more rampantly.” The use
of “aggressor” when describing the U.S. also appeared in Mao’s directive creating the CPV on
October 8, as well as in the telegram informing Kim Il-sung of Beijing’s decision to enter the
war, but it faded out after that.”*

Although Mao did not use morality-based condemnation to describe the moral standing of
the U.S., the timing of his description of the U.S. as “aggressor” and “aggressive” is congruent
with his highlighting of righteous causes. Uses of the words “aggressor” and “aggressive” were
concentrated between September 30 and October 8, while the identification of righteous causes
appeared especially between October 4 and 6, 1950. This congruence suggests that the moral
inferiority of the U.S., which Mao branded as the “aggressor,” was used to strengthen the
righteous legitimacy of his decision to help the North Koreans fight against the U.S. invasion,

especially when he had to persuade his wavering comrades to go along with him.

200 Feng Xianzhi and Jin Chongji eds., Mao Zedong zhuan, 1949-1976 , 111. Italics added.

201 please see for example: Telegram, Mao to Peng Dehuai and the 13th Army Corps Command, October 21, 1950;
Telegram, Mao to Peng and Deng Hua, October 22, 1950; and Telegram, Mao to Peng and Gao Gang, October 23,
1950 in Jiangguo yilai MaoZedong wengao, vol. 1: 575-76, 582-83, and 588-89.

50



Zhou Enlai

Zhou Enlai, the Premier of the PRC, is another key leader to be examined. As early as the
beginning of August, Zhou had begun to consider the option of providing military assistance to
North Korea. On August 4, Zhou made a speech in a Politburo meeting that brought up his

assessment of possible developments in the Korean War. He mentioned:

If the American imperialists suppress North Korea, then [this result] will bring disadvantages to the peace and
[the American imperialists] will swell with arrogance. In order to strive for victory, it must add China as a
factor. After adding the factor of China, it may cause a change internationally. We have to have such a broad
and long-range plam.202
Obviously, Zhou was clear about the power of the U.S. and its effect upon the ongoing Korean
War. Zhou was not entirely pessimistic. His speech shows his confidence in the power of the
PRC, which might offer considerable help to North Korea if the conflict took a turn for the worse.
Although Zhou had implied the possibility of Beijing’s intervention, his intention to
dispatch troops to Korea did not become clear until August 26 when he participated in a meeting
discussing the preparations of the NBDA. At the meeting, Zhou indicated:

For our attitude toward the Korean [problem], we shall not only treat it as an issue of brotherhood, not only
treat it as an issue linking with the vital interest of our northeast, but also need to regard it as an important
issue of international struggle....If North Korea may achieve victory, our problem in [the issue of] Taiwan will

be easily solved. Thus, what we adopt to [deal with] the Korean problem is an active attitude, that we will

organize the Northeast Border Defense Army. 208

In the same meeting, Zhou mentioned that, “according to the organization ordered by the CMC, a
corps has more than 35,000 personnel, which [organization] is suitable for the operations in
Korea.”?* This formulation witnesses that at least by late August of 1950, Zhou had regarded the
use of force in Korea as an applicable option for dealing with the worst-case scenario occurring
on the Korean battlefield.

Zhou didn’t publicize that thought until the U.S./U.N. troops were about to cross the 38"

parallel on September 30. In this announcement, Zhou warned the U.S.:

202 Jin Chongji ed., Zhou Enlai zhuan, 1949-1976 (A biography of Zhou Enlai, 1949-1976) (Beijing: Zhongyang
wenxian, 1998), 1011.

203 7hou Enlai junshi wenxuan (Selected Military Papers of Zhou Enlai) (Beijing: Renmin, 1997) vol. 4: 45.

2% Ibid., 48.
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The Chinese people have been closely following the situation in Korea since she was invaded by the U.S.A.
The Korean people and their People’s Army are resolute and valorous. Led by Premier Kim Il Sung, they have
scored remarkable achievements in resisting the American invaders and have won the sympathy and support
of people throughout the world...The Chinese people are peace-loving people....The Chinese people
enthusiastically love peace, but in order to defend peace, they never have been and never will be afraid to

oppose aggressive war. The Chinese people absolutely will not tolerate foreign aggression, nor will they

supinely tolerate seeing their neighbors being savagely invaded by the imperialists.zo5
This announcement clearly defined Zhou’s justification of Beijing’s use of force in Korea, which
was aimed to help its neighbor fight against foreign aggression.

After receiving indefinite intelligence reporting that American and South Korean troops
were crossing the 38" parallel on October 3, Zhou delivered another warning with a much

clearer message through K. M. Panikkar, India’s Ambassador to Beijing. Zhou stated:

U.S. troops are going to cross the 38" parallel in an attempt to extend the war. If the U.S. troops really do so,

we cannot sit by idly and remain indifferent. We will intervene. 2%

To resolve the conflict in Korea, Zhou said, Beijing favored peaceful negotiation and the
localization of the Korean War, which meant a withdrawal of all foreign forces from Korea.
Panikkar knew that Beijing’s proposal, which localized the Korean War by requesting the
U.S./U.N. troops to withdraw, would be difficult for Washington to accept. Panikkar then
inquired if there was any alternative proposal acceptable to Beijing, but Zhou replied by
repeating his assertion that Beijing would intervene in the Korean War if the U.S. crossed the
38" parallel, noting that China favored the withdrawal of all “aggressor troops” from Korea and
a peaceful negotiation. Although Zhou’s formulations of conditions for Chinese intervention in
the Korean conflict present ideas similar to what the CRWT would suggest, this evidence is still
too weak to state that the concept of righteous war led Zhou to this point.

The most prominent evidence demonstrating Zhou’s consideration of the righteous causes
leading to China’s decision for war comes from the enlarged CMC meeting of October 6. As
mentioned in the section dealing with Mao, Lin Biao expressed his concerns about sending

forces to Korea in this meeting. Lin mentioned that it was not worthwhile to save North Korea —

205 Goncharov, Lewis, and Xue, Uncertain Partners, 273-274. The original report please see: Jiangguo yilai Zhou
Enlai wengao, vol. 3: 1359-360.
206 Goncharov, Lewis, and Xue, Uncertain Partners, 276-278. The original conversation in Chinese please see: Zhou

Enlai waijiao wenxuan, 25-27.
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a small country with a population of several million — in exchange for damaging China, which
had a population of five hundred million. In Lin’s words, China might suffer from U.S. nuclear
retaliation, if China pushed the U.S. too far in Korea. Lin suggested that if the Chinese insisted
on sending forces, the best way to do so was to keep the forces in the northern part of North
Korea and watch the development of the situation, and then decide what to do.?°” According to

Lei Yingfu’s recollection, after hearing Lin Biao’s objection Zhou delivered harsh criticism:
Now it is not the issue whether we shall fight or not, but it is the U.S. who compels us to fight. Our self-
defense is just (IF#AY), and a just war will certainly win victory at the end. Especially for the current North

Korean government, Premier Kim Il-sung has again and again requested us to send our forces to help [North

. . - ' . 208
Korea], how can we see someone in mortal danger without lifting a finger to save him?

Although Zhou did not specifically describe helping North Korea as a “just” reason for China to
go to war, he did not exclude that reason from the justification. As we can see, Zhou’s logic is
similar to what Mao presented in criticizing Lin’s suggestion, namely, that saving North Korea
from ruin was the right thing for China to do. Also, the location and timing of Zhou’s
presentation of this remark are worth noting. The remark occurred in another closed-door
meeting on October 6. As | mentioned earlier, the circumstances of the meeting might have
encouraged the participants to express their real concerns about the Chinese response to the
conflict in Korea. In this regard, Zhou’s response might reflect a concern that China had a moral
obligation to save North Korea from ruin. Zhou’s tone is also worth mentioning. The just cause
was brought up by Zhou to criticize Lin Biao’s proposal advocating inaction. His wording
suggests that to Zhou pragmatic calculation should not be the only language spoken in the
assessment of China’s decision for war. Rather, the issue of righteous causes should also be
considered. Just as Mao did, when he sought to legitimize his decision, Zhou chose the
“righteous” argument for war over pragmatic calculation that pointed in the opposite direction.
Zhou’s identified righteous causes again at an executive meeting of the CPPCC on October
24, after the CPV had crossed the Yalu River. At the meeting, Zhou pointed out the reasons for

Beijing to enter the war:

207 | ej Yingfu, “Kangmei yuanchao zhanzheng jige zhongda juece de huiy (xu yi)” (Recall several major decisions
in the war to resist U.S. aggression and aid North Korea, the first continuance), Dang de wenxian (Party Literature),
No. 1(1993): 27; and Jin Chongji ed., Zhou Enlai zhuan, 1949-1976, 1018.
208 H

Ibid.
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North Korea has a relatively small [territory], and what it can rely on is a population of nine million.
Depending on such [weak] strength to resist such a strong enemy with determination for a protracted
resistance, it is rare and commendable and we shall esteem [this behavior]....If North Korea wants victory, it
must receive international support. Especially in their difficult time, they need more international supporters.

We shall exalt the morality and justice (?&%) of revolution. Only when North Korea wins victory, will the

[frontline of the] camp of peace not be ripped...If the eastern frontline is wide open, and the enemy is
approaching our gate, how can we develop [our country]? China and North Korea are states depending on

each other as the lips and teeth. If the lips are gone, the teeth will be cold. If North Korea is slapped down by

the American imperialism, the northeast of our country will be unable to stabilize.. 209

In addition to the ideology of communism and the idea of preventive defense, the context of
Zhou’s justification is very similar to the CRWT idea of helping a weak state to fight against a
stronger state’s invasion. At the beginning, he appraises North Korea’s behavior as a small
power that has no hesitancy to prepare a long-term resistance fighting against a much stronger
enemy’s invasion. Then Zhou mentions that, in order for North Korea, as a small state in such a
difficult time, to win victory, it would have to receive international support with China
shouldering the most responsibility. After addressing considerations of righteousness, Zhou then
indicated the critical relationship between China’s national security and the possible results of
the Korean War.,

The comparison between Zhou’s formulations of October 6 and October 24 provides an
important clue to trace the influence of the CRWT upon his decision-making. Zhou’s comments
on October 6 indicate that the justification for helping North Korea against the U.S. invasion
provided him a frame of reference to locate the right decision China should make. A similar
expression appeared again when he explained Beijing’s decision on a more public occasion on
October 24. This consistency between his remarks at private and public occasions suggests that
Zhou did believe that the consideration of righteous causes should be applied in the assessment
of the decision to go to war.

The next question is whether Zhou made any judgment of U.S. morality when he was
making the decision for entering the Korean War. As mentioned in the section on Mao,
Washington’s Taiwan policy after the outbreak of the Korean War, which committed the U.S. to
defend Taiwan, provoked the leaders of PRC. Zhou was of course one of those dissatisfied

leaders. On June 28, in his public condemnation, Zhou used the phrase “violent act of predation”

2% 7hou Enlai waijiao wenxuan, 28-29.
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to describe the U.S. deployment of the 7" Fleet into the Taiwan Strait.>*° Between July and
August, the major negative terms adopted in Zhou’s announcements to describe the U.S. moves
in Korea were the words “aggressive” or “aggression.”?*! The moral condemnation of U.S
morality peaked during Zhou's protests of the American aerial bombings along the Yalu River.
For example, on August 27, Zhou protested:

...with regard to these aggressive and violent (%£5%) behavior invading China’s territorial air space made by

the American troops invading Korea, it is a serious crime (5E{T) to infringe China’s sovereignty, kill the
Chinese people savagely, and attempt to expand the war and break peace.212

While the North Korean troops in South Korea were collapsing after the Inchon landing,
Zhou integrated the condemnations of the U.S. intervention in Korea and aerial bombings along
the Yalu River into a statement denouncing the immorality of the U.S. On September 30, in his
first warning to the U.S. about its move crossing the 38" parallel, Zhou stated:

The United States deliberately concocted the assault of the Syngman Rhee gang against the Korean
Democratic People’s Republic in order to expand its aggression in the East and then, on the pretext of the
situation in Korea, dispatched its naval and air forces to invade the Taiwan Province of China; [and]
announced that the so-called problem of Taiwan’s status should be solved by the American-controlled United
Nations. Moreover, time after time, it sent its air force, which is invading Korea, to intrude into the air over
the Liaodong Province of China, strafing and bombing; and sent its naval forces, which are invading Korea, to
bombard Chinese merchant ships on the high seas. By these frenzied (J&JF) and violent(%# %) acts of
imperialist aggression, the U.S. government had displayed itself as the most dangerous foe to the PRC.21

This statement indicates a clear train of thought showing Zhou’s assessment of the moral
standing of the U.S. The first part of the last sentence concludes that the nature of the U.S., as
exposed by its intervention in the Korean conflict, its interference in Taiwan issue, and its
military actions along China’s borders and territorial air space and waters, is frenzied and violent.
At the end, that frenzied and violent nature leads Zhou to state that the U.S. government is the
most dangerous foe of the PRC. In other words, Zhou’s public warning assigned a morally

depraved status to the U.S. because of its behavior in Korea.

210 7hou Enlai junshi wenxuan, vol. 4: 30.

211 please see, Jiangguo yilai Zhou Enlai wengao, vol. 3: 9-10 and 182-183.

212 Jiangguo yilai Zhou Enlai wengao, vol. 3: 217.

213 Goncharov, Lewis, and Xue, Uncertain Partners, 273-274; and Jiangguo yilai Zhou Enlai wengao, vol. 3: 359-
360. Italics added.
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On October 3, a similar judgment also appeared in Zhou’s conversation with Ambassador
Panikkar. When Panikkar mentioned that the Indian government was attempting to put pressure

on the U.N. to achieve a peaceful resolution, Zhou replied:
We have exchanged points of view on the Korean incident. We favor a peaceful solution and the localization
of the Korean incident. That is still our stand...We want peace and want construction in peacetime. During the
past year, we made maximum efforts in this respect. The U.S. government is unreliable. Although an
agreement reached at the meeting of the three foreign ministers [of France, Great Britain, and the United

States in early September] stipulates that the 38™ parallel cannot be crossed without the approval of the United

Nations, there is some question whether the agreement is binding on the U.S. government.214
One of the flaws in the moral character of the U.S., according to Zhou, was its unreliability. In
Zhou’s statement, the responsibility for breaking peace is by no means assumed by Beijing,
which had made its maximum efforts to maintain peace, but should be laid on the U.S., which
had no sincerity to keep commitments upholding peace. Zhou’s perception of the gap between
Washington’s sincerity to uphold peace and Beijing’s implies that, compared to how the U.S.
behaved, China stood blameless for intervening in the Korean conflict.

The evidence showing Zhou’s characterization of U.S. morality is clearer than that for Mao.

LT3

Zhou not only specifically used the words “aggressive,” “violent,” and “frenzied” to describe
U.S. acts, but also presented a more complete argument explaining what caused the U.S.
transgressions. To Zhou, China occupied perfect moral ground for using force in Korea, and the

U.S. was in the opposite position.

Other Leaders

It is still difficult to trace precisely the other high-ranking leaders’ perceptions toward the
use of force because of the insufficiency of sources. What we know, according to the currently
available sources, is that most of the high-ranking leaders, and especially Lin Biao, did not
support Mao’s decision at the outset of decision-making. But those objections were eventually
overcome by Mao’s persuasion. In fact, Peng Dehuai, whom Mao asked to be the commander of
the CPV and a general with an illustrious career, was a critical factor helping Mao to obtain

consensus from the Politburo. Peng’s steady support not only reassured Mao about his decision,

2% Goncharov, Lewis, and Xue, Uncertain Partners, 276-277; and Zhou Enlai waijiao wenxuan,, 25-26. Italics
added
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but also alleviated the anxiety among the other comrades. Hence, this section mainly examines
the motives and perceptions underlying Peng’s decision to support the use of force in Korea.

The first time Peng divulged his tendency to favor intervention in the Korean War by force
was in a conversation with Yang Dezhi, the commander of the 19" Army, three days before the
Politburo meeting of October 4. According to Yang’s recollection, when he reported to Peng that
the troops under their command were asking to aid North Korea, Peng replied: “the Americans
are going to reach the bank of the Yalu River in the north, and have occupied our Taiwan in the
southeast; they are out of their mind. Under such a situation, [we] shall in no case give way.”*"
This opinion was further reinforced after Mao formally summoned Peng to join the circle of
decision-making in Beijing.

According to Peng’s recollection, after attending the Politburo meeting of October 4, he
thought over and over that night about the decision to enter the war:

America occupied Korea across the [Yalu] River, threatening Northeast China. It also controlled Taiwan,
threatening Shanghai and East China. It could launch a war to invade China with any excuse anytime it
wanted. The tiger always eats people, and the time when it wants to eat depends on its appetite. It is
impossible to make any concessions to a tiger. Since America came to invade us®®, we had to resist its
invasion...we should send out troops [to Korea] in consideration of the future of our nation’s
reconstruction...Our forces ought to be dispatched also in order to encourage the peoples of colonial and semi-

colonial countries to carry on their nationalist and democratic revolutions against the imperialists and

invasions...217

Peng then ruminated about Mao’s remarks to the participants at the meeting that the Chinese
would feel terrible if they only watched the North Koreans go through a crisis without offering
support.”*® However, Peng interpreted Mao’s remarks through a different lens than the CRWT.
In his understanding, that remark was an “instruction combining internationalism with

patriotism.”?"® Peng believed that the objections of those who were reluctant to support the North

215 yang Dezhi, Yang Dezhi huiyilu (Yang Dezhi Memoir) (Beijing: Jiefangjun chubanshe, 1993), 502.
218 peng might refer to China and North Korea.

27 Quoted in Xiaobing Li, Allan R. Millet, and Bin Yu, trans. and eds., Mao’s Generals Remember Korea, 31-32;
original texts please see, Peng Dehuai, Peng Dehuai zishu, 266-267;

218 Xiaobing Li, Allan R. Millet, and Bin Yu, trans. and eds., Mao’s Generals Remember Korea, 32.
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Koreans in their time of need were being nationalist rather than internationalist. The following

day, Peng announced his support for the decision to enter the war with his own explanation that:

Sending the troops to aid Korea is necessary. If we lose, it means nothing more than a couple of years in
liberating China. If the American military places itself along the Yalu River and in Taiwan, it could find an
excuse anytime it wants to launch an invasion.?2°

As a military officer and a follower of communism, Peng regarded the use of force in Korea
as a necessary measure to assure China’s national security and uphold internationalism. Unlike
Mao and Zhou, Peng did not reveal clearly any considerations resembling the ideas of the CRWT.
Although he employed negative terms such as “invade” and “tiger” to describe U.S. behavior, it
is still impossible to determine whether the CRWT had any influence on Peng’s decision to

support the war with the U.S. in Korea.

Analysis of the People’s Daily

For the analysis of the Chinese government’s use of judgmental language in the People’s
Daily during the Korean War, this research examines the period between June 27, the first day
the People’s Daily reported the outbreak of the war, and October 19, 1950, the day the Chinese
Volunteer Army crossed the Yalu River to enter Korea. There are 115 days of reporting to be
analyzed. The target of Beijing’s condemnation was the U.S. The total number of words
condemning the misbehavior and immorality of the U.S. intervention in Korea is 170, which
yields a daily average of 1.478. Among the five case studies in this dissertation, this average is
the third highest.

Here, as in the other cases, the analysis, which uses a watershed date to distinguish between
daily averages before and after, shows that the Chinese government escalated their moral
condemnation of their opponent after a key event occurred. The watershed introduced in the case
of the Korean War is September 18, the day the U.S./U.N troops successfully landed at Inchon.
As discussed above, because of the success of the Inchon landing the North Korean troops in the

south collapsed and the U.S./U.N. troops had opportunity to cross the 38" parallel.??* This

220 | bid; and Peng Dehuai, Peng Dehuai zishu, 266-267.

221 Allan Millett has recently argued that the Inchon landing was not a strategic success and “did little to defeat the
North Korean army.” But he also agrees that this campaign “sowed the seeds of a strategic disaster, the Chinese
intervention only a month after the landing.” See Millett, The War for Korea, 1950-1951, 240.
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situation eventually triggered the Chinese intervention in the Korean War. Thus, in this method
of analysis, the Korean War is divided into two periods, from June 27 to September 18 and from
September 19 to October 19, with the daily averages of the wordings 1.341 and 1.806
respectively. The increase in frequency suggests that the Chinese government lowered its
assessment of U.S. moral standing between September 19 and October 19, 1950. This result is
congruent with my expectation of the variation for the frequency of morality-based
condemnation, namely that an increased frequency may appear in a case with China’s decision to
go to war as the outcome. When the necessity of a decision for war is likely, the Chinese
government may express the legitimacy of its use of force by highlighting the moral inferiority
of its opponent.

Conclusion

The evidence from this case does not refute my hypothesis about the influence of the
CRWT. Rather, it shows that China’s leaders had identified their righteous causes for fighting
and the moral standing of their major opponent in the decision-making. From the available
records, Mao and Zhou did make something of a moral assessment of their decision for war, and
the concept of righteous war seemed to offer them a frame of reference to identify its legitimacy.
Moreover, both Mao and Zhou emphasized the legitimacy of their decision for war when they
encountered dissent from other leaders with different calculations of China’s interests. Mao and
Zhou rejected this view (most clearly enunciated by the cautious Lin Biao) and insisted that the
right thing for China to do was to give full support to North Korea against the U.S. invasion.
This result fits my assumption that, when the Chinese leaders have to choose between opposite
courses of action proposed by their pragmatic calculations, they tend to select the option that is
most compatible with the concept of righteous war. Mao and Zhou’s formulation defending their
decision between October 2 and October 6 suggests the validity of this assumption. In addition,
the records of Mao’s decision making show that the concept of righteous war helped him to
make up his mind to go to war in Korea. This result supports my assumption that the CRWT may
play a role in the decision makers’ mind-set shifts.

The supplementary analysis of the People’s Daily, also results in a supportive finding.

The Chinese government increased the frequency of its morality-based condemnation of U.S.

behavior in Korea after the Inchon landing. Meanwhile, key Chinese leaders’ expressions of
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concern about just cause are also found during their decision making behind closed doors. This
congruent result supports the interpretation that the Chinese government’s use of morality-based
condemnation served more than the role of “moral cloak.” It appears to confirm the assumption
that an increase in frequency should occur in a case resulting in a Chinese decision for war. This
finding also suggests that the Chinese government attempted to reinforce the legitimacy of its

decision for war by emphasizing the moral inferiority of the U.S.
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Chapter 4 - The Second Taiwan Strait Crisis

At 5:30 P.M., August 30, 1958, the PLA stationed in Fujian province suddenly initiated a
massive artillery bombardment of the Kuomintang (KMT)-controlled Jinmen island. Because of
the intensive shelling, a Chinese Communist invasion of Jinmen and Mazu (another KMT-held

222 As soon as it became aware of the

island farther north on the Fujian coast) seemed imminent.
crisis the U.S. strengthened its 7" Fleet and decided to support Taiwan in protecting the line of
communication to Jinmen. After more than one month of shelling, the crisis mitigated.?”® On
October 6, Mao released a letter in the name of Peng Dehuai to announce a temporary cease-fire
over Jinmen. This letter marked the beginning of the end of the Second Taiwanese Strait Crisis.
Although both the Chinese Communists and the KMT continued shelling until 1979, the danger
of escalation to a more severe conflict faded away in October, 1958.

According to one of the PRC’s official records, the artillery bombardment of Jinmen and
Mazu was insisted to show Beijing’s support for the people of Lebanon and Jordan in the Middle
East who were against American and British intervention.?* This resembles the idea in the
CRWT of helping a weak state against a stronger state’s invasion. In addition to claiming to
support the Arab resistance against American and British intervention in the Middle East, the
PRC announced that their people in Fujian province had been terrorized by the KMT’s earlier
raids on the mainland conducted prior to the shelling of the islands by the PRC. This resembles
the justification of stopping violence in the CRWT. Moreover, the American support for the
KMT, a group in rebellion by Beijing’s definition, offered the justification that a foreign power
was illegitimately intervening in China’s domestic affairs. During the crisis, the PRC several
times accused the U.S. of occupying China’s territory — Taiwan and the Penghu islands. This
accusation seemed to be offering the justification of defending one’s own territory against a
foreign state’s invasion. In accordance with the CRWT, these justifications offered perfect
grounds for legitimizing the decision for war. However, even though the People’s Liberation
Army (PLA) had already installed ample air assets and enough capability for amphibious landing
during the crisis, except for the massive artillery bombardment, the PRC did not attack the KMT-

222 Chen Jian, Mao’s China and the Cold War (Chapel Hill, NC: The University of North Carolina Press, 2001), 163
2 Ibid., 165
224 See Feng Xianzhi and Jin Chongji eds., Mao Zedong zhuan, 1949-1976, 853
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controlled territory and the U.S. military forces intervening in the crisis. It seems that the ideas of
the CRWT may not be sufficient to result in a decision for war. This case, thus, can test that why

China’s leaders decided not to go to war even though righteous causes were announced.

Historical Background

According to recent research, the causes of Beijing’s decision to initiate the shelling are
various and indeterminate. Several inferences about the motives behind Beijing’s decision have
been offered: this decision was a response to US intervention in Lebanon in 1958, a strategic
reconnaissance for probing the bottom line of Washington’s policy supporting Taiwan’s defense,
a countermeasure against the KMT’s raids to the area of Fujian province, an attempt to compel
the U.S. to resume the ambassador-level meetings with China in Warsaw which had collapsed in
December 1957, a method to agitate the Great Leap Forward, an attempt to carry out the “noose

"22> against the U.S., and a continuation of the 1954 military action to seize the KMT-

strategy
controlled islands along the coast of mainland China.?® These inferences suggest that the causes
of the Jinmen shelling of 1958 were complex and multiple, and that certain historical contexts
since 1953 may help to understand them.

When the Korean War ended in 1953, the Taiwan issue, which had been given a lower
priority for three years, received renewed attention from the CCP leaders. In October 1953, Chen
Yi, then the commander and political commissar of the East China Military Region, proposed a
plan to seize Jinmen and to establish facilities such as railroads and airfields in Fujian

province.?*’ Mao initially agreed with Chen’s proposal. Mao quickly changed his mind to

225 |n the middle of the Second Taiwan Strait Crisis, Mao claimed that Jinmen and Taiwan, and many other places in
the world where the U.S. had military bases, were the “noose” for the U.S., taking Jinmen for example, Mao said:
“At present, America has committed itself to an ‘all-round responsibility’ policy along our coast. It seems to me that
the Americans will only feel comfortable if they take complete responsibility for Jinmen and Mazu....America has
fallen into our noose. Hence, America’s neck is hanging in China’s iron noose....America is now moving its head
closer to us, since it wants to take responsibility for Jinmen and other islands. Someday we will kick America, and it
cannot run away, because it is tied up by our noose.” Quoted in Chen Jian, Mao’s China and the Cold War, 187.

228 Nju Jun, “The Decision-making of the Jinmen Bombardment Revisited,” Guoji Zhengzhi Yanjiu (International
Politics Quarterly) 3(2009): 174.

227 Xu Yan, Jinmen Zhizhan (The Jinmen Battle) (Beijing: Zhongguo guangbo dianshi, 1992), 168. Xu does not

indicate the exact source he cited. Because of his status as a retired PLA major general, Xu was able to access some
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support the strategy of seizing the offshore islands of Zhejiang province rather than pursuing
what Chen had proposed, because he believed that before attacking the KMT-controlled islands
off the Fujian coast, the PLA should liberate and control several islands still occupied by KMT
troops off the Zhejiang coast.””®

Mao’s strategic target was not merely to seize those islands, but ultimately to “liberate”
Taiwan. In July, 1954, Mao emphasized the agenda of “liberation of Taiwan.” He believed that it
had been a political mistake that Beijing had not immediately addressed the mission of
“liberation of Taiwan™ as soon as the Korean War ended.?* Following Mao’s comments, Beijing
restarted its propaganda about liberating Taiwan in July and August, 1954. In August, the CMC
announced the “Military Plan and Steps of Implementation about Active Struggle against Chiang
Bandit Troops in Taiwan.” This instruction confirmed a two-step plan to liberate Taiwan: the
PLA would seize the KMT-controlled islands and gain air supremacy along the southeastern
coast in the first stage, and then liberate Taiwan when the time was ripe. As for the strategy of
seizing the KMT-controlled islands, it set two major directions for operations: take small islands
first then large islands, and move from north to south.?*® The First Taiwan Strait Crisis erupted in
September, 1954, when the PLA executed the plan by initiating a massive bombardment of
Jinmen.?! Due to the outbreak of this crisis, Taiwan and the U.S. started and then accelerated the
negotiation of a mutual defense treaty, which was signed on December 3, 1954. The signing of
the Sino-American Mutual Defense Treaty did not halt the PLA from carrying out military

actions to implement the CMC’s August plan.

of the classified archives, including the early military plans. According to Zhang Zhen, a member of the 12" CCP
central committee, the East China Military Area Command did propose this plan to the CMC, and the CMC
instructed Zhang Zhen to make an analysis of it. Chen Yi was the commander of East China Military Area
Command at that time. For Zhang Zhen’s recollection, see Zhang Zhen, Zhang Zhen huiyilu (The Memoir of Zhang
Zhen) (Beijing: Jiefangjun chubanshe, 2003), 491

228 Chen Jian, Mao’s China and the Cold War, 167-168; and Xu Yan, Jinmen Zhizhan, 168-169.

22% Chen Jian, Mao’s China and the Cold War, 168; and Wang Bingnan, Zhongmei huitan jiunian huigu
(Recollections of the Nine Years of Sino-American Talks) (Beijing: Shijie zhishi, 1985), 41-42

2% Nju Jun, “The Decision-making of the Jinmen Bombardment Revisited,” 163; and Zheng Wenhan, Mishu riji li
de Peng laozong (Marshal Peng as Recorded in His Secretary’s Diary) (Beijing: Junshi kexue, 1998), 32.
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On January 18, 1955, the PLA launched an amphibious assault on Yijiangshan Island. The
PLA seized the island the next day. After the fall of Yijiangshan Island, the Eisenhower
administration appealed to the U.N. to mediate the conflict. Meanwhile, because of the fall of
Yijiangshan Island, the KMT looked to the U.S. for assistance. In response to the KMT’s call for
help, on January 29, both houses of the U.S. Congress passed the Formosa Resolution which had
been proposed by President Eisenhower to grant him the authority to employ American forces to
defend Taiwan and “related positions and territories” against armed attacks.”** However, after a
thorough assessment, the KMT decided to withdraw from the Dachen Archipelago, which had
lost its strategic value and was no longer defensible. In February, 1955, under the U.S. 7" Fleet’s
protection, the KMT troops and civilians in the Dachen Archipelago successfully withdrew to
Taiwan. The First Taiwan Strait Crisis ended when the PLA occupied the Dachen Archipelago
and ceased shelling Jinmen and Mazu.

Although Beijing had successfully seized the offshore islands in Zhejiang and ensured the
coastal security north of Fujian province after the 1954-55 Taiwan Strait crisis, the signing of the
Mutual Defense Treaty between the U.S. and Taiwan during the crisis tremendously increased
the difficulties the PRC faced in liberating Taiwan.”®® Therefore, a peaceful settlement resolving
the Taiwan issue through negotiation with the KMT became a more attractive option for Beijing.
With Mao’s support, at the Second Session of the National People’s Congress Zhou Enlai stated
his intention to seek a possible peaceful settlement with Taiwan.”** On June 28, 1956, Zhou
publicly announced in the People’s Daily that Beijing was “willing to discuss with the Taiwan
authorities about the concrete steps toward, as well as conditions for, a peaceful liberation of
Taiwan, and hope the Taiwan authorities, when they deem the time is right, will dispatch
representatives to Beijing, or to another proper location, to begin such discussion.”®
In addition to prompting consideration of a possible peaceful settlement with Taiwan, the

First Taiwan Strait Crisis led China’s leaders to recognize that it was impossible to entirely

2%2 The Eighty-Fourth Congress of the United States, “Joint Resolution: Authoring the President to employ the
Armed Forces of the United States for protecting the security of Formosa, the Pescadores and related positions and
territories of that area,” United States Statutes at Large, Vol. 69 (1955): 7.

233 Chen Jian, Mao’s China and the Cold War, 170.
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exclude the U.S. from having a voice in the settlement of the Taiwan issue.”* In May 1956, in
his conversation with the prime minister of Indonesia, Ali Sastroamidjojo, Mao brought up the
possibility of having negotiations with the U.S. on the settlement of the Taiwan issue.?*’
Eventually, Chinese-American ambassadorial talks began in Warsaw on August 1, 1955, with
Britain and India helping with coordination and communication. However, both Beijing and
Washington quickly hit a deadlock when the Americans neither recognized the PRC as the
legitimate government of China nor promised to support its recovery of Taiwan.?*® Finally, the
talks collapsed on December 12, 1957 — a month after the Chinese had rejected the Soviet policy
of coexistence with the Americans — when the U.S. downgraded them to the sub-ambassadorial
level 2

Immediately after the collapse of the Chinese-American ambassadorial talks, Beijing
switched from its moderate policy to a militant policy toward Taiwan on December 18, 1957,
when Mao instructed Peng Dehuai to consider deploying air forces in Fujian. On January 31,
1958, Peng reported his work to the CMC, which affirmed that the PLA air force could be
stationed at the newly constructed airfields in Fujian province in July or August, 1958.%° This
report mentioned that in order to suppress the KMT’s air raids on the Fujian airfields, an artillery
bombardment of Jinmen and Mazu could be a workable precautionary countermeasure.?** Mao
approved this plan three days later. Peng’s report is another significant clue for tracing the causes
of the Second Taiwan Strait crisis. Niu Jun has argued that the 1958 Taiwan Strait crisis was
actually a continuation of the PLA’s military plan of August, 1954, which aimed to seize all the

offshore islands close to mainland China before liberating Taiwan.?* A successful deployment

2% |_j Chun-ling, “Warsaw Talks and Sino-American Handling of the Taiwan Strait Crisis of 1958,” Shixue yuekan
(Journal of Historical Science), vol.7 (2005), 98.

27 Feng Xianzhi and Jin Chongji ed., Mao Zedong zhuan, 1949-1976, 595-596.
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Press, 2008), 96
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of the PLAAF to the airfields to gain air supremacy over the coast of Fujian was the key to
achieving that objective. Peng’s report of 1958, which was concerned about the success and
failure of the deployment of the PLAAF in Fujian rather than about the seizure of Jinmen and
Mazu as its ultimate goal, is consistent with such a sequence of ideas. Generally speaking, the
shift in Beijing’s Taiwan policy at the end of 1957, which restarted the attempt to assert full
control over the coastline of Fujian province, could be a remote cause of the Second Taiwan
Strait crisis.

The trigger for the Second Taiwan Strait crisis was the tension in the Middle East following
American and British intervention in Lebanon and Jordan in mid July.?*® At the same time, the
KMT stated that Taiwan’s forces were combat ready, prepared to deal with a possible surprise

attack.?*

These two changes of circumstance triggered the decision to shell Jinmen. On July 17,
Mao asked Peng to convey instructions to the General Staff to frame the plan of action for
deploying the PLAAF into Fujian and preparing an artillery blockade of Jinmen and its line of

communication in response to the crisis situation in the Middle East.?*®

The next night, Mao
announced his decision to support what he called the Arabs’ struggle against aggression by
pinning down American imperialism through the shelling of Jinmen and Mazu.?*

The prelude of the crisis began on July 27 when the PLAAF were stationed at the airfields
of Fujian and engaged with the KMT’s air forces in the following days.?*’ But Mao called for an
indefinite postponement of the shelling on the same day that the PLAAF and the artillery units
were entering Fujian.?*® Mao’s decision to postpone the shelling confused the other leaders.?*°
On August 13, Peng even instructed the front units in Fujian that they should return to normal

status if the Americans and the KMT did not initiate “unusual military actions” against the
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coastal provinces of mainland China in the next few days.”° However, while his commanders
were wondering about the chairman’s real intention, Mao was actually ready to execute the
shelling plan.?** The decision had finally been made during an enlarged Politburo conference at
Beidaihe beginning on August 17, 1958. On the first day of conference, Mao announced his
decision to shell Jinmen.?*? The next day, Mao instructed Peng to terminate a military exercise in
Shenzhen, Guangdong in order to avoid provoking the British and in order to prepare to conduct
the shelling.?*® During this period, Mao summoned Ye Fei, the political commissar of the Fujian
Military Region, to Beijing to give him a briefing about the shelling plan. Although Mao had
asked Ye if he could avoid any American causalities after the shelling commenced and Ye had
given a negative answer, he announced his decision to execute Ye’s plan on August 22.2* The
shelling began the following afternoon. On the night of August 23, Mao called a meeting of the
Politburo Standing Committee to reveal his understanding of the international impact of the
shelling®® and ordered observation of the American reactions before taking the next step.?*®
Right after the shelling began, Washington could not completely comprehend Beijing’s
actual intention.”’ In response to the shelling, President Eisenhower immediately ordered the
American forces stationed in Asia to be ready for combat, and he transferred two carrier battle

258

groups from the Middle East to East Asia.”” Meanwhile, the American strength supporting

Taiwan’s defense also had been greatly increased.®® After probing Washington’s preliminary
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response, Mao called another meeting of the Politburo Standing Committee on August 28 to
discuss the American reaction and Beijing’s next move.?® Mao divulged that the intention
behind his decision to shell Jinmen was to probe the American determination to defend the
offshore islands rather than to test the KMT’s defensive capabilities.®* Mao said: “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 Washington, testing their determination.”?*? As for the
issue of Jinmen, the chairman expressed the flexible attitude that a landing operation was not the
only option, b