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  IN LATE SEPTEMBER 1953, more than six months after Joseph Stalin’s death and two months after the Korean War armistice, Mao Zedong for the first time publicly announced a new policy platform called the “general line for socialist transition.” Inspired by Stalin’s general line of 1929 and its approach to building socialism in the Soviet Union in the late 1920s and 1930s, Mao called for the transformation of the capitalist economy and for socialist industrialization and collectivization in the People’s Republic of China (PRC). Aimed at accelerating China’s transition to socialism, the general line reflected Mao’s determination to eliminate the existing economic structure based on private ownership and to replace it with a new one based solely on state and collective ownership. Public statements promised gradualism, but Mao knew that drastic measures would be necessary to achieve his objectives. The general line came at a time when a Stalinist road to socialism was being challenged not only in the Soviet Union but also in the Eastern European people’s democracies, but Mao was committed to a Stalinist approach. The implementation of the general line began in 1954 and continued through the “high tide” (gao chao) of 1955 and 1956. By 1956, with the complete implementation of the general line, a Stalinist economic system had been established in China.


  The general line represented a major policy shift for the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) in that it required the abandonment of the more moderate official plan that the CCP had adopted in 1949 under the banner of New Democracy. When the Communists seized power in 1949, Mao and the CCP had assured the nation that building socialism would be a task for the distant future and that a mixed economy and private ownership would continue for a long time. The commitment to maintain private ownership in agriculture and handicrafts was explicitly stated.1 China’s moderate economic-policy orientation in the late 1940s was shaped in large part by Stalin’s policy recommendations at the time and by ideas associated with Vladimir Lenin’s New Economic Policy (NEP) of the 1920s.


  The general line came as a surprise to the nation. When it was first made public in late September 1953, many local party cadres were puzzled and confused,2 and the capitalists were shocked and felt betrayed by the party.3 Mao’s call for socialist transformation under the general line produced widespread shock because it imposed a program of economic change far more radical than anything contained in the party’s propaganda up to that time. For Mao, at least, this policy shift was not as dramatic as it was for others. In 1958, Mao admitted that in 1949 he did not reveal his real agenda and that it was merely a matter of tactics not to publicize it.4 In 1949, unsure of how effectively the party could govern the country, Mao projected an image of the party as being far less communist than it really was, hoping thereby to win support from all social groups—peasants, capitalists, merchants, small-shop owners, peddlers, artisans, and intellectuals. Mao’s hidden agenda contradicted not only the party’s officially stated policy but also many public statements he himself had made during that time.5


  The policy shift of 1953 has long been a mystery for many China scholars, and it has never been adequately explained. It was especially puzzling since in taking this course Mao was ignoring Stalin’s advice. What caused the policy shift? Was it a response to the Cold War, intensified by the ongoing Korean War (1950–1953)? What happened to New Democracy? How did Mao justify such a drastic policy change? And what were the consequences of the policy shift for China, especially in the areas of elite politics and political economy? It is extremely important to understand the policy shift of 1953, for it was a key turning point in China’s post-1949 economic development.6 It not only accelerated the transition to socialism by eliminating private property and the capitalist economy, but it also set the stage for a quarter century of disastrous socioeconomic experimentation, economic chaos, and elite conflict that ended only with Mao’s death.


  The primary objective of this study is to piece together a plausible account of the events at the time in an attempt to unravel the mystery of the 1953 policy shift by taking advantage of information made available in China since the beginning of the economic reforms in the late 1970s and in the former Soviet Union since the early 1990s. The key issue is not why Mao suddenly embarked on a Stalinist road to socialism in 1953 and thereby abandoned the economic policies adopted by the party in 1949. To pose the question in this way suggests that Mao changed policy in 1953 primarily or even solely in response to new conditions. The policy change did not come about in this way. It was instead the culmination of a process that grew out of a change in Mao’s thinking in 1950 and consisted of his gradual and secretive imposition of a new policy program.


  To understand Mao’s policy shift, it is necessary to place it within the larger context of the world Communist movement, Communist ideology, and Mao’s relationship with Stalin. Two major reasons for the shift can be identified. First, Mao placed great importance on the Soviet experience of the 1920s and 1930s, as described in Stalin’s History of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (Bolshevik): Short Course (hereinafter referred to as the Short Course),7 and he believed the Soviet experience of that period could be used as a template for China’s development in the late 1940s and early 1950s. Mao was inspired by Stalin’s Short Course and relied on this work as a roadmap to lead China to socialism. As Benjamin I. Schwartz eloquently pointed out in 1979, the same Mao “who dared to assume the mantle of theoretical leadership of the Chinese Communist Party during the Yenan period seems to have accepted without criticism the image of ‘socialism’ projected in Stalin’s Short Course on the History of the CPSU [sic].”8 Second, Mao’s policy shift grew out of his strong feelings of personal rivalry toward Stalin and of national rivalry toward the Soviet Union, which coexisted ambivalently alongside the respect and deference he felt toward Stalin for his achievements and the admiration he had for the Soviet Union as the leading country of the Communist world. The precise timing of the policy shift resulted not only from Mao’s belief that China was ready to build socialism but also from his decision to use an ambiguous statement from Stalin as an endorsement of Mao’s plan to begin the transition to socialism immediately.


  One of the most intriguing findings to emerge from my study is the paradox of Mao instituting a form of Stalinism in China against the advice of Stalin himself. In doing so, Mao was compelled to contend with the differences between Stalin’s earlier written works and his current policy recommendations. The origin of this paradox can be traced to the Comintern’s declaration of 1938, no doubt at Stalin’s direction, that the Short Course was the “encyclopedia of Marxism and Leninism.”9 Like other leaders, Mao accepted the ideological preeminence of this work. Stalin’s policy advice to Mao concerning China in the late 1940s and early 1950s, however, was different from the radical policies Stalin described in the Short Course. While Stalin supported the ultimate economic Stalinization of China, he preached gradualism in achieving that goal.


  Stalin’s moderate policy recommendations for China’s economic development in the late 1940s and early 1950s coincided with his radical Stalinist economic transformation of the East European countries.10 There were three reasons for Stalin to take a different position with regard to China. First, Stalin believed that China’s backwardness required a period of economic development before the transition to socialism could begin. Second, Stalin regarded China’s capitalist class—in contrast to the capitalists in the Eastern European countries in their relations to the Communist parties in those countries—as an ally of the CCP in the struggle against the imperialist powers, and he believed that this class should be allowed to continue to exist until the imperialists had been defeated. Third, Stalin believed that conditions in China in the early 1950s were dramatically different from the conditions that existed in the Soviet Union in the late 1920s and early 1930s and that China did not need to repeat the harsh policies he had adopted in the past in the Soviet Union. Stalin showed no remorse for his brutal treatment of the kulaks in the Soviet Union, but he did admit to Liu Shaoqi in October 1952 that he had employed violent means in “relocating” some three million kulaks to Siberia. He believed that conditions in the Soviet Union at that time had required these actions and that there was no need for China to adopt similar measures.11 Though Stalin made no mention of it in his statement, his violent treatment of the kulaks, of course, went far beyond relocating them to Siberia. His pragmatic words of the late 1940s and early 1950s thus came into direct conflict with his earlier radicalism as expressed in the Short Course.


  Mao, because of his own radical tendencies and his ambition to outdo Stalin, was committed to following Stalin’s written words in the Short Course. To do so, he paradoxically had to reject Stalin’s moderate policy recommendations. As will become clear, he often dealt with these conflicting claims by giving the appearance of following Stalin’s advice while pursuing his own agenda based on the Short Course. In order to win the support of other Chinese leaders for his policies, Mao on occasion misrepresented what Stalin had said in order to give legitimacy to his own agenda.


  Sources and Methodology


  In my research, I have relied heavily on archival materials released in China since the mid-1980s and in Russia since the early 1990s.12 These materials include records of conversations during meetings between Stalin and Mao and between Stalin and Zhou Enlai,13 the CCP’s written reports to Stalin in the summer of 1949,14 and records of high-level discussions in the late 1940s and early 1950s.15 These materials also include records of conversations between Nikolai Roshchin, the Soviet ambassador to Beijing, and top Chinese leaders, and between functionaries of the two countries in the late 1940s and early 1950s.16 Recent publications in English of Stalin’s communications concerning China with his lieutenants, such as Molotov and Dimitrov, have been utilized.17 I have also consulted writings of Mao’s that have recently been published for the first time;18 policy directives issued by Mao, Liu, and the CCP; internal party reports,19 chronicles,20 and declassified intelligence reports of the U.S. State Department;21 and CCP party propaganda that appeared in the Chinese media in the early 1950s.22 I have further made use of the memoirs and biographies, based on archival information not available to most scholars, written by top party leaders and other participants in the events of the early 1950s.23 My study draws upon the recent writings of Chinese academics and party researchers who have access to party archives,24 and I have received valuable new information and interpretative perspectives from interviews I have conducted with academics and party researchers since the early 1990s.


  I frequently cite two memoirs: Bo Yibo’s Ruogan zhongda juece yu shijian de huigu (shangjuan) [Recollections of some important decisions and events, vol. 1] and Shi Zhe’s Zai lishi juren shenbian: Shi Zhe huiyilu [At the side of history’s giants: Memoirs of Shi Zhe]. Both books were published in 1991 and are highly regarded in China and the West. Citing information from the memoirs of CCP leaders, however, has always been a tricky business, for these works are subject to bias of at least three types. First, leaders who suffered during the Cultural Revolution are often motivated in their writings by a desire not only to set the record straight with regard to past policy issues, but also to restore their personal reputations. Second, leaders are often influenced in their writings by their loyalties toward other leaders, including sometimes past and present Communist leaders in other countries. Third, in writing their memoirs, these leaders often avoid dealing with sensitive historical issues or adopt a position on them that adheres to the current party line.


  The books of both Bo and Shi are not memoirs in the usual sense. Bo had a group of party researchers to conduct research and do the writing for him, while Shi had a smaller number of researchers to work on his book. Shi was fortunate, however, in benefiting from the assistance of the capable Li Haiwen, a researcher at the CCP Party History Research Office. Although these books were written using archival sources, it is still necessary to check with other sources to verify the accuracy of the information and interpretations presented in the books. This is where oral sources become essential.


  It would be wonderful if the Chinese archives were opened to scholars desiring to unravel historical puzzles. Until the archives are opened, scholars will have to continue to do their “detective” work, obtain information from all possible directions, and hope that they get it right.


  Structure of the Book


  This book consists of five chapters, together with an introduction and a conclusion. In the introduction, I outline the broad issues addressed in the book, I set forth my central argument, and I describe my research methods and sources. In chapter 1, “The Historical Background and Contemporary Setting,” I examine the domestic and international conditions in which Mao formulated his new policy program, the “general line for socialist transition.” Attention is given to the constraints under which Mao operated as a result of his dependence on Stalin for national security, economic and technological assistance, and political support in the international community. I also describe Mao’s deference to the post-Stalin collective leadership.


  In chapter 2, “Mao, Stalin, and Transforming China’s Economy: 1948–1952,” I argue that Mao largely ignored Stalin’s pragmatic and moderate advice in the late 1940s and early 1950s, preferring instead to draw his inspiration and guidance from Stalin’s Short Course. Mao complied with Stalin’s advice only on issues where he agreed with him. On matters where he disagreed with Stalin, especially ones he considered to be important, Mao went his own way. Stalin’s advice during this time at best served only to constrain Mao’s radical tendencies.


  In chapter 3, “Stalin’s Short Course and Mao’s Socialist Economic Transformation of China in the Early 1950s,” I examine the profound impact the Short Course had on Mao and the CCP. I first describe the broad influence of the book, from its introduction in China in 1938, when it was used to educate Communist cadres, until the early 1960s, when it became the inspiration for a CCP party-history textbook read by cadres, intellectuals, and university students. I then present two cases in which Mao applied ideas from the Short Course. In one, I discuss the Rectification Campaign (1941–1944), in which Mao removed rivals from power and rewrote party history in accordance with the “two-line struggle,” as outlined in the Short Course. In the other, I describe the role of the Short Course in shaping China’s post-1949 economic development, especially the influence it had on Mao as he formulated the general line for socialist transition. He paid particular attention to several points, including the economic preconditions for the transition to socialism, the successive stages of the transition, the policies appropriate for each stage, and the time needed to complete the socialist transition.


  In chapter 4, “Mao’s Formulation of the General Line for Socialist Transition: October 1952–September 1953,” I examine Mao’s conceptual framework for the general line and his specific policies for the socialist transformation of capitalist industry and commerce, including the imposition of joint public-private ownership to replace private ownership. I also describe how, as he instituted these policies, he took strong measures to prevent any expression of dissent from party leaders and social elites.


  In chapter 5, “Mao’s General Line for Socialist Transition: October-December 1953,” I show how Mao took advantage of the grain crisis in summer 1953 to accelerate both the socialist transformation of the agricultural sector and the elimination of capitalism in China. With Stalin gone, Mao could finally pursue his radical agenda unimpeded. I present Mao’s justification for the general line, especially his insistence that the necessary conditions existed in China to begin building socialism and that the fundamental principles for the general line had been established in 1949. I also offer a comparison between Mao’s general line of 1953 and Stalin’s of 1929 and a discussion of how scholars and party researchers have come to view the general line during the reform era in China.


  In the conclusion, “Mao, Stalin, and China’s Road to Socialism” I argue that Mao was a devoted Stalinist, contrary to the conventional wisdom that he was an independent thinker and that he followed a Stalinist road only reluctantly. Mao’s devotion, however, was to the radical Stalinism of the 1920s and 1930s, as embodied in the Short Course, not to Stalin’s gradualist ideas of the late 1940s and early 1950s. Mao was determined to outdo Stalin, and, sustained by his belief in a continuing revolution, he remained true to his own deeply rooted radicalism. In the conclusion, I also discuss the legacy of the general line during the reform period.


  Conclusion


  In this study, I examine Mao’s belief system, his dominant role in the economic-policy process, and his complex relationship with Stalin. Central to Mao’s belief system was his determination to destroy quickly the existing capitalist economy, to create and maintain an economy characterized by state and collective ownership, and to exclude market forces from the economy. Far from being guided by a “Yan’an round-table” style of decision making25 based on consensus building, as some have suggested, Mao dominated the policy process, was deeply involved in the details of decisions, and was increasingly intolerant of dissent or opposition.


  As a junior partner to Stalin, Mao worked within the tightly controlled world Communist system and for a long time followed the rules of the game, reported to Stalin, and sought his advice on a regular basis. Mao depended on Stalin in many ways and derived his authority during the early 1950s in large part from his relationship with Stalin. In the late 1940s and early 1950s, in contrast to Mao’s compliance with Stalin’s advice on political matters, Mao often ignored Stalin and pursued his own agenda in economic matters. Driven by his own more radical ideological commitments and his competitive zeal to outdo Stalin and the Soviet Union in achieving socialism rapidly, Mao asserted his independence in economic matters, especially during the critical period of 1948 and 1949 and after Stalin’s death in March 1953.


  Overall, it can be said that considerations of political power and ideology became intertwined with economic policy as Mao created an economic system that was Stalinist to the core. Mao emerges from this study as the dominant figure in China’s economic-policy process, and, while he was dependent on Stalin for support, he was ready to ignore Stalin’s advice so as to stay true to his own vision of Stalinism, as embodied in the Short Course, and to create a Stalinist China in accordance with that vision.


  Mao, however, began to recognize some of the “drawbacks” of the Stalinist economic system in the mid-l 950s as China nationalized its economy and imposed central planning. He made critical remarks about the Soviet system, especially after the de-Stalinization of 1956. He also conducted experiments in an attempt to correct the shortcomings of the Soviet system, particularly the tendency for excessive centralized planning and bureaucratic control to overwhelm local initiatives, and the imbalances created by an overemphasis on heavy industry at the expense of light industry and consumer-goods production. His Great Leap Forward (1958–1960) was such an experiment, and it failed miserably and caused enormous human suffering. Mao did not, however, question the core features of the Stalinist economic system: state ownership of the economy, disdain for market forces and the private economy, and centralized planning. When Mao died in 1976, he left behind a system that was Stalinist to the core.
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  The Historical Background and Contemporary Setting


  

  


  ONE OF THE MURKIEST AND MOST CONFUSING PERIODS in the early history of the People’s Republic of China (PRC) was between summer 1952 and December 1953. It was during this time that Mao Zedong formulated the general line for socialist transition and set the stage for the transformation of the Chinese economy. Western observers knew that there was a great deal of communication between Beijing and Moscow during these months, 1 but they knew little or nothing of the content of these exchanges. The confusion of the time was further exacerbated by the death of Stalin in early March 1953, which precipitated profound change not only in the Soviet Union but throughout the Communist world.


  A first step toward understanding the general line for socialist transition is to identify the significant historical and contemporary developments and events, both domestic and international, affecting China in the early 1950s. During this period, in the midst of the ongoing Korean War, the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) stepped up its efforts to consolidate its power and extend its control over the country by imposing land reform and by launching brutal political campaigns against perceived opponents in the CCP and in the country more generally. The euphoria produced by the CCP’s economic accomplishments during the PRC’s first three years (1949–1952) evaporated and was replaced by deep anxieties over the grain crisis of summer 1953. In all he did, Mao had to contend with the constraints arising from his relationship with Stalin. With Stalin’s death, Mao had to deal with the complexities of the post-Stalin collective leadership in the Soviet Union. Beneath the surface, tensions were rising among the top Chinese leaders over how to transform China’s largely private economy.


  The Impact of the Korean War on Domestic Conditions in China


  It is far beyond the scope of this study to examine Mao’s decision to enter the Korean War and his subsequent involvement with it. Since it began shortly after the founding of the PRC, however, it is important to examine the impact, if any, of the war upon politics and policies in China, especially since the war erupted soon after Mao announced his plan to dedicate three years to economic recovery.


  It is now evident that Mao was informed of Kim Il-sung’s invasion plan and was consulted by both Stalin and Kim before the attack. Mao initially supported the plan but later showed concern about possible U.S. intervention. He nevertheless gave his blessing to Kim’s plan. Mao was, however, kept in the dark about the details of military planning and the timing of the attack.2


  During the first four months after China’s entry into the war in early October 1950, Mao was deeply involved in directing military operations in Korea, supervising the first and second military campaigns. Early in 1951, however, Mao withdrew from day-to-day conduct of the war, although he continued to work on overall military strategies,3 and he redirected his attention to domestic political and economic issues. Information recently published in the PRC indicates that Mao was actively leading the Suppression-of-Counter-Revolutionaries (October 10, 1950–October 1952), the Three-Anti (November 30, 1951–October 25, 1952), and the Five-Anti (January 26, 1952–October 25, 1952) political campaigns.4 As will be shown later, Mao began to play the dominant role in domestic economic-policy issues as well.


  By summer 1952, as Mao began to formulate the general line, the two sides to the conflict had entered into armistice negotiations. He was by then convinced that the Korean War would be only a regional conflict. He had arrived at this conclusion as a result of his judgment that none of the parties to the war had any intention of expanding it and that neither side was in a position to defeat the other. Given these calculations, the Chinese agreed to a ceasefire, peace negotiations, and finally a truce. Mao, of course, did everything possible to make sure that the Chinese were not shortchanged in the negotiations.5 Mao finally completed the formulation of his general line for socialist transition in December 1953, seven months after the Korean War had officially ended in July 1953. It seems clear that Mao wanted to minimize the influence of the Korean War on his domestic-policy agenda, and in this regard he was largely successful.


  I do not intend, however, to minimize the impact of the war on China. The Korean War in fact had major consequences for China in three major areas. First, internal political control was intensified in China. On October 10, 1950, two days after Mao announced China’s entry into the Korean War, Mao launched the Suppression-of-Counter-Revolutionaries Campaign. Mao and the CCP were determined to crush anyone perceived as desiring the collapse of the Communist regime. Like the Three-Anti and Five-Anti campaigns, this one was also brutally carried out.


  Second, the Korean War increased the urgency for China to build a strong national-defense industry. As late as April 1950, just prior to the Korean War, Mao was reducing military expenditures by substantially decreasing the number of active military personnel.6 During the war, national resources were diverted from economic development to support for the war effort; as soon as the war was over, however, priority was again given to economic development, mainly in the heavy and defense industries. In addition, because of the war effort, many mechanisms were instituted to increase control over the national economy; an administrative and organizational infrastructure was thereby created that later facilitated the further centralization of the economy under the general line.


  Third, as a result of China’s participation in the Korean War, China was even further isolated from the West, especially the United States. For the first time in history, the Chinese and the Americans faced each other on the battlefield. The military confrontation with the United States resulted in China’s being effectively prevented from trading with the major Western nations. This was definitely not what Stalin had in mind in the late 1940s when he advised Mao on how China should deal with the imperial powers. Stalin had at that time encouraged Mao and the CCP to continue to trade with the West.7 Although after a period of time the United Kingdom, France, West Germany, and Japan reestablished some trade with China, it was minimal. Needless to say, China’s enforced economic isolation had a long-term negative impact on the nation’s economic development.


  Chinese Domestic Conditions: 1949–1952


  To solidify support for the CCP and the new regime among poor peasants and thereby assure the party’s control over rural areas, Mao extended the popular yet brutal land-reform program to the newly liberated areas in winter 1950. The cruelty of land reform in China contrasted with the way it was conducted in most Eastern European people’s democracies. In East Germany, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and Romania, for example, land reform was basically an administrative measure, without mass meetings aimed at the humiliation of landlords, and it was essentially a peaceful process. The only exceptions were Yugoslavia and Albania, where Communist leaders carried it out more violently. When land reform was completed in China in late 1952, the structure of land ownership had changed profoundly. Through this redistribution of land, some 310 million peasants were given land.8 Although agricultural land was still privately owned, it was no longer in the hands of the landlords.


  To assure political stability, Mao and the CCP relentlessly pursued those perceived to be class enemies; they were determined to crush anyone suspected of desiring the collapse of the Communist regime. As mentioned earlier, in addition to the Suppression-of-Counter-Revolutionaries Campaign, two additional major political campaigns were launched during the early 1950s: the Three-Anti Campaign from November 1951 to October 1952 and the Five-Anti Campaign from January 1952 to October 1952. Unlike the Suppression-of-the-Counter-Revolutionaries Campaign (October 1950–October 1952), which attacked the “obvious” class enemies of the CCP, the Three-Anti and Five-Anti campaigns were directed at “corrupt” CCP officials and the national bourgeoisie, an ally of the CCP at the time.9 The national bourgeoisie can be thought of as occupying a position in the pre-1949 economic order intermediate between the powerful bureaucratic capitalists, to be discussed in chapter 2, and the small-scale petite bourgeoisie. The national bourgeoisie consisted of large and medium-size capitalist commercial and manufacturing enterprises. This class had few if any contacts with “foreign imperialists” and received little if any foreign capital. Mao considered the national bourgeoisie to be weak politically and economically.10 The petite bourgeoisie, even smaller scale than the national bourgeoisie, were the owners of shops and small production facilities that hired only a few workers.


  Although Mao initiated these campaigns at different times, he concluded them at about the same time, signaling his desire to move on to other things. His deep involvement in the campaigns is evident in the large volume of directives he initiated or reviewed on how to conduct them.11 In addition, he was personally in charge of the Three-Anti Campaign at offices under the direct control of the CCP Central Committee in Beijing, and he led the campaign in the city of Tianjin.12


  During this period, other top CCP leaders shared Mao’s eagerness to stop the misdeeds of “corrupt” officials and capitalists. In March 1952, responding to queries from Nikolai Roshchin, the Soviet ambassador to China, concerning the Three-Anti and Five-Anti campaigns, Zhou Enlai and Liu Shaoqi each explained the objectives and methods of the two campaigns. Both leaders—Liu more strongly than Zhou—painted a bleak picture of how quickly some CCP officials had become corrupt and how unlawful some capitalists had become. Zhou and Liu also emphasized how determined the CCP leaders were to find and punish offenders, especially the upper strata of the capitalist class.13


  The Three-Anti Campaign was divided into two stages. Corrupt government officials were the targets of the first stage, and capitalists were targeted during the second stage. The CCP leaders recognized that corruption was rampant among party and governmental officials and among officials who used to work for the old regime, so it was decided to punish severely only the worst offenders, or about 10 percent of all the officials who were caught. They lost their jobs and either were sent to reeducation camps, were imprisoned, or were executed.14 The others who were caught were let off with light punishments.


  The Five-Anti Campaign was directed against the Chinese national-bourgeois, or capitalist, class. The goal was to punish severely or eliminate the top 5 percent of the class that owned large capitalist enterprises. In targeting only this top group, the CCP made a calculated decision. The CCP believed the party was not yet in a position to sever its ties with the national-bourgeois class and that it would therefore be wise to limit its purge to the most powerful members of this class, whom the CCP considered to be the most reactionary.15 The CCP was determined to punish or execute about 300,000 capitalists during the campaign. In typical CCP fashion, 4 percent of the total 5 percent of capitalist offenders would be treated less harshly than the richest 1 percent of the capitalists. Capitalists in the 4 percent group were to be fined more than they could pay; the fines were typically larger than the total worth of their businesses. The only way they could try to pay the fine was to pay as much as they could and then declare bankruptcy. The remaining 1 percent of capitalist offenders, the owners of the largest capitalist entities, were first required to pay fines larger than the total worth of their businesses and were then either imprisoned or executed.16 This was a clever way for the CCP to eliminate the wealthiest capitalists and the largest capitalist enterprises. The CCP not only seized the wealth and factories of the richest capitalists, but it also eliminated the top strata of the class.


  Despite careful planning, the Three-Anti and Five-Anti campaigns were not entirely successful. Nikolai Roshchin, the Soviet ambassador to China, told his counterpart from Hungary, Emanuel Safranko, that Mao was successful in curbing corruption, waste, and bureaucracy, but that he had difficulty collecting fines from the capitalists. Although the government’s annual report claimed that 25 to 30 billion yuan (old currency) had been collected in fines from the capitalists, the amount actually obtained was only about 5 billion yuan. When the government informed the capitalists that they could pay a part of the fine at a later time, they replied that they were unable to pay the fines at all because the permitted rate of profit was too low. After a long discussion, the Politburo came to the conclusion that the final confrontation with the biggest capitalists would have to be postponed so as to ensure continuous production.17


  In their comments to Roshchin, neither Zhou nor Liu expressed any worries about the disruptions of production caused by these campaigns, but privately they were concerned. To carry out these highly charged political campaigns, the party had to mobilize many workers, removing them from economically productive activities. Leaders such as Zhou Enlai, Chen Yun, and Bo Yibo felt that the situation needed to be corrected. On February 15, 1952, Zhou Enlai wrote a letter to Mao expressing their concerns. Zhou presented a plan that would gradually reduce the number of workers that were involved full-time with the Three-Anti Campaign.18


  Despite these setbacks, by October 1952 Mao had largely consolidated the CCP’s control over China by eliminating the threat from the enemy classes, including the landlords, reactionary capitalists, and counterrevolutionaries. He had sent a stern warning to party officials that they were being watched closely and that they should behave themselves. In addition, by severely punishing the leading members of the capitalist class and liquidating the most powerful ones, Mao had not only weakened the class as a whole, but he had also signaled to the country that it was now acceptable to attack the capitalist class. With the completion of the Five-Anti Campaign in October 1952, the party’s policy of cooperation with the capitalist class effectively ended.


  On the economic front, in late summer 1952, there was a general euphoria among CCP leaders over the party’s economic accomplishments during the three years since the founding of the PRC in 1949. The CCP had already achieved a balanced budget by 195l, and it was expected that by the end of 1952 there would be a budget surplus. Heavy industry had been expanded, land reform was near completion, and irrigation systems were being built on a grand scale.19 The euphoria was further heightened by the ‘August Report” of 1952, an official party report that showed a large growth in the size of the state-owned industrial sector relative to the size of the overall economy. Since the expansion of this sector was viewed by Mao as a sure sign of the advance of socialism in the economy, he was very pleased and encouraged by the report. Based on his narrow understanding of what constituted the “preconditions” for the transition to socialism, he believed that since the state-owned industrial sector had produced more than 50 percent of all industrial output, China was now in a position to begin to move toward socialism.20 The state-owned industrial sector was, in fact, not as large as stated in the “August Report”; it was about 50 percent, not “more than 50 percent.”21 The euphoria about China’s early economic success was not grounded in reality and was therefore fragile and short-lived.


  Stalin, however, shared in the euphoria of summer 1952 when Zhou Enlai, visiting Moscow at the time, reported the CCP’s accomplishments. He was encouraged by the news and expressed his high expectations for China as the future leader of Asia.22 Stalin’s generosity in summer 1952 in providing aid to China for its First Five-Year Plan (FFYP) may have been influenced in part by the glowing economic reports coming out of China.


  Sino-Soviet Relations: 1948–1953


  From the late 1940s, for both ideological and practical reasons, Mao and Stalin both expended considerable effort in nurturing a good working relationship and encouraged cooperative interactions between the leadership groups in China and the Soviet Union. There were close contacts between the two parties and the two governments at all levels. In addition to seeking to improve relations with Mao and the CCP, Stalin decided to provide aid to the PRC, though only within a clearly defined scope and for well-defined purposes. Mao, for his part, sought to build a good relationship with Stalin by assuming the role of a respectful junior partner so that he could receive badly needed aid from Stalin. Within the context of these relationships, Mao and the CCP had to accept certain constraints arising from their dependency on Stalin and the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) on a wide range of issues. Even after Stalin’s death, on most issues Mao deferred to the post-Stalin Soviet leadership and followed its policy recommendations, particularly with regard to political matters. Mao, however, did assert his independence on issues affecting China’s economy. He was also careful not to join post-Stalin Soviet leaders in their effort to discredit Stalin. Overall, from the late 1940s until Stalin’s death in 1953, the relationship between the CPSU and the CCP improved, and the two parties were on relatively good terms.


  A Strained Relationship


  The CCP’s victory over the Kuomintang (KMT) in 1949 marked a turning point in the relationship between the CCP and the CPSU. It served as a forceful repudiation of the view held first by Lenin and then by Stalin that the CCP was too weak to prevail in an armed revolution and that the CCP should therefore work with the nationalists, led first by Sun Yat-sun and then by Chiang Kai-shek. As the CCP’s imminent victory became clear in early 1948, Stalin finally abandoned this view and admitted that his previous assessment of the CCP as too weak to win was wrong.23 More fundamentally, the CCP’s victory in 1949 can be viewed as at least partially the result of Stalin’s belated response to Mads repeated appeals since the mid-1930s to provide direct military assistance to the CCP in its revolutionary struggle. Stalin’s assistance in 1945, during the early months of the Soviet occupation of Manchuria, gave the Chinese Communists a decisive advantage over the KMT and laid the foundation for a Communist victory. In 1949, Mao was vindicated in his view that direct Soviet aid to the CCP was essential to victory.


  The relationship between the CCP and the CPSU had been strained ever since the CCP joined the Comintern in 1923. There had similarly been a problematic relationship between Mao and Stalin since the early 1940s. Frictions on fundamental theoretical, strategic, and policy issues concerning the Chinese Revolution existed from the very beginning between the CCP and the Comintern. Mao was not the first Chinese leader to disagree with Comintern directives or the first to deviate from or reinterpret directives issued by the Comintern. Chen Duxiu, for example, in 1922 disagreed with the Comintern’s analysis of the nature of the Chinese Revolution and objected to the requirement that CCP members join the KMT during the period of the United Front. Chen was finally forced to accept the KMT membership requirement that was being pressed by Maring, the Comintern representative.24 In the late 1920s, Li Lisan, another early Chinese leader, deviated from the Comintern’s directives on policies toward rich peasants and revolutionary activities in the cities.25


  Before his ascendance to the CCP leadership in 1938,26 Mao also had his share of disagreements with Comintern policy directives, particularly with regard to military strategies, policies toward rich peasants, the Xi’an Incident of 1936, and the creation of the Second United Front with the KMT. In almost all cases, Mao yielded to Comintern pressures. As for the controversial Second United Front, it took Mao nine months to agree to the Comintern initiative and abandon his long-held “two-front-war” strategy—that is, fighting both the Japanese imperialists and the KMT—but he finally came around.27 In the early 1940s, however, he became more resistant to the Comintern.


  Mao was the first Chinese leader to come up with the “heretical” notion of a peasant-based revolution, but it was endorsed by the Sixth Congress of the Comintern in 1928 because it had worked in the Soviet areas controlled by the Chinese Red Army.28 There is no evidence that Mao was singled out by the Comintern for attack because of his views on peasant-based revolution. Though Mao had problems with some of the Comintern agents during the early days, he also benefited from the help of some of them. In the winter of 1932–1933, for example, Mao was brought back to power by Comintern agents. Comintern agent Arthur Ewert and the party leadership in Shanghai objected to the treatment Mao was receiving from other leaders, including Zhou Enlai. They intervened primarily because they knew what an important role he was playing in the Soviet areas of China.29 In early 1934, Mao was elected as a Politburo member due to the intervention of some Comintern agents.30 There is now a consensus among scholars that Mao’s ascendance to the de facto leadership of the party in 1938, thereby replacing Zhang Wentian, was endorsed by Stalin and the Comintern.31 Contrary to the conventional wisdom that Mao was mistreated by the Comintern, he in fact received its support at critical points in his rise to power.


  Mao’s Differences with the CPSU and the Comintern


  Aside from his idea of a peasant-based revolution, Mao had disagreed with the Comintern since the early 1930s on the role of the Soviet Union in the Chinese Revolution. According to Otto Braun, a German military adviser serving as a Comintern representative in China between 1932 and 1939,


  Mao shared Li Lisan’s opinion that the centre of world revolution had shifted east from Russia to China, just as it had from Germany to Russia in 1917. The primary contradiction in the world, therefore, was no longer the antagonism between the socialist Soviet Union and the capitalist states, but the struggle between Imperial Japan and China. He therefore concluded that the Soviet Union had an obligation to help revolutionary soviet China at any cost, even the cost of war, while a victorious revolutionary China took up the task of furthering world revolution.32


  Braun admitted in 1982 that Mao’s views did not receive the attention they deserved.33


  In 1949, Stalin came to agree with Mao’s view, believing that the revolution had shifted from Russia to China and from China to East Asia.34 In the late 1940s, Stalin also began to see the rationale for aiding the Chinese Communists.


  From the mid-1 930s, Mao persisted in requesting that Stalin and the Soviet Union assist the Chinese in their revolutionary struggle. When Zhang Wentian and Mao sent Chen Yun to reestablish cable communications with the Comintern in 1935, Chen had the additional mission of persuading Stalin to provide military assistance to the Chinese Red Army.35 In 1935, in deciding the final destination for the Red Army on the Long March, Mao preferred a place that would be geographically close to the Soviet Union;36 Mao was still hoping to use Soviet assistance to win the Chinese Revolution. In fall 1940, during the second “anti-Communist tide,” Mao again sought the Comintern’s help.37 In 1945, Mao yet again requested Soviet aid,38 which came later that year when Stalin provided Mao with covert help in Manchuria. In 1949, Mao wanted to obtain Soviet aid for China’s economic construction, though he was deeply concerned that it might not be possible because of the terrible losses the Soviet Union had suffered during World War II.39 He understood how important it was for the CCP, given its many limitations, to obtain Soviet help in winning the armed struggle and building socialism.


  Mao’s Lack of Cooperation with Stalin in the Early 1940s


  Chinese scholars generally agree that until the early 1940s, the CCP for the most part accommodated itself to Comintern demands, even if there were occasional disagreements and unfair criticism by the Comintern. In other words, a “normal working relationship” was maintained between the CCP and the Comintern.40 This relationship changed in the early 1940s, however, as a result of an increase in tensions between Mao and Stalin over a series of policy issues, but mainly due to Mao’s unwillingness to provide assistance to the Soviet Union after it was attacked by Germany in 1941.


  In July 1941, less than one month after the German invasion of the Soviet Union, the Japanese Kwantung Army conducted large-scale military exercises in Manchuria. With the number of Japanese troops stationed in the region mounting to 700,000, it was believed that the Japanese military was planning to attack the Soviet Union. It was also thought that the Germans had pressured the Japanese to attack the Soviets from the East.41 Although Stalin had signed a Neutrality Act with the Japanese on April 13, 1941, it did not seem to hold much promise of preventing a Japanese attack.


  Under such pressure, Stalin cabled Mao and asked him to move several Chinese Communist brigades or regiments to the Great Wall region in order to tie up the Japanese forces. Mao did not refuse outright, but he instead responded by saying that his troops were ill equipped and would suffer serious losses if drawn into a large-scale battle with the Japanese42 In late 1941, Stalin made a similar request when Moscow was surrounded by Hitler’s troops, to which Mao responded that it would be very difficult to move his troops.43


  In July 1942, Hitler began his summer campaign against Stalingrad. Rumors again pointed to possible Japanese military cooperation in the form of an attack on the Soviet Union from the East. To forestall such a threat, Stalin, while fortifying the defenses of the city, cabled Mao for help three times. In the first cable, Stalin suggested that Mao move one or two divisions of the Eighth Route Army to receive new Soviet weaponry at the border between Inner and Outer Mongolia. Mao’s fear that the Japanese might bomb the large columns of Chinese troops outweighed his desire for new weapons, and he responded that it was impossible to comply with the request.44


  In the second cable message, Stalin asked Mao if it was possible to send guerrilla forces to receive weapons at the border between Manchuria and Outer Mongolia. Again, Mao responded negatively.45 In early 1943, in the third cable, Stalin asked if Mao could move several divisions to the Great Wall region to tie up the Japanese units so that they couldn’t move on Soviet forces. This time, Mao decided that responding favorably to Stalin’s request would not put Chinese forces at risk of large-scale warfare with the Japanese, and he moved the troops as asked.46


  Mao’s reluctance to comply with the first two requests evidently infuriated Stalin. Through the Comintern, a series of telegrams was sent condemning Mao and the CCP.47 Even today, some Russian scholars are still bitter about Mao’s refusal to help the Soviet Union on these occasions.48 The Comintern strategy in the early 1940s was to use all possible means to protect the Soviet Union, and every Communist party was supposed to do its part. Mao clearly did not cooperate with the Comintern strategy. It is possible that Mao did not believe he was in a position to help because his military forces had been seriously crippled by the KMT’s recent attack in southern China. It is also possible that Mao was retaliating for Stalin’s past refusal to provide direct military aid to the CCP. According to Shi Zhe, who had access to all top-secret cables in the early 1940s, Stalin did not at first clearly state why the Chinese troops needed to be moved, but once Mao understood the reason for Stalin’s request, he quickly responded and moved some troops to the Great Wall region.49 During that time, Mao apparently did not fear that his behavior might result in his being ousted from the leadership of the CCP by the Comintern, as had happened to his predecessors. Supported by loyal comrades, such as Ren Bishi and Chen Yun, who had gone to Moscow in 1938 to lobby for Mao’s selection as the top leader of the party,50 he presumably felt confident that his power base was sufficiently secure in his own country to protect him from the wrath of the Comintern.


  In the early 1940s, Stalin was also irritated by Mao’s Rectification Campaign, which lasted from 1941 to 1944. While Stalin’s hands were tied by the German invasion, Mao was busy getting rid of some Chinese leaders who had been trained in Moscow—Wang Ming, in particular. The Rectification Campaign was Mao’s attempt to consolidate his own political power by getting rid of the “internationalists” within the CCP at a time when Stalin could not interfere with him. Mao may have felt that he could eliminate real or potential rivals with less concern about external interference after the dissolution of the Comintern in June 1943, even though many of its functions were transferred to the CPSU’s Department of International Information (OMI)51 which continued to intervene informally in the affairs of all Communist parties.


  On December 22, 1944, Dimitrov, formerly of the Comintern and now an OMI official, sent a rather lengthy cable to Mao in which he expressed deep concern about what Mao was doing to Wang Ming and Zhou Enlai and about the “dubious” role played by Kang Sheng in the campaign.52 Mao responded with two cables to Dimitrov in which he gave his account of the situation. In the first cable message, of December 22, 1943, Mao told Dimitrov that he and Zhou Enlai were “on very good terms,” that Wang Ming was “unreliable,” and that Kang Sheng was reliable.53 In the second cable, dated January 7, 1944, Mao assured Dimitrov that the CCP’s policy was striving to improve party unity, and he predicted better conditions in the party in 1944.54 On February 25, 1944, responding to Mao’s two cable messages, Dimitrov expressed delight at the reassurances contained in Mao’s second cable, and he reiterated his hope that Mao would do the right thing—that is, give his “friendly remarks the serious attention they required” and “take the appropriate measures as dictated by the interests of the party and [their] common cause.”55 In addition, Dimitrov politely asked Mao to inform him in detail of the results of Mao’s policy for internal party unity.56 As is well known, Mao, despite his communications with Dimitrov, proceeded with the Rectification Campaign.



  In 1945, as World War II was coming to an end, Stalin was still doubtful that the CCP could win the civil war. He took a dual approach: on the one hand, he provided covert help to the CCP in Manchuria; on the other, he pressured Mao to stop the civil war and go to Chongqing to negotiate with Chiang Kaishek.57 Mao did not like the idea of negotiating with Chiang, but he went nonetheless, again yielding to Stalin’s pressure. Years later, in March 1956, when Mao met with Pavel Yudin and talked about the mistakes that Stalin had made in China, Mao complained: “I was required to go [to Chongqing] since Stalin had insisted on this.”58


  Recognizing the Need to Improve Relations


  Toward the end of the 1940s, Stalin and Mao began to realize that they needed to improve their relationship for practical reasons, for instance, to deal with security issues,59 but more fundamentally they recognized that they needed to improve their relationship now that the KMT had been defeated and the CCP held the reins of power. Beginning in early January 1949, high-level meetings were held between the CCP and the CPSU to sort out various issues. Mao, Stalin, and other senior leaders of the two parties worked together closely to repair the relationship between Stalin and Mao that had been strained for some time.


  Stalin was excited at the prospect of a worldwide victory for socialism, and he decided to assist China. In May 1948, he told Ivan Kovalev that he had decided to help the Chinese Communists because they were winning:


  Of course we will give new China all possible help. If socialism also triumphs in China and our two countries follow the same road, the victory of socialism in the world may be considered a foregone conclusion.... That is why we cannot spare any efforts and resources to help the Chinese communists.60


  Stalin’s statement departed from his long-held view that the Chinese Communists were not strong enough to win the war and that they should therefore work with the KMT. A few days after Stalin’s statement to Kovalev about helping China, Stalin read aloud to him passages written by Lenin on the importance of the Chinese Revolution.61


  Stalin’s excitement about the victory of socialism in China, as a major step toward its triumph worldwide, did not necessarily arise purely from ideological passion. Stalin was no doubt eager to extend his influence over a neighboring country that shared his ideological commitments. The Chinese Communist leader Zhou Enlai, at least, saw it that way and in 1954 commented to Liu Xiao, the newly appointed Chinese ambassador to the Soviet Union: “Of course, after we won, Stalin was happy, because he had a new China as a neighbor.”62 Zhou’s comment captured perhaps what other CCP leaders felt was Stalin’s view: Stalin preferred to have as a neighbor a pro-Soviet Communist China rather than a pro-American Republican China. Stalin’s actions toward China were motivated by both state and revolutionary interests.63


  In the late 1940s, although Stalin repeatedly expressed his willingness to assist the Chinese Communists, his offers always carried with them certain limitations. Such offers, however, were improvements on his view in 1927 that what the CCP really needed were Chinese-language versions of the Marxist-Leninist literature and competent “Soviet nannies” who could teach the Chinese Communists how to carry out a revolution.64 This time, Stalin offered to help the CCP learn about government administration, industry, and whatever else they might wish to learn.65 Anastas Mikoyan, however, made it clear that the CCP was expected to pay for everything they received from the Soviet Union and that aid would be limited to organizing arms production and providing advisers.66 Stalin, however, was generous when he met Mao face-to-face between late 1949 and early 1950 and in summer 1952.


  In addition to shared ideological commitments, Mao had two major practical reasons for wanting to improve his relations with Stalin and the CPSU. First, Mao was seriously concerned about whether the CCP could govern. In late 1947, as the news from the front lines became more positive, he became more confident that victory was within reach, but he was beginning to face the challenge of governing, saying that “the issue is no longer whether we will win, but whether we dare to seize the victory.” A meeting was held in Yangjiagou in December 1947 to resolve the issue “do we dare to take the victory?”67 Mao’s feeling of being overwhelmed by the coming task of governing China was revealed in his cable to Stalin in May 1948 in which he admitted that the CCP lacked experience in running the complex economies of big cities and he asked Stalin for help.68


  A second major reason Mao wanted to improve his relationship with Stalin and the CPSU was to be assured that the Soviet Union and the other Eastern European people’s democracies would recognize the PRC as a legitimate nation once the new Communist regime was established. Mao expressed his concern by saying that “if no foreign countries recognize us three days after we establish the nation, we will be in trouble.”69 It was never made clear why Mao was so obsessed with the fear that the PRC would not be recognized by other countries. His concern was nonetheless intense, and it increased his feeling of dependency on Stalin and the countries of Eastern Europe.


  Although Mao disagreed with Stalin from time to time, in general he reported to Stalin and took instructions from him on a regular basis via cable messages. This was especially true in the late 1940s, during the period of intense preparation for ruling the country. Mao wrote letters and exchanged cables with Stalin frequently to report on the war situation in China, on negotiations with warlords, and on his analysis of the progress of the Chinese Revolution.70 These frequent communications between Mao and Stalin suggest an improving relationship between the two men and a willingness on Mao’s part to return to the old hierarchical and dependent relationship of reporting to the Comintern and Stalin and seeking advice from them.


  As early as 1947, Mao made several attempts to visit Moscow to resolve differences between the two parties and at the same time to consult with Stalin on substantive policy issues.71 This was especially true in the late 1940s, when the need for consultation was more urgent in connection with the civil war. In his cable to Moscow on September 28, 1948, shortly after the important September Conference, during which the CCP leaders discussed postwar China’s economic policies, Mao made known his desire to visit Moscow. In the cable, he indicated that it was essential for him to be able to meet with Stalin in person in order to report on developments in China and to receive instructions from Stalin.72 Again, Stalin offered neither an invitation to visit Moscow nor a straight answer as to why Mao should not come. Stalin finally informed Mao in spring 1949 that it was important for Mao to remain in China at this critical juncture in the revolution. Stalin’s comment recognizing Mao’s importance to the revolution delighted him.73 Since Mao could not travel to Moscow, Stalin sent Anastas Mikoyan, a Soviet leader with stature, to China.


  High-Level Meetings


  Mikoyan’s visit to China was important because he was able to learn about the CCP’s positions on a wide range of policy issues, including the CCP’s plans for organizing a new governing structure after military victory. Mao also used this opportunity to convey to Stalin, via Mikoyan, his willingness to be a deferential junior partner. In the past, Mao had referred to Stalin as the boss,74 and during his conversations with Mikoyan in Xibaipo in early February 1949, Mao emphasized the willingness of the CCP to receive instructions and guidance from the Central Committee of the CPSU.75 Apparently, Mao felt it was not enough to express his loyalty orally. In written reports submitted to Stalin in summer 1949 when Liu Shaoqi visited Moscow, Mao reemphasized the readiness of the CCP to receive instructions as well as criticism from Stalin and the CPSU: “We wish the Soviet Communist Party’s Central Committee and Comrade Stalin not to hesitate in giving instructions to the CPC [sic] and in criticizing its work and policy.”76 Such expressions of humility and subordination continued and were especially evident when Mao needed help from Stalin. In summer 1952, when Zhou was negotiating Soviet aid for China’s FFYP, the same forms of expression were used.77 If there was still any doubt about the CCP’s obedience, in the report delivered to Stalin by Liu, mentioned above, it was stated that the CCP would “submit to and resolutely carry out the decisions of the Soviet Communist Party.”78


  Mao’s subservient posture toward Stalin was the result of Mao’s awareness of all the areas in which he depended on Stalin for help as he prepared himself to rule China: aid in the final stage of the war effort, assistance in forming a new regime, support in reaching out to the international community, military protection from attack by other powers, and assistance in building a strong military and a strong socialist economy. Mao’s dependency on Stalin affected the overall structure of their relationship, and Mao had to use caution and tact in dealing with Stalin. Conversely, Stalin was in a position to influence Mao’s policies and actions.


  Maintaining an overtly humble posture did not mean that Mao would follow Stalin’s “instructions” to the letter. In general, Mao was more receptive to Stalin’s advice on political matters;79 on matters concerning the economy, Mao was more selective and followed Stalin’s advice only where he agreed with him. As it turned out, Mao honored only partially the pledge of obedience he made in summer 1949. It is doubtful that Mao ever had any intention of carrying out his pledge folly. He made it, almost certainly, to play to Stalin’s ego and win his support.


  Liu’s visit to Moscow in summer 1949 was significant because it resolved many outstanding issues and paved the way for Mao’s visit to Moscow. Most importantly, Stalin agreed that the Soviet Union would recognize the PRC as soon as it was established.80 This put Mao’s most serious concern to rest. Stalin admitted that the treaty the Soviet Union had signed with the KMT in 1945 was unequal in giving the Soviet Union control over Chinese ports and territory, and Stalin promised to abolish the treaty when Mao visited Moscow. With regard to Port Arthur, which was still being occupied by the Soviet Red Army at the time, Stalin offered a seemingly contradictory commitment. While emphasizing the importance of having the Soviet army stationed there, he agreed to withdraw his troops as soon as the United States removed its forces from Japan. He, however, added that he was ready to remove the Red Army at any time Mao asked him to do so.81


  Stalin also took the initiative in improving relations with the CCP. On July 27, 1949, during a CPSU Politburo meeting attended by a Chinese delegation led by Liu, Stalin analyzed Liu’s four-part written report.82 Stalin apologized for his past interference in China’s internal affairs and for any harm he had caused the CCP. He expressed regrets for his intervention in the Chinese civil war and admitted that in pressuring Mao to go to Chongqing to negotiate with Chiang, he was supporting what could have been a dangerous mission for Mao. Liu replied that Stalin had not interfered; that Mao did not need to go to Chongqing because Zhou was already there, but that it was good he had gone; and that Stalin had not caused any harm to the CCP.83 The members of the Chinese delegation were impressed by Stalin’s readiness to admit mistakes,84 but Mao himself never really forgave Stalin for interfering in the civil war or for forcing him to negotiate with Chiang.85


  In addition to his apology, Stalin praised the Chinese Communists for the experience they had obtained in the practical application of Marxism. Stalin stated that “the Soviet Union may know more about Marx’s general theories, but we should learn from you about applications.”86 Stalin’s praise probably was more pleasing to Mao than to any other Chinese leader, for he regarded himself as one who knew how to apply the theories of Marxism and Leninism to Chinese conditions.87 In the early 1940s, Mao wrote an article entitled “On the Practice” to fight against what he perceived to be dogmatism in the study and application of Marxism within the CCP, and he launched his Rectification Campaign in 1941 on the basis of this view. Mao may have taken Stalin’s praise as a vindication of his unique qualifications to apply Marxism to China’s circumstances.


  Stalin carved out areas of responsibility for the CCP in the world Communist movement. Stalin asked the Chinese Communists to assume more responsibility for the world revolutionary movement, especially in the countries of East Asia.88 Stalin believed that the center of revolution had “shifted from the West to the East, and now it [had] further shifted to China and Asia.” Stalin said to the Chinese delegation, “Your responsibility has grown even more.... You must do your duty in regard to revolution in the countries of East Asia.”89 Stalin’s new assignment for Mao and the CCP—to be the leader of the revolutionary movement in the East Asian countries—inspired a new self-confidence in the Chinese leaders. Mao and Liu “soon got down to formulating the original strategy and tactics of [a] revolutionary movement in [the] Asian countries.”90 In my view, this statement by Stalin marked the beginning, with Stalin’s blessing, of a leadership position for the CCP in third-world revolutionary movements.


  In spite of all the effort devoted to mending fences with the CCP, Stalin decided to reject the CCP’s request to join the Cominform, which was founded in 1947. It is difficult to understand his action, but Stalin was sure about his reasoning. In Stalin’s view, since China was different from the Eastern European people’s democracies, the policy orientation should also be different, and it was therefore not necessary for the CCP to join the Cominform. Stalin outlined two major differences between China and the countries of Eastern Europe. First, the Chinese had, for a long time, been oppressed by imperialism. In 1949, Stalin said that “China [had] to exert tremendous efforts to resist pressure from imperialism.”91 Second, the situation of the national bourgeoisie in China was very different from that in the Eastern European people’s democracies. It is not clear whether Mao ever accepted Stalin’s explanation.


  Mao’s Visit to Moscow: December 1949 to February 1950


  In mid-December 1949, Mao began his first visit to Moscow. Although Stalin had been slow in extending an invitation, Mao finally received one after repeated requests made through his lieutenants.92 The official reason for the visit was to celebrate Stalin’s seventieth birthday, but Mao had his own agenda. Signing a friendship treaty with Stalin was a top priority. Other issues for Mao included the Soviet base in Port Arthur, Soviet control of the Changchun Railroad, and the status of the port of Dalian, which was then under joint Soviet-Chinese administration. These issues were important for Mao because they all affected China’s sovereignty. Mao, in addition, wanted to discuss with Stalin “key theoretical and practical problems of the communist movement in the world”; before going to Moscow, he therefore he spent considerable time preparing for his visit.93 One Chinese source who was close to Shi Zhe told me that Mao actually wanted to use the opportunity to “pour out his bitter feelings” about his colleagues and their mistreatment of him during the 1930s. Mao, in fact, tried to do so at least twice during his meetings with Stalin, but Stalin was quick to change the subject.94


  Unlike Liu’s trip in summer 1949, which had produced little controversy, Mao’s trip had more drama to it, including Stalin’s initial snub of Mao and refusal to meet with him,95 cultural differences, misunderstandings,96 and Mao’s displeasure at being criticized by Stalin.97 The most surprising event was probably Stalin’s unexpected criticism of Marshal Tito at the party given by Mao just prior to his departure.98 Aside from all the drama, Mao’s trip to the Soviet Union was quite successful. Even Mao himself expressed his satisfaction with what he was able to accomplish during his visit. Speaking to his aides in his special train on his way home, Mao said that he obtained the friendship treaty he had wanted and that he had received assurances from Stalin that Port Arthur, the Changchun Railroad, and Dalian would all eventually be returned to China. In addition, he signed several agreements with Stalin.99 Mao had good reason to believe that he had gained more from the friendship treaty and other agreements negotiated with the Soviet Union than he had given away. In 1956, explaining the importance of the treaty, Mao said that it “determined the possibilities for the further development of the PRC.”100


  Mao did make certain concessions. He acquiesced to Stalin’s requests in several areas, including the terms governing the participation of Soviet personnel in Soviet-Chinese joint-stock companies101 and the guarantee of high salaries, good living conditions, and extraterritorial legal status for Soviet advisers and experts in China.102 Mao also agreed to grow rubber trees in Hainan and then export the rubber produced to the Soviet Union.103 Ambitious planting efforts began in late 1950. Soviet advisers and equipment were dispatched to the area to work with the Chinese. In the end, the program to build a large rubber plantation in the Hainan area failed because of the unsuitability of the climate for rubber trees.104


  In recent years, much has been written about how Stalin treated Mao in Moscow. The writings of Soviet officials who witnessed the interactions between the two leaders differ from those of the Chinese who observed the same events. The Soviet writers, with the exception of Nikolai Fedorenko, 105 typically report that Mao was treated badly by Stalin, while the Chinese portray Mao as having been treated well by Stalin.106 Mao would have agreed with most Russian writers; in 1958, in a conversation with Pavel Yudin, the former ambassador to China, he complained bitterly about how Stalin and others had attacked him while he was in Moscow. 107 Mao expressed his view on the matter two years after Nikita Khrushchev’s de-Stalinization of 1956, when making statements critical of Stalin was acceptable.


  A recent account, by Li Jiaji, Mao’s bodyguard, portrays Stalin as being attentive to Mao on several occasions. First, Stalin sent his chief bodyguard and his favorite attendant to the border to meet Mao and take care of his needs as soon as he entered Soviet territory.108 Second, while Mao was in Moscow, he stayed at Stalin’s villa.109 These generous gestures on Stalin’s part might be considered trivial matters, mere shows of “superficial politeness,” and in no way capable of compensating for his slowness in responding to Mao’s desire for a friendship treaty, but it appears that Stalin did make some effort to be a good host. From his perspective as a non-Russian speaker and a lowly bodyguard who observed Mao’s behavior and moods at the time, Li believed that Stalin was respectful toward Mao and that Stalin’s respect for Mao exceeded his respect for other world leaders. Li also observed that although Mao was usually deferential toward Stalin, Mao occasionally made provocative comments to him.110 Li’s account of Mao’s dealings with Stalin accords with what Shi Zhe, another Chinese observer, describes in his book.111


  Mao’s Dependency on Stalin


  From the late 1940s, as the CCP’s victory in the civil war became clear, Mao became increasingly dependent on Stalin. This dependency began in 1945 with some military assistance, mainly in Manchuria. Mao greatly appreciated this early aid.112 Soviet support was then expanded to include economic, political, and technical assistance. Chinese requests for substantial Soviet aid began in late 1947 with regional leaders in Manchuria, such as Lin Biao and Gao Gang.113 In addition to regional leaders, top CCP leaders, including Mao, Liu Shaoqi, Zhou Enlai, and Ren Bishi, all requested Soviet aid when they met with Mikoyan in Xibaipo in early February 1949. They asked for weaponry, equipment for weapons production, raw materials, steel rails, gasoline, vehicles, and specialists of various kinds. In addition, Liu wanted Soviet help in repairing the Anshan steel plant. Mao asked for a loan of $300 million, the most expensive request of all.114


  Since Soviet advisers were included as possible categories of aid on the list the Chinese received from Mikoyan, Mao and Liu asked Stalin in spring and summer 1949 to send Soviet advisers to China. In May 1949, Mao cabled Stalin and asked for Soviet advisers to help China in two areas: military and economic.115 In early August of the same year, Liu, while in Moscow, wrote a personal letter to Stalin and made a strong appeal: “I beg you to give orders for speeding up the preparatory work of the Soviet specialists leaving for China.”116 Liu’s appeal was answered. As he concluded his successful visit to Moscow in August 1949, he took some eighty Soviet advisers with him to China. Unfortunately, these advisers did not stay in China long, for they were overqualified for the jobs that needed to be done.117 Lower-level experts and advisers, however, came after the establishment of the PRC.118


  Mao also depended on Stalin politically. As discussed earlier, as Mao prepared to rule China, he was seriously concerned about whether his new regime would be recognized by the larger international community and was counting on immediate recognition by the Soviet Union and the countries of Eastern Europe. Mao was hoping that Stalin would act as a bridge to the larger international community and would help China gain the sympathy and respect of other nations. One of Liu’s most important missions during his July 1949 visit to Moscow was to convey Mao’s wishes to Stalin.119


  In addition to receiving military aid from the Soviet Union, Mao was also depending on Stalin’s military assistance to liberate Xinjiang from the KMT in 1949, to deter Chiang Kai-shek from conducting air raids on Shanghai in 1949, and to help China build modern air and naval forces beginning in 1949.120 Closely related to Mao’s reliance on Stalin for military aid was his dependence on Stalin for China’s national security. Mao was keenly aware of this need and worked extremely hard during his visit to Moscow in the winter of 1949–1950 to get Stalin to sign the friendship treaty.


  After the establishment of the PRC in October 1949, Mao looked to Stalin for help in rebuilding the economy, strengthening and equipping the military to fight the Korean War, dealing with national emergencies, establishing schools to train officials and cadres to run the country, and even in providing medical care for his lieutenants. Mao’s dependency on Stalin, as a result, continued to grow. It even extended to Mao’s coming to rely on Stalin for China’s FFYP and industrialization. For reasons that are not clear, Mao did not request Stalin’s help in providing relief for unemployed workers in Shanghai or for starving peasants in several famine-stricken regions of China.


  Although it was not widely known until recently, Stalin provided substantial aid to China during the economic recovery period (1949–1952). In February 1950, during Mao’s visit to Moscow, Stalin and Mao signed an agreement that committed the Soviet Union to help China with forty-seven projects, which became the first wave of the total of 156 projects for which the Soviet government provided assistance in connection with China’s FFYP. Of the forty-seven projects, twenty-two consisted of rebuilding or expanding existing factories or industrial complexes; the other twenty-five were new industrial projects. The majority of the projects, thirty-six out of forty-seven, were in the Northeast. Between 1950 and 1952, seventeen of the twenty-five new projects were begun with Soviet aid; they covered five strategically important industrial sectors: coal, power, iron and steel, nonferrous metals, and machinery and engineering. Needless to say, these projects were important for China, not so much for economic recovery as for the country’s later economic development.121


  Mao’s requests for economic assistance during this time were not only for large-scale industrial complexes, but also for special small-scale projects. For example, in late 1949, the Chinese government asked the Soviet government to provide assistance to alleviate the electricity shortage in Anshan, a northern industrial city.122 At about the same time, the Chinese government also asked the Soviet Union to send a group of naval officers to provide guidance and assistance in raising a sunken ship.123 In both cases, the requests were granted. China also asked for help in repairing the Jilin hydroelectric power station and providing aviation fuel for aircraft used to train Chinese pilots. These requests were also granted, and Mao was informed of the positive Soviet response on January 6, 1950, while he was in Moscow.124


  As the Korean War continued and China increased its war effort, Mao dispatched his minister for heavy industry, He Changgong, to Moscow in early January 1951 to seek urgent help from Stalin to expand China’s military industry, which was insignificant at the time. Specifically, Mao wanted to have the capacity to repair airplanes and to produce the Soviet version of the Ford Model T A3-51 automobile. The Soviet version of the Model T A3-51 had proven itself to be effective in combat conditions. To build an airplane repair facility, the Chinese asked for advisers, technology, equipment, materials, and parts. For the production of Soviet Model T A3-51, China sought both personnel and technical support.125 Building these facilities may not have had an immediate impact on China’s military capabilities, for it would take some time to complete these projects, but it was a sure way to build up China’s military industries.


  Mao also depended on Stalin’s help in establishing a new university, called Renmin Daxue (Chinese People’s University). The university was created to train officials to run the government and lecturers to teach “political studies” in China’s colleges and universities. Mao’s initial request for assistance was delivered to Stalin by Liu Shaoqi during his visit to Moscow in summer 1949. In late December 1949, the CCP issued a formal invitation to the Soviet government for fifty Soviet professors and lecturers to come to teach at Chinese People’s University. In the beginning, the Chinese wanted to invite ninety, but the number had to be reduced due to a shortage of housing for visiting faculty.126 At about the same time, Mao made a personal plea, through Ivan Kovalev, for nine instructors to be sent to Chinese People’s University.127 It is not clear whether Mao was submitting his request as part of the Chinese government’s overall request or as a separate one. In any event, the need for Soviet professors and lecturers for the newly established university was real.128


  In addition to Chinese People’s University, the Beijing Institute for Marxism and Leninism, later known as the Central Party School, was also in desperate need of experienced Soviet professors. By summer 1953, the institute had three Soviet professors. On July 27, 1953, the CCP Central Committee cabled the CPSU Central Committee and requested that four additional professors be sent to teach at the institute. The Chinese specifically wanted professors who could do more than just teach Marxist and Leninist theories—who, for instance, could help develop a party school or establish an academy for social sciences.129


  Mao also depended on Stalin when confronted with crises of various sorts. He had no hesitation, for example, in seeking Stalin’s help in fall 1949 to deal with an outbreak of plague that had already caused sixty deaths in the area north of the city of Zhangjiakou in Hebei Province. On October 28, 1949, Mao cabled Stalin and asked for vaccines and a team of plague experts to be sent and insisted on paying all of the expenses—but in goods, not in cash.130 At the time Mao made this request, over thirty Soviet medical specialists were just returning from the Northeast where they had been dealing with an outbreak of plague; Mao was asking Stalin to send another such group to the area near Zhangjiakou. Stalin cabled the next day and agreed to Mao’s request. Mao was grateful for Stalin’s help and quickly expressed his appreciation in a cable to Stalin the following day.131


  Again, in June 1951, Stalin was asked for help in coping with a plague of Asian locusts in the Suzhou region in northern Anhui Province. If the situation were not controlled quickly, between August and October, the locusts would grow wings, become migratory, and destroy crops in other regions as well. The consequences for the harvest in 1951 would be dire. On this occasion, Mao was not directly involved. Instead, Wu Xiuquan, the deputy foreign minister, contacted an official at the Soviet embassy in Beijing on June 4, 1951, and asked for three crop-dusting aircraft to be sent to China. As always, China would pay for all the expenses. Wu’s request was quickly granted; five days later, on June 11, 1951, three crop-dusting aircraft were on their way to China.132


  Mao asked Stalin for help and received it when other emergency situations arose. For example, on November 21, 1949, acting on the recommendation of Soviet doctors, Mao cabled Stalin and asked for permission to send Ren Bishi, his loyal supporter and a senior member of the CCP, who was very ill, to Moscow for medical treatment.133 Stalin gave his permission.


  None of these requests approached the scale of Mao’s request to Stalin in summer 1952 to support China’s FFYP and the associated development of heavy industry. The entire effort rested upon Soviet aid. Mao may have felt he deserved the Soviet Union’s help in return for China’s intervention in the Korean War. Stalin responded generously to Mao’s request. He promised to support the FFYP and China’s heavy industrialization and said to Zhou Enlai, then in Moscow, “everything we can give you, we will.”134 Stalin’s generosity may have been his way of expressing his appreciation for China’s role in the Korean War and for Mao’s success in rebuilding China’s economy. Stalin’s engagement with China’s FFYP did not stop with economic assistance; Soviet planners were deeply involved with redrafting the plan itself.135 Although negotiations for Soviet aid to support China’s FFYP were not completed until well after Stalin’s death, the commitment he made in summer 1952 shaped the overall scope of Soviet aid to China until the late 1950s.


  While highly dependent on Stalin in a wide range of areas, Mao did not seek aid from the Soviet Union in dealing with two problems. In the early 1950s, Shanghai suffered from high unemployment; some 150,000 workers were out of jobs. In addition, a large number of rural areas faced famine due to poor harvests. Even though they were faced with such grave conditions, Mao and other CCP leaders were determined to find solutions on their own, without help from the Soviet Union.136 It is not clear why Mao made a distinction between these situations, where he was unwilling to seek help, and the many others where he requested assistance. Some Soviet leaders, especially those opposed to providing aid to China, argued that if China accepted Soviet assistance in these two areas, Western “imperialists” could challenge the CCP’s competence to run the country and manage the economy.137 It is not known what Mao was thinking on these matters, but it is possible that he feared that China’s national pride and prestige could be put at risk by making requests for assistance in these two areas.


  Stalin’s Constraints on Mao and the CCP


  Stalin was able to impose a wide range of constraints on Mao and the CCP due to his stature, his past achievements, and Mao’s dependence on him, as discussed above. Mao appeared to be particularly receptive to Stalin’s suggestions on political matters; in 1948, he followed Stalin’s advice and organized a coalition government that included non-Communist parties. Mao became even more compliant to Stalin’s advice after Mao declared his “lean-on-one-side policy” in summer 1949 and pledged to follow Stalin’s “instructions.” In that same year, Mao followed Stalin’s advice in establishing the PRC much earlier than he had originally intended. Later, in 1952, Stalin urged Mao to establish a one-party political structure based on a written constitution and a parliamentary body, and in 1954, as instructed, Mao instituted a one-party system based on a written constitution and a National People’s Congress.138 In dealing with politically sensitive issues in the Communist world at the time, Mao was also compliant. In 1948, when Stalin expelled Yugoslavia from the Cominform, Mao showed his unwavering support, and in 1949, to please Stalin, Mao also ignored Tito’s offer to recognize the PRC.139 Until March 1955, Mao continued to align himself with the harsh Soviet campaign against Tito. Mao labeled Tito’s Yugoslavia a bourgeois country and declared that leaders like Tito and Kardelj could not be trusted, for they were closely aligned with the imperialist states.140 Mao’s attitude toward Tito and Yugoslavia, however, changed dramatically after Khrushchev’s de-Stalinization speech in 1956. As Mao tried to mend relations with Tito and the Yugoslav Communists during that year, he presented himself as having been powerless in dealing with Stalin. In explaining his decision not to respond to Tito’s offer to recognize China in 1949, he admitted that he had not been in a position to challenge Stalin.141


  One particular constraint Stalin was able to impose on Mao that has received little or no attention by Western scholars was Stalin’s refusal to recognize the existence of a school of thought called “Mao Zedong sixiang or “Mao Zedong thought,” even though it had been recognized by the CCP since 1945. Whenever an official CCP document containing the term “Mao Zedong thought” was received in Moscow, the term was deleted from the text before the document was published in the Soviet press.142 This treatment must have been frustrating and humiliating for Mao, who desperately wanted to be recognized as an accomplished Marxist theoretician. Since he was not in a position to change the situation, Mao acquiesced to Stalin’s wishes. Stalin’s refusal, however, kept Mao from obtaining the recognition he desired, not only in the Communist world, but also in his own country. It was only after the Sino-Soviet rift in 1960 that Mao finally felt free to use the term “Mao Zedong thought” to refer to his ideas.143


  In the late 1940s, as Mao’s prestige grew within the CCP, some party leaders suggested that the term “Maoism” (“Mao Zedong zhuyi”) should be used in place of the term “Mao Zedong thought,” but Mao was quick to dismiss such a usage. He told party leaders responsible for education in the liberated areas to make sure that all students learned the theories of Marx, Engels, Lenin, and Stalin and that they studied China’s revolutionary experience. In early 1949, Mao also deleted the term “Mao Zedong thought” from an official document.144 In an effort to reassure Stalin and other Soviet leaders that he had no pretensions to being an important Marxist theorist, Mao told Mikoyan in early February 1949 that he had “strongly objected to the idea of linking his own name with those of Marx, Engels, Lenin, and Stalin,” and he emphasized repeatedly that he was Stalin’s disciple,145 but Mikoyan was not convinced of Mao’s sincerity.146 During the Second Plenum of the Seventh Central Committee meeting in March 1949, Mao reiterated his position that it was wrong to list his own name along with those of Marx, Engels, Lenin, and Stalin, the four Communist giants.147 Despite these overtures, Mao still wanted Stalin to recognize him as a serious Marxist theoretician.


  On December 16, 1949, during one of his meetings with Mao, Stalin suggested that some of Mao’s written works be published in Russia.148 This was a turning point for Mao; while he was sometimes uncooperative in dealing with Stalin, Stalin’s approval meant a great deal to him. Mao must have been overjoyed to hear that his works would be published in the Russian language. He probably thought Stalin had finally realized that his writings represented an important school of Marxist thought, but he could not have been more wrong.


  Chinese sources state that Stalin justified the publication of Mao’s writings on the grounds that they would help the people of the Soviet Union understand the Chinese revolutionary experience.149 The Soviet record of Stalin’s meeting with Mao, however, indicates only that Stalin said to Mao, “We would like to receive from you a list of your works which could be translated into Russian.”150 Both Soviet and Chinese sources report that Mao asked Stalin for help with the Russian translation and for editorial assistance with the Russian text,151 and a Chinese source states that Stalin recommended Pavel Yudin to provide editorial support.152


  Mao arrived back in Beijing in early March 1950, and in April he cabled Stalin and invited Yudin to come to China.153 In May, a Politburo meeting of the CCP was held, during which Stalin’s suggestion was discussed, and it was decided to form an editorial committee. Chen Boda and Tian Jiaying, two of Mao’s secretaries, were assigned the task of assembling Mao’s writings. Mao, of course, would make the final decision as to which writings would be included in the collection.154


  In December 1950, on the basis of Yudin’s recommendation and Stalin’s approval, an article entitled “On Practice,” the first of Mao’s works to appear in Russian, was published in the December issue of Bolshevik, a Soviet Party magazine. Yudin personally liked the article very much. A Russian translation of a Chinese editorial was also included explaining that Mao wrote the article to respond to the dogmatism of some Chinese leaders in their interpretation and application of Marxism in China. The editorial also blamed the party’s two major military setbacks, in 1931 and 1934, on mistakes arising from dogmatism. That same month, Mao’s article was introduced to the Soviet public, accompanied by a recommendation from the editorial board of Pravda.155 Mao wanted the Chinese public to know as soon as possible of the positive publicity he was receiving in Moscow. On December 28, 1950, just as the second military campaign against UN forces in Korea was about to end, Mao wrote to Hu Qiaomu, who at that time was the head of the government news agency, and asked him to publish “On Practice” and the Pravda editorial, on two consecutive days, in Renmin ribao [People’s Daily]. They appeared there during the next two days.156 In January 1951, Mao’s “On Practice” was published in the Soviet Union as a booklet.157


  On April 1, 1951, perhaps as an expression of appreciation and reciprocity, Mao cabled Stalin and asked permission to translate the Complete Works of Stalin into Chinese and outlined the steps that had already been taken on the project.158 Apparently, Stalin agreed to Mao’s proposal. On October 25, 1953, volume 1 of the Selected Works of Stalin was published in China, but by then Stalin had already been dead for more than seven months. Meanwhile, on October 12, 1951, the first volume of the reedited Chinese-language version of the Selected Works of Mao Zedong (Mao’s works were first published in the base areas in 1944) was published in China;159 six months later, in April 1952, the first volume of the Russian-language version of the Selected Works of Mao Zedong was published in Moscow. Before the end of 1952, all three volumes of the Chinese-language version of the Selected Works of Mao Zedong had been published in China, and by December 1953, all four volumes of the Russian-language version of the Selected Works of Mao Zedong—the longer Russian translation required one more volume than the original Chinese text—were published in Moscow.160


  The publication of Mao’s works in both China and the Soviet Union must have given an enormous boost to Mao’s self-confidence and his stature within the CCP in ideological and policy deliberations. Mao had come a long way from the days in the late 1930s when he had felt inferior to Wang Ming and other party leaders in his command of Marxist theories.161 All his intensive study of Marxist philosophical works in the late 1930s and early 1940s had paid off,162 and Chen Boda’s help in formulating and structuring Mao’s thought in the early 1940s had been of vital importance.163


  Stalin’s offer to publish Mao’s writings in Russian meant far more to Mao than the earlier compliment about the importance of his leadership in the revolutionary struggle and civil war against the KMT. The publication of his works in the Soviet Union gave Mao a claim to greater authority within the CCP in ideological and policy issues. This change in Mao’s standing in the CCP was reflected in his hands-on approach to the formulation of the general line in the early 1950s and his active role in selecting appropriate theories from the works of Lenin and Stalin to provide ideological legitimacy for the general line.


  Stalin, however, had never intended to elevate Mao to a position as an equal in the Communist world. Stalin regarded himself as a Marxist theorist unrivaled by anyone except Lenin. He clearly did not consider Mao to be on a par with himself; he probably thought of Mao as a second-rate theorist. Mao’s writings were published by Stalin mainly as a political gesture, not because Stalin attributed any real importance to Mao’s thought.164 In the early 1950s, however, Mao became very conscious of his newly elevated status, which Frederick Teiwes described when he wrote of “Mao’s conception of himself as a significant Marxist theorist and his preoccupation with theory despite no particular distinction in this area.”165 During this time, Mao even allowed the term “Mao Zedong sixiang,” or “Mao Zedong thought,” to be used in party publications. Mao Zedong thought was defined by Mao as a “synthesis of Marxism, Leninism, and the Chinese revolutionary experience that provides the most advanced system of thought for the CCP and the guiding principles for the Chinese Revolution.”166 Mao, however, must have received some indication of disapproval from either Stalin or the CPSU about his using the term “Mao Zedong thought” in party publications, for Mao soon removed all such references to it.


  Mao changed his mind several times thereafter on the use of the term. In September 1952, Mao deleted the term “Mao Zedong thought” from an official document and issued instructions not to use the term in propaganda.167 In April 10, 1953, he deleted the term from another official document.168 Mao showed indecision in the use of the term again shortly after Stalin’s death in April 1953, when volume 3 of the Selected Works of Mao was published in China. In this volume, Mao included the CCP party resolution of 1945, which first gave the term “Mao Zedong thought” official recognition. Before the volume was published, however, Mao deleted all references to “Mao Zedong thought” from the version of the resolution that appeared in the volume. At the same time, he modified the version of the resolution appearing in the volume to increase the number of references to Stalin’s contributions to the Chinese Revolution and to increase the number of times Stalin’s name appeared in the text.169


  Mao, however, made more changes. On May 24, 1953, more than two months after Stalin’s death, feeling less constrained, Mao increased the number of references to his works in party publications by issuing instructions that party publications should use the term “Mao Zedong zhuzuo,” or “Mao Zedong works,” in place of the term “Mao Zedong thought”;170 Mao gave the same instructions more than a year later in 1954.171 In that same month of May 1953, the Chinese press reported that university professors in Beijing had begun to study systematically Mao’s article on contradictions, documents produced during the CPSU’s Nineteenth Party Congress in October 1952, and Stalin’s last work, Economic Problems of Socialism in the U.S.S.R.172


  Although Mao was prevented from using the term “Mao Zedong thought” in China, he was not prohibited from publicizing in China how his works were read and loved by people in the Eastern European people’s democracies. In January 1953, three months before Stalin’s death, the party newspaper Renmin ribao printed a feature story telling of the enthusiasm with which the Hungarian people were purchasing and reading volume 1 of Mao’s Selected Works.173 After the death of Stalin, between June and December 1953, the Soviet propaganda machine gave more publicity to Mao’s works in the Soviet Union, possibly reflecting a desire on the part of the post-Stalin leadership to work with Mao, who must have welcomed the attention from the post-Stalin collective leadership. Eager to elevate his own position as a respected theoretician in China, he saw to it that party publications reported the publicity his works were receiving in the Soviet Union. During this time, four articles commenting on the Russian version of volumes 2 and 3 of Mao’s Selected Works were translated into Chinese and reprinted in Renmin ribao, including a lengthy article by Nikolai Fedorenko, Stalin’s former interpreter.174


  Since 1945, Stalin had been able to thwart Mao’s ambition to be recognized as a theoretician who had made a significant contribution to the interpretation of Marxist theories and their application to Chinese conditions. It must have been a sore point between the two leaders. Mao continued to be influenced by Stalin’s position on this issue, even after Stalin’s death. Mao must have been extremely frustrated, but he never complained about Stalin’s high-handedness on the matter, at least not in public. Mao’s frustration may have been alleviated by the fact that during this time, he had complete control over theoretical matters in China.175


  Patterns of Communications with Stalin after 1951


  Mao’s direct communications with Stalin became less frequent after 1951 and were limited mostly to exchanges of messages on ceremonial occasions or expressions of appreciation for Soviet assistance.176 There were times when Mao asked his lieutenants to express his appreciation for Stalin’s help on his behalf rather than do it himself. On March 4, 1952, Mao cabled Gao Gang and asked him to send a cable to Stalin using Mao’s name to express appreciation for the help of the Soviet experts at the steel mill in Angang.177 Stalin continued to meet with Mao’s top lieutenants, including Liu and Zhou, in summer 1952 and later in the year. In general, however, high-level meetings between top leaders were replaced more and more with meetings between lower-level leaders of the two countries. Nikolai Roshchin, the Soviet ambassador to China, also met regularly with top CCP leaders; from such meetings, he learned a great deal about events in China.


  The Death of Stalin


  In early March 1953, just as Mao was beginning to formulate the general line, the Communist world was shaken by the death of Stalin. In China, as in other Communist countries, Stalin’s death was publicly mourned,178 but there are indications that Mao’s instructions to cancel all recreational activities for three days to mourn Stalin were ignored. One such case actually occurred in Mao’s home province of Hunan, no less. Officials there refused to call off a scheduled sports event on the grounds that it would cost more money to cancel it than to proceed with it.179 On March 7, 1953, two days after Stalin’s death, Renmin ribao published an editorial entitled “Mourning Deeply Our Teacher, the Great Comrade Stalin.” Two days later, in the same paper, Mao published his own tribute to Stalin in an article entitled “The Greatest Friendship,” in which he lavishly praised Stalin for his contributions to the development of Marxism.180 Mao’s bodyguard witnessed a saddened Mao who actually “wailed” when he learned of Stalin’s death.181 It will probably never be known for sure whether Mao was really heartbroken or merely putting on a show.


  Soon after Stalin’s death, profound changes were set in motion, not only in the Soviet Union, but also throughout the Communist world. The new Soviet collective leadership soon made policy changes both domestically and internationally. Mao was informed of some of these policy changes as they were being adopted or when they were about to be implemented, especially with regard to the new policy for East Germany. But he was not consulted about most of them and did not approve of some important ones. In particular, when the Soviet Presidium, at Molotov’s behest, passed a resolution calling for an end to the Korean War, marking a fundamental reversal of Stalin’s policy, Mao was deeply irritated.182 For the most part, however, he merely watched closely and adhered to the policy positions of the post-Stalin leadership. He asserted his independence, however, concerning China’s economic policies and refused to participate in the reappraisal of Stalin’s role in Russian revolutionary history then taking place in the Soviet Union.


  The immediate result of Stalin’s death was a CPSU succession crisis, which quickly became known around the world. Mao watched the Soviet succession struggle closely and proceeded cautiously in his dealings with the Soviet Union, waiting to see who would be the next leader. He had reason to be concerned, for he was counting on the Soviet aid that Stalin had promised. Even before Stalin’s death, Mao had been aware of the quarrels within the top Soviet leadership. While Liu was in Moscow between October 1952 and January 1953, Stalin had told Liu of the disputes within the top leadership over who should be his successor.183 It appears that Mao did not really care who succeeded Stalin, but he did want a quick resolution to the succession struggle. In Mao’s words, “the sooner things stabilize, the better it will be for us.”184


  Soon after the post-Stalin collective leadership was able to sort out its internal working relationships, it started to reorganize the party and government structures, and it did so in a rather smooth fashion.185 It also reorganized the trade unions186 and restored some popular support by releasing political prisoners through an amnesty decree.187 Drastic changes also took place in elite politics. Several of Stalin’s closest associates who did his dirty work were purged, including the infamous former head of the KGB, Lavrenti Beria.188 Together with the political purge, a reappraisal of Stalin’s historical role in the Russian Revolution was conducted, the results of which were reflected in official Soviet propaganda. Stalin was no longer viewed as the founder of the CPSU and the Soviet state, that honor now being bestowed on Lenin alone.189


  Although Mao supported the purge of Beria, he was cautious publicly. He quickly reprinted in Renmin ribao the statement made by the Presidium of the Central Council of the All Soviet Trade Union in support of the expulsion of Beria from the CPSU,190 which was first reported by the Tass wire service on July 11, 1953. Although he continued to keep the Chinese public informed of developments in the Soviet Union,191 he made no public statements. In December 1953, shortly after Beria’s trial and execution, Mao finally denounced him publicly as “a person of wicked ambition.”192 On December 27, 1953, Renmin ribao published its own editorial entitled “The Great Victory of the Soviet People in Defeating Beria’s Clique, Which Had Betrayed the Country.” Privately, Mao had supported the actions of the Soviet leadership all along. As early as July 17, 1953, the CCP sent a report to the CPSU expressing strong support for its handling of the Beria affair. Mao believed that it was “completely correct and necessary to expel Beria from the party.”193


  Mao had similarly supported, at least publicly, the Soviet decision to establish a collective leadership. As with the Beria case, on July 15, 1953, he reprinted in Renmin ribao a Pravda editorial of July 13, 1953, entitled “Strictly Follow the Principles of Collective Leadership.” Mao did not pick up the theme again until later that year. On November 26, 1953, a Renmin ribao editorial emphasized the importance of “collective leadership,” as did the leaders of the Eastern European people’s democracies. It was never known for sure how Mao truly felt about the collective leadership.


  Mao also followed the post-Stalin collective leadership in its handling of Stalin’s last written work, The Economic Problems of Socialism in the U.S.S.R., which was published in October 1952, just before the Nineteenth Party Congress of the CPSU. In this book, Stalin reiterated his commitment to heavy industrialization at the fastest possible tempo, supported by the appropriation of grain from the peasants. Mao quickly made Stalin’s book available to senior CCP leaders in Beijing to study, and on November 7, 1952, the Central Committee of the CCP issued a directive instructing all party senior members to study Stalin’s last work.194 By early December 1952, senior cadres at some twenty work units in Beijing had already studied it.195 During the first three months of 1953, more and more senior civilian and military cadres in China studied Stalin’s work, and their study was widely reported in the Chinese media.196 On March 11, 1953, Renmin ribao even printed a Tass story of March 7, 1953, on how other Communist parties, labor parties, and working-class people were studying Stalin’s last work. The trend, however, soon changed. During the first three months after Stalin’s death, although the study of his latest work continued in the Soviet Union, it lacked the earlier passion.197 Since Mao had decided to follow the lead of the post-Stalin collective leadership, he took a similar position. During the same period, the Chinese media reported nothing about the study of Stalin’s last book except for one item in Renmin ribao in early July.198


  The post-Stalin collective leadership also made changes in international policies, including an easing of control over East Germany. The changes not only created uncertainty but also marked the beginning of the breakdown of the tightly controlled world Communist system. The situation became fluid: uprisings occurred in East Germany199 and Czechoslovakia. Mao communicated to the Soviet leaders in charge of propaganda his belief that the uprising in East Germany was stirred up by the West. For Mao, what had happened in East Germany was a purely political matter and had nothing to do with economic problems.200 As with the Beria case, Mao handled coverage of the uprisings in Eastern Europe carefully with his domestic audience. Mao made no official statements about the uprisings; he instead reprinted in Renmin ribao on July 20, 1953, the Soviet explanation, which blamed the West, especially West Germany, for fomenting the unrest that led to the uprisings. In September of the same year, a lengthy report on the June uprising—written by reporters for the Xinhua wire service stationed in East Berlin—was included in an internal publication, read only by senior party leaders.201 Mao, however, did show his support openly for the Soviet position when he learned of the expulsion of the “anti-party elements” in East Germany.202


  In another important international matter, the armistice ending the Korean War, Mao also supported the position taken by the post-Stalin leadership, though reluctantly. Reversing Stalin’s position, the new Soviet leaders decided to end the war as quickly as possible. Mao expressed his desire to continue the fight for about another year, arguing that, “from a purely military point of view,” there were advantages to prolonging the conflict.203 He nevertheless fell into line with the strong position taken by Moscow.


  There were two major policy areas where Mao maintained his independence. Mao asserted his independence regarding economic policy. He was fully aware of Malenkov’s “New Course,” which was launched in August 1953 and challenged some of the ideas at the core of Stalin’s developmental strategy, especially his emphasis on heavy industry.204 None of these new Soviet policies altered Mao’s commitment to a Stalinist approach to economic policies in China. Far from challenging Stalin’s legacy or his ideas about the path to socialism, Mao was unwavering in his commitment to them. Mao’s action showed his determination to forge ahead with the general line for socialist transition.


  Mao also assumed an independent position concerning the attacks on Stalin’s personality cult and the reappraisal of Stalin’s role in the history of the Russian Revolution. Mao had good reason to take such a position. He was concerned that his lieutenants might get ideas from what was happening in the Soviet Union and challenge him. Stalin’s death in March 1953 affected Mao and the CCP profoundly. In general, the CCP leadership was saddened by the death of Stalin because they genuinely felt they had lost a giant in the Communist world. On the other hand, the death of Stalin was a liberating experience, especially for Mao, who over the years had been forced to put up with many constraints as a result of his dependence on Stalin. With Stalin’s death, suddenly there was no one to constrain Mao as Stalin had while he was alive, and top CCP leaders sensed that Mao was anxious (zhaoji) to move forward with building socialism in China.205 Freed of constraints, Mao was able to move quickly to begin China’s transition to socialism in 1953.


  At the same time that he felt liberated, Mao also became more conscious of his position within the party. The Soviet criticism of Stalin’s cult of personality had an effect on the CCP. Following the Soviet example, top CCP leaders within the party began to join in the criticism of the cult of personality. Mao took the hint, and in October 1953, he issued instructions for party members to refer to him as Comrade Mao rather than Chairman Mao.206 Mao’s concern about his position in the party might explain why he expressed no opinion about the reappraisal of Stalin’s role in the Soviet Union.


  New Democracy and China’s Transition to Socialism


  Two terms—“New Democracy” and the “transition to socialism”—were frequently used during the period under study, so a brief explanation of their meaning is in order. The term “New Democracy” has been closely associated with Mao; he first employed the term in 1940 when he described it as the first of two phases of the Chinese Revolution, that is, the phase that precedes the socialist revolution itself. Its principal goals were defined as the overthrow of imperialism, feudalism, and bureaucratic capitalism. In late 1947, Mao defined the “bureaucratic capitalist class” as consisting of China’s four wealthiest families: the Jiangs, the Songs, the Kongs, and the Chens.207 These four families owned and controlled giant conglomerates that dominated two-thirds of the pre-1949 national economy. They also had close ties with the “imperial powers” and depended upon foreign capital.


  “New Democracy” was a useful concept throughout the 1940s, for it served as an important vehicle to rally the Chinese people around a common goal: to defeat the Japanese imperialists and expel other imperialists from China. After 1945, Mao periodically redefined the term to fit his changing policies. Increasingly, the term lost any consistent meaning as Mao manipulated its meaning to achieve his immediate tactical objectives.


  Mao’s first serious redefinition of the meaning of “New Democracy” took place in 1948 when he became convinced that the CCP would be victorious in the civil war. The CCP had already established its dominant position in the Northeast and had seized a large number of industrial complexes that had belonged to the KMT and the Japanese. He may have wanted at that time to declare that the first stage of the Chinese Revolution, the New Democracy, had come to an end and that the country was now entering into the second stage of the Chinese Revolution, the socialist revolution, but he did not. Instead, he redefined “New Democracy” in terms of several characteristics. He announced that New Democracy in 1948 already had “socialist elements”208 and that they were present in every aspect of New Democracy, including politics, culture, and economy. He further emphasized the leading position of the state-owned economy in the overall national economy.209 He attempted to show that, at a conceptual level, New Democracy was, in developmental terms, very close to socialism. He decided, however, that the Chinese economy should, for the time being, continue to be called the New Democratic economy.210


  There were political reasons for Mao not to call an end to New Democracy in the late 1940s just as the CCP was about to take control of the country. In the first place, Stalin would not have supported such a decision. As will be discussed later, Stalin had advised Mao in April 1948 to establish a non-Communist political and economic order immediately after the CCP’s military victory, and New Democracy was a more suitable setting for creating such an order than was a socialist revolutionary stage. Secondly, based on a Leninist analysis of China’s economic conditions at the time, Mao and other leaders recognized that China in the late 1940s was nowhere near the point necessary to start building a socialist economic order. There was a consensus among the senior leaders that with the state-owned economy forming only about 10 to 20 percent of the overall economy, it was impossible to build socialism in China.211 Thirdly, Mao was concerned about gaining the political support of a wide range of social groups; he therefore had to be careful not to give the impression that China was rushing into a socialist system.


  At the same time that Mao was redefining New Democracy, a new conceptual framework was being created. In the fall of 1948, Liu Shaoqi, the number-two man in the CCP party hierarchy, put together a theoretical framework called “the transition from New Democracy to socialism,” which he created by adapting Lenin’s concept, first put forward in 1918 and again in 1921, of the transition from capitalism to socialism. In 1921, Lenin recognized that the Russian economy had become excessively nationalized and overly centralized during the era of war communism and that there was a need to change the party’s policy. The treatment of the peasants was particularly brutal during this period, as they were forced to sell all of their surplus grain, and sometimes their own food, to the state. These radical policies proved to be disastrous; they not only brought the economy to the brink of collapse, but they also alienated the Russian peasantry. Under the New Economic Policy (NEP), Lenin abandoned these old policies and established a new system based on taxes in kind to replace the previous surplus-appropriation system. At the same time, private trade was legalized, and private enterprises were allowed to operate again.


  In the early 1920s, Lenin also came to realize that the party was incapable of running a complex economy; it needed help from capitalists, merchants, and experts. As Lenin repeatedly said during those days, “we have to learn from those people.”212 Lenin wanted to drive home the point that the Soviet Union could not advance from the existing economic situation to socialism without going through intermediary steps.213 He analyzed the nature of the Soviet economy and redefined its components.


  Liu reportedly analyzed both New Democracy and socialism and the transition between them at the September Conference of 1948. Party records indicate that Mao was pleased with Liu’s analysis. In addition, Mao decided that the idea of a transition should be “publicized.” He therefore instructed those attending the meeting to disseminate the idea when they returned to their own regions.214 It was understood among the top leaders as well as the party rank and file at that time that a ten-to-fifteen-year transitional stage between New Democracy, which was the current stage, and socialism would be required. Only after completing this transition would the country start to build socialism.215 The Chinese people were told in 1949 that the political order that had just been established was based on New Democracy, that a mixed economy would continue to exist, and that private property would be protected.216


  In the late 1940s, as the CCP began to achieve the goals they had set in 1940 for the New Democratic revolution, Mao and other party leaders redefined “New Democracy” to fit the party’s policy agenda. Party leaders seemed to be convinced that Lenin’s assessment in 1921 of the Soviet Union applied equally well to China in the late 1940s. They felt that a backward country like China, with a predominantly agrarian economy, was in no position to implement a rapid nationalization of the economy. As a tactical response, therefore, they recognized the need for a long transition period. In the late 1940s, Lenin’s gradualist NEP was influential. There was no indication at that time of any support for an economic program that resembled the 1953 general line. The only policy idea in the late 1940s that can be traced to Stalin’s no-nonsense approach to building socialism was the notion of using agriculture as a source of capital for industrialization.


  Soviet Sources for Mao and the CCP


  Mao and other CCP leaders relied on four primary sources of information to learn about the Soviet experience as a guide for building socialism in China. First, there was the Short Course, as discussed earlier, which Mao used as a general road map. It provided an outline of the developmental stages of the Soviet Union between 1917 and 1937. Second, the Chinese leaders studied the relevant writings and speeches of Lenin and Stalin. Third, the Chinese leaders examined the CPSU party resolutions on economic policies issued during each developmental stage of the Soviet Union. Fourth, in formulating concrete policies, especially the important ones, the Chinese leaders relied on advice from Soviet leaders—especially Stalin, but also Mikoyan and other leaders—as well as Soviet advisers and government and party officials during their many personal contacts. Of the four sources, Stalin’s Short Course and Stalin’s policy recommendations were especially important.


  In fashioning their policy programs for each developmental stage in building socialism, the Chinese leaders sought the advice of Stalin and other leaders. The importance given here to personal contacts with Soviet leaders contrasts with the argument made by Deborah A. Kaple in her book Dream of a Red Factory: The Legacy of High Stalinism in China. She takes the position that the Chinese leaders, to guide them in their adaptation of Soviet-style industrial management to Chinese conditions, relied almost exclusively on written materials translated from Russian, rather than on direct observation of the Soviet Union’s postwar experience during on-site visits.217 Kaple’s argument overlooks some important facts. Between 1949 and 1953, the period she studied, communications between the two parties were intense, and there was a lot of human contact at all levels. One of the most important ways the Chinese used to learn about how to build socialism and govern a socialist state was to ask questions of Soviet leaders at the highest levels, as well as the lowest party functionaries who had experience, knowledge, and expertise.218 Chinese leaders also conducted on-site visits as often as they could. As discussed in chapter 2, Stalin in the late 1940s was actively advising Mao on a variety of political and military matters, and in the early 1950s, Stalin was consulted on all the important issues related to building socialism.


  Learning from the Soviet Union


  In the early 1950s, Mao recognized that in order to build a strong China, he needed to obtain not only economic but also technical assistance from the Soviet Union. He was particularly intent on nurturing a close relationship with the Soviet Red Army so that China could build a modern military force, second only to that of the Soviet Union.219


  Mao’s active involvement in creating a close working relationship between Soviet military advisers and Chinese military leaders during this time reflected Mao’s strong desire that China’s military officers learn as much as possible from the Soviet military advisers. Many Chinese military leaders—who had fought in the civil war and the Korean War-—did not feel the need to learn from the Soviet military experts who were helping to modernize China’s armed forces. From early 1950 to 1953, Mao frequently issued directives urging the Chinese People’s Liberation Army (PLA) to learn as much as possible from the Soviet military advisers. In early 1951, Mao supported Gao Gang’s instructions to the provinces in the Northeast to establish good relations with Soviet military personnel, including those from the air force and artillery units of the Red Army.220 Subsequently, Mao issued his own directives and encouraged his military officers to improve their relations with the Soviet military experts and learn Soviet military science.221 Mao even warned his military leaders that they would be criticized if they did not behave in a respectful manner and learn “wholeheartedly” from the Soviet experts.222


  Mao also wanted the Chinese people to learn from the Soviet Union how to run an economy and how to achieve socialism. Just at the time that he was announcing the beginning of the FFYP and embarking on heavy industrialization, Mao launched a nationwide campaign for the Chinese people to learn from the Soviet Union. In early February 1953, just ten days before he began his first official inspection trip in southern China, he called for a “high tide of learning from the Soviet Union” to compensate for China’s lack of experience with economic construction.223


  Conclusion


  In early fall 1952, Mao believed that the country was ready economically to move to the next stage of the Chinese Revolution and to begin the attack on the private-capitalist economy. Despite the financial burden incurred by the Korean War, he believed that he had brought the economy out of its crisis and at the same time had expanded the presence of the state-owned sector. Politically, China was much more stable than it had been in 1949. The CCP had not only extended its control over much of the country but had also suppressed and eliminated enemy classes through brutal political campaigns.


  Relations between China and the Soviet Union improved from the late 1940s, primarily as a result of the efforts of Mao and Stalin, who both recognized, for ideological as well as practical reasons, the importance of a good relationship between the two countries. As relations improved, Mao’s dependency on Stalin increased as Mao sought to rebuild China and make it into a Stalinist state. Mao presented himself as a humble junior partner and, for the most part, followed the lead of Stalin and then of the post-Stalin collective leadership on political matters. He swallowed his pride and put up with Stalin’s rejection of the validity of “Mao Zedong thought” He forced his military officers to learn from the Soviet Red Army and his countrymen to learn from the Soviet experience so that China could become a modern state just like the Soviet Union. As long as Mao was willing to follow and learn from Stalin and the Soviet Union, a productive relationship could be maintained between the two leaders and the two countries. Mao, however, asserted his independence in the area that mattered to him the most: the economy. As will be discussed in chapter 2, in his dealings with Stalin, Mao maneuvered skillfully in matters concerning China’s economy in order to pursue his own agenda and at the same time to maintain Stalin’s support.
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  Mao, Stalin, and Transforming China's Economy, 1948–1952


  

  


  BETWEEN APRIL 1948 AND OCTOBER 1952, over the course of four and a half years, Mao consulted Stalin on issues that were vital to China’s socialist economic transformation. When should the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) begin to eliminate the old economic structure? What should be done with the rich peasants, who were the country’s most productive peasants? How should the CCP handle the national bourgeoisie? Since the ultimate goal was to eliminate capitalism and build socialism, the most important question facing the party was when and how the CCP should put an end to capitalism. In response to Mao’s inquiries, Stalin provided advice and policy recommendations that were both pragmatic and moderate.


  Some scholars, especially in Eastern Europe, have suggested that Stalin urged moderate policies on both China and North Korea during this period in order to prevent them from achieving high economic-growth rates and to keep them in a subordinate position.1 Although this view has some merit, it is not necessarily supported by the historical evidence presently available. Stalin’s moderate economic-policy recommendations to China were based on his understanding of the current stage of the Chinese Revolution, the nature of the Chinese national-bourgeois class, the unfolding experiences in the Eastern European people’s democracies, and, most importantly, his past experience in carrying out a socialist transformation in the Soviet Union. While Stalin’s recommendations did not stray from a Marxist ideological framework, they were based on a pragmatism derived from his experience in the Soviet Union and on his analysis of conditions in China. In other words, in advising Mao during the period under study, Stalin was not as radical as he had been in the late 1920s and early 1930s. He appears to have been more interested in supporting economic policies that would contribute to China’s economic development than he was in adhering to ideological principles or encouraging class warfare.


  Stalin did not take the initiative in giving advice; he typically responded to queries from the Chinese.2 The one known exception to this pattern was in April 1948, when Stalin offered the unsolicited advice to Mao that he not change the existing economic structure. Although Stalin persistently advocated gradualism and moderation, his counsels had limited impact upon Mao. Stalin was consequently unable to shape Mao’s economic policies to the extent he was able to influence Mao on political matters. Stalin’s advice, however, may have had more impact upon other top Chinese leaders—Liu Shaoqi and Zhou Enlai, for example—who had more direct contact with Stalin than Mao did. These leaders at various points disagreed with Mao’s radical policies and forced him to make compromises. It is clear, however, that Stalin’s policy recommendations, whether communicated directly to Mao or indirectly through other leaders, had the effect of either moderating Mao’s policies or postponing their implementation. This was especially true after the summer of 1949, when Mao officially pledged his commitment to follow Stalin’s “instructions.”


  In this chapter, I discuss Stalin’s overall policy orientation in advising Mao and Mao’s reactions to three major pieces of advice that Stalin provided between April 1948 and October 1952. Mao’s behavior was different in each case and was the result of his effort to balance incompatible ideological goals and practical requirements that had to be met to achieve those goals. Ideologically, Mao was genuinely committed to building Soviet-style socialism in China as quickly as possible. At the same time, to do this, he knew he had to win Stalin’s political support for his plan and enlist Soviet ideological, organizational, technological, financial, and military assistance to achieve his ideological and economic goals. Mao, however, was not as obedient to Stalin as some have argued: Mao was instead selective and strategic in following Stalin’s suggestions.3


  Stalin’s Overall Orientation


  Between the late 1940s and October 1952 (the last time Mao sought Stalin’s advice), Stalin shared his views on the national bourgeoisie, economic recovery, “rich peasants,” growth rates for China’s First Five-Year Plan (FFYP), and the proper timing for collectivization. In each case, Stalin preached moderation and thus put constraints on Mao. There is some evidence of a direct link between Stalin’s advice and changes, if only temporary, in Mao’s policies.


  In late 1948, the CCP adopted a two-pronged policy in its dealings with the national bourgeoisie. It emphasized both cooperation and control. Stalin, however, emphasized cooperation and encouraged the CCP to improve its relations with the national bourgeoisie.4 Stalin expressed his views on this matter to Chen Yun around March 1949, and to Liu Shaoqi in summer 1949.


  Stalin’s advice to Chen Yun, who was running the regional economy in the Northeast, was very clear and specific and was conveyed to Chen Yun by Kovalev, Stalin’s special envoy to Mao:


  Tell Crde. Chen that we Russian communists think that the Chinese communists should not alienate the national bourgeoisie but invite it to cooperate as a force capable of helping them in the struggle against imperialism. Therefore we advice [sic] that they should encourage the trade activities of the national bourgeoisie both in China and abroad. For instance, trade with Hong Kong or other foreign capitalists.5


  Stalin’s recommendations concerning the Chinese national bourgeoisie were shaped by his views on the nature of the Chinese Revolution. In the late 1940s, Stalin believed, as he had in 1927,6 that the Chinese Revolution was focused on fighting imperialism and that it would continue to do so. Therefore, in Stalin’s opinion, the political structure of a new China should reflect the nature of its revolution by including a wide range of social groups. Stalin made a clear distinction between the Chinese national bourgeoisie and the capitalists in the Eastern European people’s democracies, emphasizing that the former did not join forces with the imperialists, whereas the latter did. He argued that the Chinese national bourgeoisie should be included in a united front. He maintained that the national bourgeoisie should not be alienated or eliminated, at least for the time being; the CCP should instead use them and be cooperative with them.7


  The emphasis Liu Shaoqi placed on cooperation with the capitalists in a series of speeches in Tianjin in April 1949 may have been influenced by Stalin’s advice to Chen Yun in March 1949, but Liu’s speech to cadres in the Northeast on August 28, 1949, almost certainly reflected Stalin’s influence. As Liu returned from Moscow to Beijing in summer 1949, he visited the Northeast and told local cadres that the CCP’s policy toward the national-bourgeois class was to maintain cooperation with them on a long-term basis,8 thereby emphasizing only one side of the CCP’s two-pronged official policy as stated above.


  In summer 1949, Stalin advised Liu and the Chinese leaders on how to proceed during the economic recovery period. He stressed the importance of a steady, step-by-step approach in rebuilding the economy; he warned against attempting anything inappropriate for the current stage, for fear that it would bring chaos to the economy.9 To what extent the CCP leaders were receptive to Stalin’s counsel is not clear. As discussed in chapter 3, Mao set aside only three years for economic recovery, two years fewer than the time Stalin had needed to complete the economic recovery period in the Soviet Union in the 1920s. In the summer of 1952, Mao proudly reported on his success in taking fewer than three years to achieve economic recovery. From the late 1940s, Mao persistently sought to cut corners, despite Stalin’s moderate advice.


  In summer 1952, Stalin cautioned Chinese leaders to be realistic in setting the targets for economic-growth rates during the FFYP. He encouraged them to allow for a margin of error and to reduce their planned annual growth rate for industrial output from 20 percent to about 15 percent.10 Even Stalin’s recommended growth rate of 15 percent was high compared to growth rates in industrializing nations both then and now. Stalin, however, was able to get Mao to reduce the target growth rate from 20 to 15 percent when he revised the CCP’s targets for its FFYP in 1953.11


  During one of his last meetings with Liu and his delegation in late 1952, Stalin recommended that the CCP organize agricultural cooperatives and collectivize farms gradually.12 In October 1953, approximately seven months after Stalin’s death, Mao not only rejected Stalin’s advice but also rejected his own earlier moderate position and accelerated the drive to organize collectives so that China could move one step closer to socialism. As the history of the People’s Republic of China (PRC) has shown, Mao’s responses to Stalin’s recommendations varied widely depending upon the issue, as will become evident in looking at Mao’s reactions to three of Stalin’s policy recommendations.


  The First Case: Stalin Recommends Keeping the Status Quo, April 1948


  On April 20, 1948, responding to two cable messages dated November 30, 1947, and March 15, 1948, Stalin offered suggestions on what Mao and the CCP should do about the country’s existing economic structure after seizing power. In this case, Mao did not comply with Stalin’s policy recommendation of keeping the existing economic structure unchanged for an unspecified period of time. At this early stage, in responding to Stalin’s first economic-policy recommendation, Mao showed his independence in his handling of economic matters, while at the same time saying he fully agreed with Stalin’s policy recommendations. Contrary to Stalin’s advice, Mao instituted a policy aimed at establishing the foundations for a rapid transformation of the economy.


  Stalin recommended that Mao keep the economy unchanged, for he believed that “the Chinese government in its policy will be a national revolutionary-democratic government, not a Communist one.”13 In more concrete terms, this policy of maintaining the status quo meant the following:


  That nationalization of all land and abolition of private ownership of land, confiscation of the property of all industrial and trade bourgeoisie from petty to big, confiscation of property belonging not only to big landowners but to middle and small holders exploiting hired labor, will not be fulfilled for the present. These reforms have to wait for some time.14


  While Stalin was clear about wanting Mao to pursue a policy of maintaining the status quo, he was not certain how long such a policy should be continued.15 There is no way of knowing whether Stalin had any knowledge of the land-reform program in the areas occupied by the CCP and in the Northeast beginning in 1946, or of the policy of confiscating property from the so-called bureaucratic capitalists that was officially adopted in the fall of 1947. In any case, Stalin recommended a policy of preserving the status quo.


  There is also no way of knowing exactly how Mao really felt about Stalin’s policy recommendations. We do know that in Mao’s cable to Stalin on April 26, 1948, responding to the cable message mentioned above, Mao stated his complete agreement with all of Stalin’s policy recommendations.16 In 1948, while Mao followed Stalin’s advice on political matters almost to the letter, on economic matters, by contrast, he paid partial lip service to Stalin and attempted to maintain as much policy autonomy as possible. Mao was determined to pursue land reform and to confiscate the property of the bureaucratic capitalists. However, responding to Stalin’s views, Mao decided to limit land reform or in some regions to terminate it altogether. Mao, at the same time, was adamant about continuing his policy of confiscating the property of bureaucratic capitalists.


  Prior to Stalin’s policy recommendation favoring the preservation in China of the economic status quo in April 1948, the CCP was in the midst of correcting mistakes made during land reform. Ren Bishi, a senior CCP leader, delivered an important speech on January 12, 1948, aimed at correcting serious mistakes that had occurred during land reform, such as erroneously targeting peasants who were not landlords or rich peasants.17 During the month of February, in order to gain the support of the peasants, Mao intervened to narrow the scope of land reform in the newly liberated areas, where support for the CCP was limited. In cable communications to his two lieutenants, Liu Shaoqi and Deng Xiaoping, Mao described land reform as consisting of two stages in the newly liberated areas. During the first stage, only the landlords would be targeted; the rich peasants would be left alone during this stage so that their opposition could be neutralized. The rich peasants would then be targeted during the second stage.18 At around the same time, Mao also issued a directive stating the same position.19 In addition, Mao issued another directive criticizing the radicalism of the propaganda during land reform,20 presumably to reduce the fervor of lower-level cadres who were implementing the land reform and of the poor peasants who were taking over the land that was being confiscated.


  After the cable exchange with Stalin in April 1948, Mao held firm and continued land reform in the old liberated areas, where peasant support for the CCP was strong. He decided, however, to abandon his two-stage land-reform policy in the newly liberated areas and return to the policies the CCP had pursued during the anti-Japanese war. In his cable to Deng Xiaoping, dated May 24, 1948, Mao called for an “overall reconsideration” of land-reform policy for the newly liberated areas. Instead of urging the immediate implementation of a two-stage land-reform program, he recommended a reduction of rents on land and of interest on loans to protect the peasants from being overly burdened by the war effort. Mao was ready to postpone land reform in the newly liberated areas for as long as three years after order had been established, to allow the peasants time to prepare for land reform.21 Mao’s strategy made sense, because his ultimate objective was to defeat the Kuomintang (KMT), and for this purpose he wanted to win the support of the peasants and the landlords.


  Mao then proceeded to establish more stringent requirements for those parts of the old liberated areas in which land reform had not yet begun. Mao was aware of the abuses that had resulted from radical practices in the past and was determined not to repeat them. Mao made it clear that land reform could be carried out only in those parts of the old liberated areas where certain conditions had been met. On May 25, 1948, Mao drafted a directive in which he ordered cadres to select, during the next three months, the areas where land reform could be carried out, and he emphasized that such areas had to meet three conditions. First, the area had to be stable and free of all enemy armed forces. Second, there had to be support for land reform from an overwhelming majority of the tenant peasants, poor peasants, and middle peasants. Third, local cadres had to know how to handle land reform.22


  The timing of Mao’s decision to halt his two-stage land reform in the newly liberated regions was significant. He was probably influenced by Stalin’s cable message. Mao’s unwillingness to comply fully with Stalin’s recommendations, however, can be interpreted as both politically and ideologically motivated. Despite the radical mistakes that had occurred during land reform, the policy was becoming popular, especially among tenant peasants and poor peasants, who were obtaining land through land reform. It generated political support for the CCP, which was vital to military victory. Further, Mao and the CCP were ideologically committed to the idea of abolishing the old land-ownership structure by taking land away from the rich and giving it to the poor. After all, that was precisely what the Communists in Russia had done after the October Revolution, as described in the Short Course. Mao was willing to modify the policy in order to make it more workable, but not to abandon it.


  Mao reaffirmed a month later his determination to follow the directive of May 25, 1948, in deciding the regions where land reform could be carried out. In doing so, he hoped to avoid repeating past mistakes.23 Once the situation improved, however, Mao planned to continue with land reform. In October 1948, he instructed cadres in certain areas in Shanxi that had been recently captured by the CCP to begin land reform in the winter of that year. In early January 1949, before Mikoyan’s visit to Xibaipo, the CCP decided to continue land reform.24


  Mao announced publicly for the first time his policy of confiscating the property of the bureaucratic capitalists in October 1947.25 in December of that year, he announced that the property of the bureaucratic capitalists would be confiscated by the CCP and that the class would be eliminated.26 In his statement to the important September Conference of 1948, however, Mao expanded the scope of his plans and said the party would “confiscate all large industries, large banks, large commercial entities, regardless of whether they are bureaucratic or not.” Such a policy would be implemented “within a period of time after the victory.” This is what he called the “New Democratic economic principle.”27 His newly stated policy of confiscating property from all big capitalists contradicted the CCP’s publicly stated position of just confiscating the property of bureaucratic capitalists. His newly stated policy, in effect, replaced the CCP’s official policy.


  The seizure of a large number of industrial, financial, and transportation enterprises in the Northeast beginning in 1947 was, in Mao’s view, vitally important to the CCP for both political and economic reasons. Seizing the property of the rich and powerful minimized political opposition and made it easier for the CCP to consolidate its power. Further, converting the confiscated enterprises into state-owned companies made it possible for Mao and the CCP to create a state-owned sector in a short time. As early as September 1948, based on his assessment of the size of the state-owned economy in comparison to the total economy, Mao believed that China was close to establishing a socialist economy. As soon as the CCP occupied Tianjin in January 1949 (the first major industrial city outside of the Northeast it had seized), the CCP confiscated the property of the bureaucratic-capitalist class there, including factories, mines, railroads, postal services, telegraphs, and banks.28


  In 1948, Mao asserted his independence on economic matters and minimized his compliance with Stalin’s economic-policy recommendations. Mao probably calculated that if he complied in one area, the political domain, he could gain a free hand in another, the economic domain. There were other possible reasons for Mao’s selectivity in carrying out Stalin’s policy proposals. Mao desperately wanted to begin the process of building a socialist economy, and the CCP’s economic success in the Northeast may have given him the confidence to transfer the experience gained there to other regions. Mao probably believed he could get away with acting more independently than Stalin would have liked. After all, Mao had, without penalty, ignored Stalin’s objections to the Rectification Campaign. Mao probably thought he could ignore Stalin’s advice again with impunity.


  Policy and Policy Formulation for China after Military Victory


  Mao’s plans for changing China’s economic structure became more evident between the September Conference of 1948 and the enlarged Politburo meeting in January 1949. This was an important time for Mao and the CCP, for they began to assert their independence from Stalin on economic matters, and they developed their own policy program for China after victory. Although Mao had little to do with the formulation of a conceptual framework or concrete policies, his lieutenants, especially those who were better schooled in the theories of Marx, Lenin, and Stalin, played crucial roles.


  During this period, reports were written, speeches delivered, ideas expressed, and compromises made. Although Mao would have preferred to have a chance to meet with Stalin face-to-face before making final policy decisions, Stalin did not give him the opportunity. Stalin instead sent Mikoyan, at that time a member of the Soviet Politburo, to Xibaipo in early 1949 for consultations with the Chinese leaders. Mao and his lieutenants tried their ideas out on Mikoyan. Finally, the economic blueprint was adopted and was included in the final resolution of the Second Plenum of the Seventh Central Committee meeting of March 1949. Official positions expressed in the CCP resolution of March 1949 did not contain all of the ideas that the CCP leaders had for China. Some ideas that would have damaged the CCP’s relations with influential segments of society and the larger population were intentionally omitted. Other ideas were kept vague so that they could be reinterpreted at a later time.


  At the beginning of this period, in September 1948, the Communist leaders, feeling confident about the outcome of the civil war, held a meeting in Xibaipo to discuss future plans. The meeting lasted for six days, and it was important because it set the tone for the party’s future policies. One of the topics discussed was the transition from New Democracy to socialism.29 As discussed in the introduction, inspired by Lenin’s ideas of the “transition from capitalism to socialism in the early 1920s, the CCP leadership sought to formulate its own version of the transition to socialism. For Mao and the Chinese leaders, the decision to establish a transitional period before beginning to build a socialist system was probably not a difficult one. The big challenge facing the leaders was to figure out how to interpret and apply the Soviet experience to conditions in China. How long should the transition period last, and at what point should the building of socialism begin? How, in a Chinese setting, should nonsocialist economic elements be incorporated into a socialist economy? Finally, how could the party mobilize all the resources necessary to build a strong industrial base and thereby provide the basis for the advance to socialism? In addition to these practical policy issues, there were fundamental ideological questions, such as how much freedom should be given to capitalists, entrepreneurs, and rich peasants in a primarily private transitional economy.


  The ideas at the foundation of the economic program for building a transitional economy did not originate with the central leadership. They were developed instead by regional leaders in the Northeast. Many of their ideas were adopted by party leaders and became the basis for national economic policy through the early 1950s. These ideas grew out of practical experiences in the Northeast in the late 1940s and were given form as a regional policy program by Zhang Wentian, a provincial party secretary. The program was approved by the regional leadership in the Northeast. It was then revised by Liu and finally approved by Mao as the party’s policy. Mao wanted the text of the policy program to be circulated as an internal document and not to be published in any party newspapers.30


  Zhang’s policy program was greatly influenced by Lenin’s economic ideas, as well as by the policies he pursued under the New Economic Policy (NEP). Zhang’s formulation combined Lenin’s ideas about guiding nonsocialist economic elements—especially the private-capitalist economy and the small-commodity economy—onto the tracks of socialism with Stalin’s emphasis on building a strong state-owned economy. The principle underlying Zhang’s policy was to “increase the socialist economic elements within the ‘New Democratic’ economy so as to pave the way for a peaceful transition to socialism.”31 Zhang’s ideas fitted nicely within the conceptual framework that Liu had outlined earlier. Based on his analysis of economic conditions in the Northeast, Zhang outlined a three-pronged approach to the development of a transitional economy: give priority to the development of the state-owned economy, organize supply and marketing cooperatives (SMCs), and shift the capitalist economy toward state capitalism.32


  The Impact of Lenin’s Ideas on Policy Formulation in China


  Writing in 1921, Lenin described the Soviet economy between 1918 and 1921 as a “transitional economy” because in his view “the existing economic order contains elements of both capitalism and socialism.”33 He identified five separate kinds of economy as coexisting in the Soviet Union: (1) patriarchal, i.e., a largely natural, peasant economy; (2) small-commodity production; (3) private capitalism; (4) state capitalism; and (5) socialism. Small-commodity production, called by Lenin the “petty-bourgeois” economy, was identified as the predominant type in the Soviet economy and the principal enemy of socialism.34 According to Lenin, “at present, it is petty-bourgeois capitalism that dominates,”35 and, in his view, a transition from this type of capitalism to socialism was required.


  Under the general framework of the NEP, Lenin introduced first “state capitalism” and then “cooperative socialism” as his two principal policies. These policies, which shifted away from the previous radical methods of nationalizing the Soviet economy, had a great impact on Chinese policy-makers from the late 1940s when they began to assemble their economic program.


  Chinese leaders, therefore, did not learn about “state capitalism” from the Short Course, for it was mentioned there only briefly. They learned about it instead from Lenin’s “Tax in Kind” (1921), where “state capitalism” is discussed extensively. Lenin put “state capitalism” into practice from 1921 to 1925 as part of the NEP. Lenin’s notion of “cooperative socialism,” by contrast, was presented in the Short Course only after being reinterpreted by Stalin, and this reinterpreted version is apparently the one that was accepted by Chinese policy-makers. I will first describe Lenin’s “state capitalism” and then his “cooperative socialism,” as well as Stalin’s reinterpretation of it.


  Lenin’s State Capitalism


  State capitalism was neither a type of economy, as suggested by Lenin, nor a theory; Moshe Lewin argues that Lenin put forward the idea in order to bring some kind of “order” to the ideological “confusion” at the time of the introduction of the NEP.36 In my view, state capitalism was merely a mechanism for the state to assert control over a capitalist economy. State capitalism had its origins in Germany. It was derived from the “extensively and strictly state-controlled German war economy.”37 Lenin was so impressed by the German success that he adopted the practice after the October Revolution in 1917 and then reintroduced it twice, once in 1918 and again in 1921.


  Lenin introduced four types of state capitalism. The first was called “concessionary state capitalism,”38 which was based on the contractual relationship between the Soviet state and foreign capitalists who could help run those parts of the Soviet economy that the state was unable to manage. Lewin explains Lenin’s intention:


  Russia needed a long period of capitalist development in order to assimilate organizational methods and technical expertise, and to acquire the capital and the intellectual abilities that the Workers’ State did not yet possess. Obviously, the state must remain constantly vigilant and create the necessary methods of supervision and control. Thus Lenin hoped to build socialism with the help of “foreign hands,” who, he thought, would not reject his offers if it was made worth their while to accept them.39


  The second type of state capitalism was called “cooperative state capitalism” or “cooperative trade,” in which the state engaged in business transactions and trade with cooperative societies, including small handicraft and patriarchal industries.40 In the third type, “commission-agent state capitalism,” merchants were enlisted on a commission basis to buy and sell goods for the state.41 In the fourth, the state leased state-owned industrial establishments, such as oil fields, forests, and land, to the capitalists under arrangements similar to those established in the concessionary type.42 State supervision and control were central to all four types.


  State capitalism, however, did not work out as Lenin had hoped, and he reluctantly abandoned it in 1923.43 Its failure could be explained by the difficulties encountered by the state in attracting “distrustful” foreign investors44 and “big capital.”45 In addition, the practice was politically unpopular among the party rank and file; many of them considered working with capitalists as a “betrayal” of the revolution and the working class. Since state capitalism was not discussed in any detail in the Short Course, very few Chinese leaders had heard of it in the late 1940s. It took someone like Zhang Wentian, who was familiar with Lenin’s and Stalin’s writings, to propose its application in China.


  Lenin’s Cooperative Socialism


  Toward the end of his life, Lenin looked for a way to advance the peasants and the whole of Soviet society on the road to socialism. He believed he had found it in “cooperative socialism,” and he began to organize cooperative societies. In 1923, Lenin announced his cooperative plan and called for the organization of the peasants “on a sufficiently wide scale”46 into cooperative societies:


  There is only one thing we have not done yet: that is to make our citizens to have a level of “civilization” that will allow them to understand the benefits of participation in cooperatives.... That is the only thing we need to do. At present, to achieve the transition to socialism, we do not need any other brilliant methods.47


  Lenin’s “gradualist” approach to achieving socialism required a long-term “cultural revolution” to educate the peasants. Lenin believed that “if all the peasants joined cooperatives, we would be able to stand firmly on the foundation of socialism.”48 One issue that Lenin left for his followers to sort out concerned the kind of cooperatives that should be organized. Lenin talked mainly about rural consumers’ cooperatives, not production cooperatives.49 Lenin’s lack of specificity left the door open for later reinterpretation.


  Stalin’s Reinterpretation of Lenin’s Cooperative Socialism


  After Lenin’s death in 1924, Soviet leaders tried to prove to one another that each was Lenin’s political successor:


  Leading individuals and factions would, in each instance, stress certain parts of Lenin’s Bolshevism, disregard or de-emphasize others, and transmute still others into something new—claiming all the while that they were upholding Lenin’s orthodoxy, as Stalin for example did in his lectures of 1924 on the Foundations of Leninism. [sic]50


  Kolakowski explains that Stalin’s series of lectures, published in Pravda in April and May 1924 under the title “Foundations of Leninism,” was not only part of his effort to prove himself to be the legitimate heir to Lenin but also his “first attempt to codify Lenin’s doctrine after his own fashion.”51 Stalin’s effort to “codify” Lenin’s ideas about cooperatives, “after his own fashion,” began with this series of lectures and then continued in the Short Course:


  Lenin pointed out that the road to follow in the development of agriculture in our country should be to enlist the peasants in the construction of socialism through cooperatives and gradually to incorporate collective principles into agriculture, first in selling, and then in agricultural production.52


  It has been generally agreed among scholars that Lenin had little to say about production cooperatives.53 There is also no indication that Lenin ever outlined such a two-step approach to organizing such cooperatives. Stalin had his own agenda: he wanted to increase the state’s control over agricultural output by absorbing the existing scattered individual farms into production cooperatives as a step toward collectivizing the Soviet peasantry. He accordingly reinterpreted Lenin’s ideas to serve his own purposes. He identified production cooperatives as an important new phenomenon emerging in the Soviet countryside and argued that they represented the future of agriculture in the Soviet Union. Although, to his credit, Stalin allowed consumers’ cooperatives to continue to operate in the Soviet countryside well into the late 1920s, the question of how closely to follow his two-step approach became a major source of friction among Chinese leaders.


  Offering an example of this new phenomenon, Stalin praised a special growers’ organization called the “Flax Centre” and noted the role it played in connecting agricultural growers to state industry. The Flax Centre supplied peasants with the seeds needed for planting and then sold the flax produced by the peasants to the state market. In the process, the Flax Centre provided the peasants with a guaranteed profit and provided state industry with a steady supply of flax.54


  Stalin called this newly emerging phenomenon the “domestic system of state-socialist production in the sphere of agriculture,”55 and he hoped to justify his own attempts to impose agricultural production cooperatives both by claiming that the concept originated with Lenin and by pointing to the experience of the West. There were, however, fundamental flaws in his argument. Stalin dismissed the fact that the cottage industry and the later development of capitalism in the West were, to a large extent, based on individual, not state, efforts and driven by the market, not by state control.


  Building a Strong State-owned Economy in China


  Zhang Wentian believed that the CCP should give priority to developing the state-owned economy, especially the heavy and defense industries, at the fastest possible speed. Zhang presented two complementary policies for building a strong state-owned industrial sector. The first drew on Stalin’s policy prescription “to use all possible means” to accumulate capital to invest in the state-owned economy, especially in the heavy and defense industries. The second, based on Lenin’s ideas, relied on state capitalism to absorb the private-capitalist economy into the state-owned economic system.56 Though Zhang did not specify how to accumulate capital, Ren Bishi later elaborated a strategy for doing so.57 Finally, Zhang emphasized unified state management and planning vis-a-vis the national economy.58


  SMCs as the First Step


  Zhang Wentian recommended that cooperatives of various kinds be organized in such places as villages, factories, and government offices and that SMCs be established mainly in rural areas. Peasants were encouraged to join mutual-aid production teams, which were based on the private ownership of land and voluntary participation. Collectivization would not be instituted until later. Zhang went further than Lenin in ascribing importance to the SMCs. In Zhang’s view they would serve to link the different parts of rural society together:


  At present, SMCs in the countryside [are] the economic headquarters that direct the economic activities of small producers and the central linkage between agricultural production and consumption. After the land reform, they [were] the most important form of organization for peasants and small handicraftsmen. Without cooperatives, it would be impossible to organize economically thousands and thousands of small agricultural producers.59


  Zhang, following Stalin’s interpretation of Lenin’s ideas, emphasized a two-step approach in organizing cooperatives, establishing them first in commerce and then in production. At this early stage, Zhang believed that only SMCs should be organized.60


  Zhang’s goal was eventually to link the peasant economy to the state-owned industrial and commercial economy, and he steadfastly upheld this position in 1950 when disputes arose among party leaders on agrarian policies in the Northeast.61 In his opinion, the party should “ensure private ownership among small producers and encourage them to produce more and accumulate family wealth,” while at the same time encouraging the commercial activities of the SMCs. To achieve these objectives, Zhang recommended that the peasants be strictly organized into mutual-aid teams in accordance with three principles: maintain private land ownership for all members, tolerate inequality, and allow members freely to join and leave.62


  Zhang’s SMCs were subject to more control by the central government than were Lenin’s consumer cooperatives. Zhang’s cooperatives were supposed to deal directly with state economic organizations and to operate in accordance with central planning. In Zhang’s view, this was the only way to avoid unwanted competition. The cooperatives would additionally be linked vertically to the central government through branch offices organized at district, city, county, and provincial levels. The idea was to create a state-controlled, nationwide commercial network that would eventually control all economic activity. Zhang also suggested that SMCs be organized in certain industries, such as salt and fisheries.63


  In the late 1940s, Zhang’s ideas about organizing SMCs in the rural areas were widely accepted by the leadership. It is now clear that the consensus shared by the leadership was in many ways a fragile one. Mao went along with the two-step approach in building cooperatives, but he had always been more inclined to organize production and multifunction cooperatives, like the ones that had been organized in the Shaan-Gan-Ning border region since 1942. Although Mao went along with the proposals of other leaders in the late 1940s, his commitment was never very deep. In 1951, Mao changed his position and rejected the proposal presented by Liu and Zhang to give priority to the development of SMCs, supporting instead some provincial and county-level cadres who favored organizing production cooperatives.


  Organizing State Capitalism


  Zhang, like Lenin, believed that the continuation of private capitalism was unavoidable because the state-owned economy was simply not big enough to meet the nation’s needs. The situation in the Northeast, where the state-owned economy was not adequate to support an ongoing war and feed the population, demonstrated the point. Zhang proposed a policy toward private capitalism that combined utilization and restriction. He believed that it was particularly important not to “put restrictions on the capitalist economy that ‘currently’ was still useful to the national economy.”64


  Taking Lenin’s position, Zhang argued for the usefulness of state capitalism in the development of the New Democratic economy. While it is not clear whether or not Zhang knew about the failures of state capitalism in the Soviet Union, he asked party leaders to adopt this approach.65 He further identified four types of state capitalism that already existed in the Northeast: the leasing system (chuzuzhi), the commission-agent system (daimaizhi), the system of processing goods (jiagongzhi), and the system of ordering goods (dinghuozhi). The first and second types were borrowed from Lenin, and the third and fourth types were developed by Zhang and other leaders in the Northeast.


  Under the leasing system, the government enters into a contractual relationship with the capitalists and leases to them the farms, mines, and forests that the government is not capable of operating. The capitalists retain their profits, while the government is able to collect leasing fees from the capitalists.66 The leasing system did not work in either the Soviet Union or China. The commission-agent system allows private retailers to sell goods on a commission basis on behalf of the government. This system was supposed to be a short-term measure and was to be replaced by SMCs.67 The system of processing goods was based on a contractual relationship in which the state provided the materials, which the capitalists processed. The capitalists made profits by producing goods for the state.68 The system of ordering goods consisted of the state placing orders for manufactured goods, which the capitalists then produced.69


  These last two types of state capitalism were widely used in major cities between 1949 and 1954, until the “high tide” of socialist transformation of industry and commerce in 1955 and 1956. Both of these practices gave the state tremendous control over the capitalists, for the state became the most powerful player in providing them with jobs and markets. The capitalists came to depend upon the Communist state for their survival. As discussed earlier, state capitalism did not work well in the Soviet Union, but, in a variety of modified forms, it survived in China, partly because wartime conditions required that the state work with the capitalists, and partly because the Chinese capitalist class was relatively small and was therefore easily controlled by the state.


  Zhang’s major contribution was in formulating this gradualist transitional economic program by applying Lenin’s and Stalin’s ideas to China’s practical reality and by introducing Lenin’s concept of state capitalism into China’s economic and political policy debates. With the probable exceptions of Chen Boda and Liu Shaoqi, very few Chinese leaders were acquainted with this concept.70 Through his experiments in the Northeast, Zhang developed two new types of state capitalism that were suitable for China. They were first put into operation in the Northeast, and by 1950 the CCP was utilizing them in major Chinese cities such as Tianjin and Shanghai.


  Zhang also elaborated Lenin’s concept of cooperatives and defined their proper structure and function in China. To Lenin’s concept of cooperatives, Zhang added Stalin’s notion of the two-step approach to organizing them. Zhang envisioned China eventually developing Soviet-style collective farms, but he did not believe this would happen soon. He recognized that they could be established only if there was an industrial base to support agricultural mechanization and a willingness among the peasants to join collective farms and give up their land to collective ownership.71 Zhang shared Lenin’s view that it would be unwise to rush the peasants into cooperative production.


  Zhang’s program, however, was weakened by two inherent contradictions. First, the party’s plan to utilize the private-capitalist economy to promote economic growth fundamentally contradicted the party’s commitment to the elimination of the private-capitalist economy. A second contradiction existed between the party’s plan to keep agriculture under private ownership for a prolonged period of time and the objective of enlarging state-owned industry at the fastest possible speed. The CCP’s decision in 1949 to rely on resources derived from agriculture to support industrialization in the state-owned economy, with little attention given to increasing agricultural productivity, undermined the balance between the two sectors and led inexorably to the decline of agriculture as a self-sustaining part of the larger economy and as a foundation for supporting industrialization in the state-owned sector.


  The three-pronged approach, the core of the party’s official economic program, was difficult to sustain because of the party’s contradictory ideological orientation. It was impossible to maintain a balance between one part of the economy, agriculture, which was being kept under private ownership for a prolonged period of time, and another part of the economy, state-owned industry, which the party was seeking to enlarge at the fastest possible speed. It was particularly difficult since the party had decided from the beginning to depend heavily on deriving resources from agriculture to support industrialization. The party’s plan to use the capitalist economy fundamentally contradicted the party’s commitment to eliminate the capitalist economy. How to manage a three-pronged approach to economic development became a serious challenge for the party in the years immediately following 1949.


  Mao’s Orientation


  In the late 1940s, Mao was committed to certain ideas. Some of them he openly shared with his lieutenants, and others he revealed only to his closest associates. Among the latter were his ideas concerning the definition and interpretation of New Democracy for conditions in China in the late 1940s, the future course of China’s economic development, the proper role of the Soviet Union in China’s socialist transition, and the appropriate treatment of China’s capitalist class. Among these ideas, only Mao’s insistence on Soviet aid for China’s socialist transition was included in the official policy program. Mao’s unpublicized ideas are important, for they reflected Mao’s real thinking and gave an early indication of the policies he would implement later.


  Mao also had firm views on the future direction of China’s New Democratic economy. In January 1949, at an enlarged Politburo meeting, Mao stated that China’s economy, though still in its New Democratic stage, was moving toward socialism. It would be wrong, he said, to think it was moving toward free trade, free competition, and capitalism. Mao also stressed the importance of the state-owned economy—despite its still-insignificant size—in asserting that socialism in China depended on the growth of the state-owned economy.72


  In the late 1940s, Mao was confident that the Soviet Union would assist China with the “preparation for the completion of the transition from New Democracy to socialism.” Mao believed that economic development would be the first area in which the Soviet Union would provide assistance.73 His optimism was probably based on the help Stalin had given to the CCP in seizing control of the Northeast in 1945 before the KMT could enter the region. Mao’s expectation of Soviet assistance in the economic development of China arose from his view that the Soviet Union had a historical responsibility to help the Chinese Revolution.


  Managing China’s capitalist class was not an easy task in the late 1940s. The dilemma for the CCP was how to maintain the proper balance between utilization and restriction, the official policy of the CCP toward the capitalist class since October 1948. It was a contradictory policy, for it was almost impossible to reconcile the two opposing goals. When necessary, the CCP emphasized the need to work and cooperate with the national bourgeoisie and even to learn from them;74 most of the time, however, the CCP gave priority to controlling and limiting the activities of this class.


  As stated earlier in this chapter, Mao, though not directly involved in creating the conceptual framework of the Northeast model, gave final approval to it as the basis for China’s national economic policy. At the same time, he made known his views on several issues that contradicted key elements of the new national policy, and these views shaped China’s later economic development. He was determined, for instance, contrary to the official policy, to allow the capitalist economy to survive for only a limited period of time.


  In a letter dated October 26, 1948, Mao told Liu of changes he had made in Zhang Wentian’s policy proposals, pointing out that he had added the words “at the present time” to the text “the party should not put restrictions on the part of the capitalist economy that was still beneficial to the national economy.””75 This addition showed Mao’s eagerness to limit the time that the capitalist economy could continue to function. In the same letter, Mao reiterated his view that the party’s policy should be to restrict private capital:


  As for our overall economic policy, it must be to restrict private capital. ... In order to achieve this, [we] must regularly fight against private capital that attempts to get off the [socialist] tracks. Although the private capital has been brought on to the [socialist] tracks, it always wants to get off the tracks. To restrict [private capital], therefore, will be an unceasing struggle.76


  The Chinese characters for “restrict” (xianzhi) and “unceasing” (jingchang buduan) were underscored by Mao. Although his comments might seem to follow the party line, his uncompromising insistence that the party maintain control over the capitalists and that any cooperation with them should be only temporary shows how much his views in fact differed from the party’s publicly stated position at that time.


  Mao’s priorities with regard to the cities were also quite different from the party’s official line, that after 1949, attention would be shifting from the rural areas to the cities and from war efforts to economic construction. Huang Kecheng, a PLA general and fellow Hunanese, learned of Mao’s priorities for the cities in May 1949, only two months after the CCP’s Second Plenum of the Seventh Central Committee meeting, when important policies for post-1949 China were decided. Huang, who had led the Communist takeover of the city of Tianjin in early 1949, was asked by Mao to come to Beijing to report on the situation in Tianjin. During their luncheon, Mao asked Huang what the party’s priorities should be in the cities. Huang has reported that he responded, without hesitation, “the development of production.” Huang’s answer reflected the official policies adopted during the Second Plenum. Mao, however, according to Huang, shook his head and said in a serious manner, “Wrong! The priority should be class struggle, and [we] need to resolve the issue of the bourgeois class.”77 Huang realized right then that “there was a big gap between Mao’s thinking and my own,”78 but it would be more accurate to say that there was a gap between Mao’s priorities and the party’s official policy.


  Mao occasionally confided his most private thoughts to his closest associates, and, on this occasion, he shared them with Huang, a fellow Hunanese. What is extraordinary about this episode is that even someone as close to Mao as Huang could be caught by surprise on first learning of Mao’s real intention. It is clear from Mao’s later actions that he meant what he said privately to Huang in May 1949. In the early 1950s, Mao was dedicated to eliminating the Chinese bourgeois class as quickly as possible, and throughout his rule of China, he emphasized class struggle.


  Discussions with Mikoyan: Late January and Early February 1949


  There is no information available as to whether or not Mikoyan was aware of Stalin’s cable to Mao recommending a policy of maintaining the economic status quo immediately after the military victory over the KMT. What is clear, however, is that during their meetings in early February 1949, both Mao and Liu told Mikoyan about some of their plans. Mao informed Mikoyan of the CCP’s intention to carry out land reform in the newly liberated areas but said it would be carried out by stages and according to the situation on the war front. In addition, Mao spoke of the need to maintain a mixed economy,79 but he gave no indication as to how long such a mixed economy would be maintained. There is no record currently available of how Mikoyan responded to Mao. It is clear, however, that Mao told Mikoyan what he planned to do, knowing it was not exactly what Stalin had recommended. There seemed to be no concern on Mao’s part about revealing to Mikoyan the extent to which the CCP’s policies deviated from Stalin’s policy recommendations.


  Liu, like Mao, in stating views that differed from Stalin’s recommendations, revealed to Mikoyan that the CCP intended to confiscate private property other than just that belonging to bureaucratic capitalists, including the property belonging to the so-called comprador bourgeoisie, “under the guise of the confiscation of bureaucratic capital.”80 Liu’s statement was a clear indication that the CCP was eager to confiscate as much private property as possible but did not want to admit to it publicly. Further, Liu told Mikoyan that the CCP would nationalize and confiscate the enterprises belonging to the national bourgeoisie as quickly as possible, in a year or two at most.81


  Mikoyan made his views known to Liu. He suggested that the CCP pursue a “cautious policy” toward the national bourgeoisie and that “[f]or the moment one should not talk about nationalising [sic] their enterprises. It is better to keep a close watch on them and when the power has consolidated itself, raise the question of their future.”82 In response, the record indicates that Liu expressed his complete agreement with Mikoyan.83 There is no indication, however, that either Mao or Liu ever took Mikoyan’s recommendations seriously.


  The frequency and content of communications between Stalin and Mao from the time Mikoyan left Xibaipo in early February 1949 until the convening of the Second Plenum of the Seventh Central Committee meeting in early March 1949 remains unclear. It is not known, for example, whether Stalin made any recommendations to Mao concerning policy issues after Stalin was briefed by Mikoyan upon his return from China.


  In the short span of time from fall 1948 to summer 1949, the Chinese leaders developed an economic program, derived mainly from the Northeast model, to guide their way toward socialism. Instead of following Stalin’s recommendation of maintaining the existing property-ownership structure, to which Mao had originally agreed, Mao and the CCP established a policy program aimed at building, from the beginning of the PRC, the economic foundation to pursue socialism.84 Most of the senior leaders, including Liu and Zhang, were genuinely committed to such an approach, but they were evidently unaware of Mao’s deeply rooted beliefs about class struggle and the bourgeois class, and they failed to comprehend adequately his zeal to achieve socialism in China faster than Stalin had achieved it in the Soviet Union. With such major differences in ideas dividing Mao from other senior leaders, and with the expectations of the party rank and file and the general public being shaped by party propaganda that differed from the thinking of Mao as well as that of the other senior leaders, problems were bound to arise when the time came to implement a policy program.


  The Second Case: Mao’s Change of His Policy Concerning Rich Peasants, 1950


  In early 1950, Mao made concerted efforts to follow Stalin’s suggestion to adopt a “two-stage” land-reform policy in newly liberated areas that would allow rich peasants to retain ownership and control of their land during the first stage of land reform; under this policy, the land of the rich peasants would not be confiscated until the second stage. In this case, compliance was easy for Mao, as Stalin’s suggestion happened to coincide with the two-stage land-reform policy that Mao had temporarily instituted in northern China in early 1948. Mao also followed Stalin’s policy recommendation in conformity with his commitment in summer 1949 to follow Stalin’s instructions on policy issues. He no doubt felt under greater pressure to accept Stalin’s policy recommendations when he met Stalin face-to-face in Moscow, as he did in early 1950 when Stalin made his policy recommendation on rich peasants.


  During Mao’s trip to Moscow, in February 1950, he informed Stalin of the CCP’s land-reform policy for the newly liberated areas. Evidently, Mao and the CCP had decided to carry out land reform in these regions in winter 1950. While there is no detailed information about their conversation, it is clear that Stalin did not object to Mao’s plan to implement land reform. He did, however, make suggestions on how to handle the rich peasants. Stalin suggested that land reform should be carried out through two distinct stages, one for landlords and another for rich peasants, with a long period of time separating the two stages. In Stalin’s typical combination of shrewdness and pragmatism, he suggested that any potential resistance from the rich peasants should be neutralized by leaving them undisturbed at the time the landlord class was being eliminated, so that agricultural production would not be affected. Further, Stalin told Mao how to manipulate the poor peasants’ desire to take possession of the land belonging to the rich peasants. In Stalin’s view, the CCP should take an official position of neither forbidding nor accepting such confiscations.85


  Discipline would be required to implement this policy. To pursue a policy of neutralizing the rich peasants and at the same time allowing the poor peasants to confiscate the land of the rich peasants could create conditions that would be difficult for the party to control. Stalin, while ready to let the rich peasants survive a while longer, did not in any way minimize the serious nature of the eventual struggle against the rich-peasant class. Stalin’s two-stage policy should be seen as a purely tactical maneuver, owing nothing to ideological considerations. Stalin later provided similar advice to Communist leaders in other countries. In January 1951, Stalin told Bulgarian Communist leaders “not to carry out a dispossession of the kulaks, not to copy the Soviet experience of the 30s and to artificially heighten the tension in the country.”86 Stalin’s suggestion effectively ended the plan then being considered to confiscate the land of the rich peasants in Bulgaria.87


  Stalin’s suggestions came at a time when the CCP was having serious problems with landlords and rich peasants in the newly liberated areas. Fearing land reform and political persecution, many landlords and rich peasants had either sold their land or used other means to disperse their land and other property in an attempt to change their ownership status. The consequences were disastrous. First, a large number of hired laborers who had worked for the landlords and rich peasants became unemployed and lost the means to support themselves and their families. Second, the dispersion of land resulted first in a decline in grain cultivation and then in a reduction in the grain harvest, forcing the government to purchase grain on the international market. Liu told Nikolai Roshchin, then the Soviet ambassador to China, of the grave situation.88 In an attempt to correct the situation, a CCP directive was sent to all affected regions in early February 1950. Using strong wording, the CCP warned both landlords and rich peasants not to disperse their land.89


  After agreeing to Stalin’s proposal of a two-stage land-reform policy, Mao, wanting to put land reform on hold until he could return to Beijing, changed the party’s approach in the newly liberated areas. On February 17, 1950, Mao cabled Liu, who was in Beijing running the government on a day-to-day basis, and told him to delay land reform in the newly liberated regions.90 In keeping with the separate treatment of landlords and peasants under the two-stage land-reform policy, Mao decided while still in Moscow to remove from the rich peasants the prohibition on the dispersal of lands. Accordingly, on March 2, 1950, Liu sent a cable to the Huadong Bureau announcing that the prohibition on the dispersal of land and property applied only to landlords.91 Mao recognized that if he agreed to Stalin’s policy recommendations concerning land reform, landlords, and rich peasants, he would have to revise the existing land-reform policy and land law established in 1947 in the old liberated areas in northern China, as both the policy and the law failed to distinguish between rich peasants and landlords.92 There were practical considerations, too. If the two-stage land-reform policy were to be implemented in the newly liberated areas in the south, what could Mao say to the rich peasants in the old liberated areas in the north who had already lost their land and property?


  Mao returned to Beijing in early March 1950 and took extraordinary measures to comply with Stalin’s recommendations concerning rich peasants. Mao recognized that he needed to establish not only a new land-reform policy but also a new land law to replace the 1947 land law. Mao behaved in a “democratic” fashion and consulted a wide range of Communist party leaders before formulating the new policy. The whole process lasted about three and a half months, from around mid-March to late June 1950, and consisted of three rounds of consultations. The final policy, which allowed the rich peasants to keep their land,93 adhered to Stalin’s recommendations.


  The first round of consultations were held with Deng Zihui of the Zhongnan Bureau, who was reputed to be an expert on peasant issues. Deng was asked to expand the consultations to include the regional leaders in Huadong, Huanan, Xibei, and Xinan, where land reform had not yet been implemented. This round of consultations began on March 12, 1950.94 By March 25, Mao had received two responses from Deng and one from Wang Shoudao of Huanan. Both leaders supported the idea of implementing a two-stage land reform as Stalin had suggested, but both also added that they favored confiscating the rental property of the rich peasants and distributing it to the poor peasants during the first stage of land reform, when the landlords were the targets.95 In a second round of consultations, Mao included more leaders and asked more pointed questions. On March 30, he cabled the leaders of all six central bureaus as well as the CCP party committees at the provincial, municipal, and district levels. Although the cables also solicited opinions on the new land law, about half of the fourteen questions asked how to handle the rich peasants during land reform.96


  In a serious attempt to obtain feedback from party leaders on Stalin’s ideas without mentioning his name, Mao sought the leaders’ views on whether land reform could be carried out in stages, with intervals of several years between stages. He also wanted the opinions of party leaders as to whether it was possible to neutralize the opposition of the rich peasants during the first stage of land reform by concentrating only on the landlord class. On a related question, he wanted the leaders’ judgment on how much land the poor peasants should receive as a result of redistributing the land confiscated from the landlords and the rental property seized from the rich peasants. He also wanted to know whether the confiscation of the rental property of the rich peasants would undermine the neutralization of the rich peasants.97


  The thoroughgoing manner with which Mao conducted these consultations shows how much he wanted to ensure the success of land reform. In addition, perhaps he did not want other Chinese leaders to think that he was just following Stalin’s instructions. He wanted instead to create the impression that the CCP could draw upon its past experience in crafting a successful land-reform policy. By this time, however, most of the regional leaders probably knew that Stalin was the source for the ideas upon which they were being asked to provide comments.


  By late April, Mao had received responses from all the regional leaders, including a third response from Deng Zihui. All the regional leaders had taken the position that it would be wise to implement land reform in two stages and to omit the rich peasants from the first stage. There was disagreement, however, on whether the rental property of the rich peasants should be confiscated and then redistributed to the poor during the first stage. Deng Zihui, in his third response, forcefully explained why he continued to favor the seizure of the rental property of rich peasants.98


  Deng’s strong statement of his position prompted Mao to initiate the third round of consultations on April 30, 1950, but this time only one person, Rao Shushi of the Huabei Bureau, was consulted.99 Mao had probably liked Rao’s initial response and wanted him to elaborate on his views so that they could be used to persuade Deng. Rao’s initial response emphasized that the amount of rental property belonging to the rich peasants in Huabei was small and that whatever minor benefits the CCP gained through seizure of their property would be outweighed by the problems resulting from the resistance of the rich peasants. He further suggested that the issue of the rich peasants should be resolved during the socialist stage.100 Not even waiting for Rao’s response, Mao cabled Deng on May 1, 1950, to state his position on the issue, which was similar to Rao’s. To keep the peace between Deng and Rao, Mao asked each to draft his own version of the land law and to bring their drafts to Beijing.101 In the end, the land law of 1950, adopted on June 30, 1950, not only incorporated Stalin’s suggestions but also allowed exceptions to be made. In areas where there was a need to confiscate some or all of the rental property of the rich peasants, it could be done. Such exceptions, however, had to be approved by the central authorities.102 Mao may have included these exceptions to pacify Deng Zihui and others who had supported the seizure of the rental property of rich peasants.


  Mao skillfully resolved the issue of the rich peasants to the satisfaction of all the party leaders involved, but the land-reform policy still had to be tested against the reality of conditions in China. With the outbreak of the Korean War in June 1950, Mao put new emphasis on bringing the countryside under tighter control and on eliminating bandits and counterrevolutionaries. As part of this general approach, Mao sought to accelerate land reform in the newly liberated areas.103 Shortly thereafter, Mao had to caution regional leaders to avoid “leftist” practices, for many local leaders had abused the rich and middle peasants and had violated the economic interests of both.104 Mao and other leaders made great efforts to reverse the existing land-reform policy to respond to Stalin’s recommendations, but, at the implementation stage, Stalin’s proposals produced little change in the existing policy. Mao, however, following Stalin’s recommendation, changed the party’s approach in the newly liberated regions. As a result, on the rich-peasant issue, Stalin was able to make Mao adhere to his wishes.


  Mao tried to disassociate himself from the two-stage land-reform policy in February 1953 when he made the decision to accelerate the transformation of China’s economy during his inspection tour in southern China. At that time, Mao told local leaders in the south that it was Stalin who had suggested that the rich peasants’ economy be preserved during land reform to avoid negative consequences for production. Mao further stated that “China’s agricultural production development depended not on rich peasants, but on mutual-aid cooperatives.”105 In doing so, Mao not only severed his ties with a policy that he had been actively involved in establishing in 1950, but he also set the stage for adopting a new policy.


  The Third Case: Stalin and the Introduction of Mao’s New Plan for the Transition to a Socialist Economy, Fall 1952


  By the fall of 1952, Mao had already made up to his mind to jump ahead of the official timetable for the transition to socialism. After sharing his new vision and plans with a small group of senior leaders in September 1952, he decided it was time to report his preliminary plans for China’s socialist transition to Stalin and to seek his support. In fall 1952, there were also other important issues Mao needed to discuss with Stalin, such as the timing of the first session of the National People’s Congress (NPC) and the drafting of the PRC’s first constitution, which were matters of great importance to Stalin. Mao’s priority, however, was China’s transition to socialism. Mao preferred to wait until after China had entered socialism before deciding on a new political structure. Stalin, however, with different priorities for China, was eager to complete the political Stalinization of China quickly, and so he urged Mao to move up the date for the opening of the NPC and to expedite the drafting of a new constitution.106 With regard to the transition to socialism, Stalin supported the gradualist program that Liu had presented to him at the beginning of the Nineteenth Party Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) in Moscow in October 1952.


  Upon his arrival at the Nineteenth Party Congress of the CPSU in October 1952, Liu saw to it that a letter, dated October 20, 1952, outlining the CCP’s plans was delivered to Stalin.107 From summer 1949, when the leaders of the CCP began their intense consultations and negotiations with Stalin, they had developed a pattern of submitting reports or letters to Stalin before meeting with him. It was an efficient way to prepare Stalin for what the Chinese wanted to discuss; it also gave Stalin an opportunity to come up with answers beforehand. On October 24, four days after Stalin received the letter, Liu and three high-ranking Chinese leaders—Chen Yi, Wang Jiaxiang, and Rao Shushi—had the chance to meet with Stalin and discuss a wide range of important issues.


  Due to the complex circumstances surrounding Liu’s letter, several points need to be made before discussing the contents of the letter. First, it was Mao who asked Liu to write the letter to Stalin requesting instructions from him on four matters: the timing of China’s transition to socialism, the CCP’s tentative plan for holding the first meeting of the National People’s Congress, the Japanese Communist Party, and the Communist parties of Vietnam and Indonesia.108 Second, for a long time, only the first part of Liu’s letter to Stalin was made public;109 in early 2005, the second part of the letter was finally published.110 The third and fourth parts have not yet been released. Third, prior to October 1952, the Chinese leaders had already given considerable thought to China’s transition to socialism—as is evident in the first part of Liu’s letter to Stalin—but no consensus had been achieved yet on many of the issues presented in Liu’s letter, as is clear from Liu’s statement that “the ideas expressed in the letter were only tentative ideas of some comrades and had been discussed only during informal conversations.”111 Further, the letter offered no timetable for the implementation of the measures it described.112 Fourth, Liu explicitly stated in the first part of the letter that the CCP leadership was not certain about the “correctness” of their proposed plans with regard to China’s socialist transition, especially concerning the “new element” that had been introduced in the letter. Liu did not clarify what he meant by the “new element,” but it is reasonable to assume that he was obliquely referring to the idea that China should now begin its socialist transition. On this point in particular, it appears, Liu wanted Stalin to provide instructions.113


  Liu, in his letter, provided Stalin with a detailed analysis of China’s economic conditions, the future outlook for various industries, and the relative strengths of the private and public sectors in the coming five to ten years. According to Liu’s predictions, if current policies were followed, the CCP would be in a strong position to eliminate capitalism in ten years. By that time, according to the letter, the state-owned industries would be in a dominant position in the economy.114 The ideas presented in Liu’s letter were neither new nor radical. The Chinese transition to socialism would be achieved through peaceful means and long-term efforts.115 The thread of thought running through the letter was to a large extent in line with the ideas that the CCP had adopted in 1949. The plan was to move the nation’s economy toward socialism by gradually expanding the state’s presence in the urban economy and the role of collectives in the rural economy. Liu also included a lengthy discussion of the methods the CCP planned to use in dealing with the capitalist class and capitalist industries during the next ten years. Liu provided a detailed explanation of these plans, as if he felt there was a need to justify them. Some old ideas, however, were missing in Liu’s letter, for instance the priority previously given to SMCs in the rural areas. Since Stalin agreed with the CCP’s “attitude” toward the capitalist class, a description of the party’s position on the capitalists is in order.


  Liu told Stalin in his October 1952 letter that the CCP planned to nationalize capitalist industry in ten years. Liu believed that the CCP could do so easily, for by that time, over 90 percent of industry would be state owned, and capitalist industry would be part of the planned economy and thus almost unable to operate independently. At that time, the CCP would ask the capitalists to donate their factories to the state and make arrangements with the state concerning their remaining property and their livelihood after giving up their factories and most of their property.116


  Liu gave Stalin five reasons for the CCP’s confidence that most capitalists would agree to donate their factories to the government. These reasons were related to the nature of the Chinese capitalists, the policies that the CCP had already applied to the capitalist class, the changes that had already taken place within the capitalist class, and, finally, the relative strength of the socialist economy after ten years. Liu told Stalin that the CCP had been applying a two-pronged policy, that is, allowing the capitalists to make some profits and at the same time punishing those who acted unlawfully. As a result, in the long run, only the law-abiding capitalists would survive. Alongside this two-pronged policy, other policies were being pursued that would make the capitalists increasingly dependent on the government in all areas relating to their business operations. Liu also noted that the capitalists were being supervised by the labor unions.117


  Liu made it clear that he was confident that state-owned industry would become dominant in ten years and that, under such circumstances, there would be no way for the capitalist class to do anything but surrender to CCP control. Liu’s confidence in 1952 was probably reinforced by the success of the Three-Anti and Five-Anti political campaigns in suppressing the capitalist class. Liu also told Stalin of the party’s plans in rural areas. No new ideas were offered. The CCP’s commitment was clear: to move the private rural economy toward a collective economy. By the fall of 1952, some 40 percent of the agricultural workforce had already been organized into mutual-aid teams, but the goal was to institute higher-level collectives, such as agricultural production cooperatives and collective farms, during the next ten to fifteen years. Liu told Stalin that the rich-peasant class had become rather small and unimportant and that the CCP would determine how to eliminate this class when the time came.118


  Liu also identified two areas where the party had encountered difficulties in expanding the state presence: the retailing and handicraft sectors. With regard to retailing, the expansion of state-owned entities had been restricted because of the CCP’s concern that a rapid expansion would cause unemployment among millions of shop owners, shop clerks, and peddlers, and would produce social unrest, something that the CCP wanted to avoid. As for the handicrafts, it was a different problem: the lack of any party organizational presence in the industry, which was fragmented, made it difficult for the party to organize cooperatives as originally planned.119


  During the meeting with Stalin on October 24, 1952, Liu and the other Chinese leaders had a chance to discuss with Stalin China’s transition to socialism and other ideas contained in the letter.120 Very few records of the conversations that took place during the meeting have been made available; only Stalin’s official response to Liu’s letter has been made public. On October 26, 1952, two days after meeting with Stalin, Liu cabled Mao and informed him of Stalin’s response to Liu’s letter. Stalin approved the gradualist plan contained in the letter Liu had delivered at the beginning of the Nineteenth Party Congress of the CPSU.121 In Stalin’s brief spoken reply, he said, “Your ideas are correct. After seizing power, the party should carry out the transition to socialism in a gradual manner. The attitude that you have adopted towards the Chinese capitalist class is correct.”122 In his short and carefully worded statement, Stalin expressed support for the proposed gradualist approach for China’s transition to socialism. There is no indication that Stalin attempted to address any concrete policy measures or the question of timing for the socialist transition. In his statement about the Chinese capitalist class, he supported the “attitude” adopted by the CCP leadership, but again he did not address any concrete policy issues.


  Why did Stalin make such an ambiguous statement in response to this important policy query from Mao, in sharp contrast to the clear and lengthy answer he provided to Mao’s questions concerning the scheduling of the first meeting of China’s National People’s Congress?123 Further, why did Stalin avoid addressing directly the most urgent question Mao had in mind at the time, namely, the correctness of embarking now on a transition to socialism?


  One interpretation would be that Stalin did not pay attention to the word “now” (xianzai) in the letter. It only appeared twice in the text: once at the beginning of the letter, and again later in the section describing the policies that the CCP would apply to the capitalist class. One could speculate that Stalin, being sick and busy at the time, overlooked the presence of this word and paid attention only to larger issues. Another interpretation, however, would be that Stalin did not agree with the idea of China’s beginning a socialist transition at this time but decided not to give any negative answers. Instead, he made an ambiguous statement.


  To be sure, Stalin had his own ideas about the appropriate policies for China at the time, and he wanted to see his ideas prevail in China. He wanted Mao first to establish a one-party political structure dominated by the CCP with a constitutional façade and then to push for economic change.124 Stalin was forceful in his arguments, and in the end he got his way. As urged by Stalin, Mao established a one-party political structure with a written constitution in 1954.


  There is no information available on the CCP’s internal discussions concerning Stalin’s response. It is known, however, that Mao chose to interpret Stalin’s response as supporting his own plan. The CCP leadership fell in line and went along with Mao’s interpretation.125 Beginning in the first half of 1953, the top CCP leaders—including Mao, Liu, Zhou, and others—set about the task of formulating a policy for an immediate transition to socialism that would suit China’s economic conditions.126


  Conclusion


  During the four and a half years from the time Stalin recommended a policy of maintaining the existing economic structure to the time he supported a gradual transition to socialism, he was consistent in his moderate policy approach to land reform, rich peasants, the national bourgeoisie, the pace for economic growth during the FFYP, and finally the speed with which the transition to socialism should be carried out. Stalin provided advice and aid, but he also sought to put constraints on Mao’s radical policy orientation. Stalin had some success in this endeavor. As long as Stalin lived, Mao was forced to exercise some restraint in his policies.


  Mao acted differently in each of the three cases presented in this chapter. In the first case, Mao disagreed with Stalin’s recommendation that the CCP should maintain the existing economic structure unchanged for an unspecified period of time. Mao did not tell Stalin of his objections; he instead paid partial lip service to Stalin as a way of disarming him. Mao held firm to the policies that were important to him. Between 1948 and 1949, Mao pursued a policy program different from the one recommended by Stalin, and it had long-lasting implications for China. In the second case, Mao at first agreed with Stalin’s advice and acted in accordance with it; later, he disassociated himself from Stalin’s advice when it conflicted with his new policy. In the third case, Mao tried to assert his independence as much as possible, but in the end he needed to borrow Stalin’s authority, even if it required misrepresenting Stalin’s position, to advance his own program. It was only after Stalin’s death that Mao had a free hand to pursue his own radical agenda.
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  Stalin's Short Course and Mao's Socialist Economic Transformation of China in the Early 1950s


  

  


  Introduction


  AS DISCUSSED IN THE INTRODUCTION OF THIS BOOK, Mao’s emulation of the Soviet model depended upon both his consultations with Soviet leaders, especially Stalin, and his readings of Soviet written works. Stalin’s advice, as shown in chapter 2, served mainly as a constraint on Mao’s radical plan to create a socialist system in China as rapidly as possible. The Soviet texts—especially Stalin’s Short Course, the most important of these works for Mao—exercised a more profound impact upon his thinking in pursuing a Stalinist path to socialism. In this chapter, I discuss Mao’s reliance on Stalin’s Short Course in establishing a Stalinist economic system in China in the early 1950s.


  To emphasize the importance of the Short Course does not diminish the importance of other sources of ideas during this period, including the writings of Lenin, other writings of Stalin, speeches and political reports by Soviet leaders in the early 1950s, and oral advice provided by Stalin and by Soviet leaders, planners, and officials. The importance of the Short Course is that it served as a road map for building socialism in China, and it can be said without exaggeration that the post-1949 socialist transformation of China largely followed the stages described in the Short Course.


  A few Western scholars have made mention of the impact of Stalin’s Short Course on Mao and the Chinese Communist Party (CCP). Benjamin Schwartz, for example, commented on Mao’s uncritical acceptance of the image of “socialism” as described in the Short Course,1 while Tony Saich described Mao’s effort to rewrite past CCP party history during his Rectification Campaign as inspired by what Stalin had done with the Short Course, that is, to have a party history based on a Maoist discourse.2 Agreeing with Schwartz, I believe that in the early 1950s Mao was devoted to the view of “socialism” described in the Short Course. I go further, however, in arguing that Mao also created a Stalinist economic structure, largely following the steps outlined by Stalin in the Short Course. Mao relied on Stalin’s radical ideas of the 1920s and 1930s, expressed in the Short Course, especially his ideas about the measures that needed to be taken to destroy the old economic structure and establish a new socialist system in its place. Mao paid particular attention to Stalin’s discussion of the conditions under which capitalism could be eliminated and the time required to complete the process of socialist transformation. While essentially following the steps outlined in the Short Course, Mao was ready to take shortcuts so that he could complete each step on the road to socialism in China faster than Stalin had in the Soviet Union. Mao’s commitment to Stalin’s written work reveals the paradox of Mao’s, on the one hand, being suspicious of Stalin’s gradualist advice and, on the other, accepting uncritically Stalin’s earlier radical writings.


  What does Mao’s heavy reliance on the Short Course tell us about Mao and his ideological orientation, his commitment to Stalinism and a Stalinist road to socialism, and his capabilities as an independent thinker? To set the stage for my discussion, I will first briefly introduce the Short Course. I will then discuss the history of the application of the Short Course in China and Mao’s relationship with this work.


  The Short Course


  Largely unknown in the West, the book is usually referred to simply as the Short Course, in place of its full title, Short Course of the History of the All-Russian Communist Party (Bolshevik). The Short Course was first published in Moscow in 1937. It was written under the supervision of Stalin and then heavily edited by him. Stalin’s actual contribution was limited to only one section of chapter 4, where he wrote about dialectical and historical materialism, a subject in which Mao was interested. After World War II, Stalin claimed sole authorship of the entire work,3 and the Chinese Communists continued to believe that Stalin alone had written the Short Course.4 In contrast to most influential books in the West, which enjoy a wide appeal due to the originality and power of their ideas, Stalin imposed the Short Course on the Communist world and used it as an instrument in its Stalinization. Between 1938 and 1953, over 42 million copies of the book were issued, in 301 printings and 67 languages.5


  The book covered the early history of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) and the historical stages of the revolution and socialist transformation in the Soviet Union during the period from 1883 to 1937. In the Short Course, the history of the CPSU was written in such a way as to suggest that every significant development was the result of political struggles between the correct line, represented by Lenin and Stalin, and the incorrect positions adopted by various antiparty groups. Prominent in the book was Stalin’s justification of his brutal purges of opponents, such as Trotsky, and of others such as Bukharin who had helped him rise to power but later disagreed with him. Since these former “comrades” were now labeled as “antiparty” elements, they deserved to be crushed without mercy. Throughout the book, historical facts were twisted and ideas were distorted to show the correctness of the party’s policies, even during the darkest days of Stalin’s policies, and to glorify Stalin and his leadership role in the Russian Revolution and in the building of socialism in the Soviet Union. The work was also an expression of Stalin’s value system, his worldview, and his approach to building socialism.


  The Short Course was viewed in the Communist world from the late 1930s until Khrushchev’s de-Stalinization of 1956 as an encyclopedia of Marxism and Leninism and as the authoritative source for “formal interpretations” of Soviet party history and for basic knowledge of Marxism and Leninism. This view was expressed in the CPSU’s propaganda resolution of November 14, 1938, at the time of the publication of the Short Course.6 For many years, the Short Course was believed to contain authoritative answers to questions concerning ideology, party politics, economic policies, and socialist transformation.7 This view was accepted by the leaders of all the Communist countries, including Mao, who, as will be shown below, was particularly enthusiastic about the book. After 1956, the Short Course waned in importance in most of the Communist world, but it continued to exercise influence in China after that. Mao continued to revere the Short Course as a sacred text, and he remained uncritical in his embrace of it. Mao and the Chinese Communist leadership were inspired by it and used the ideas expressed in it to guide them in their policy deliberations on ideological, political, social, and economic matters beginning in 1938, when the Chinese translation of the work, published in the Soviet Union, first arrived in China.


  The History of the Application of the Short Course in China


  The Short Course was translated from Russian to Chinese by Bo Gu and Xie Weizhen in Moscow.8 Ren Bishi, one of Mao’s most loyal supporters, played an important role in getting the translated work published in Moscow. As the


  CCP delegate to the Comintern, Ren worked closely with the Soviet Foreign Language Publishing Bureau and helped it to check the Chinese translation of the Short Course. In addition, he translated one section of chapter 4.9 Interestingly, from the book’s first arrival in China in 1938 until the 1970s, despite the Sino-Soviet split, the Chinese continued to use the 1938 Chinese-language edition printed in the Soviet Union.10


  Soon after the book arrived in Yan’an, it was quickly used as “crash-course teaching materials”11 to educate young cadres at the party schools.12 Li Weihan, who taught the Short Course in Yan’an, said in the mid-1980s that during the 1930s and 1940s CCP leaders learned Marxism and Leninism through the Short Course.13 This practice continued until the 1960s. As a result, the Short Course was used to educate several generations of Chinese Communist leaders.14


  The Short Course was not only being circulated in the Yan’an area but was also being sent to other CCP-occupied areas. The book seems to have been in great demand. In late 1939, of the one hundred to two hundred copies of the Short Course sent to Shandong from Yan’an, only seven copies arrived at their final destination; the rest had been taken by cadres along the way.15 The book was also received by the Communists in the Japanese-occupied areas. One source told me of her father’s being put in danger because he had a copy of the Short Course in his possession. As a young Communist working in the Japanese-occupied areas, the father was one day traveling along a country road with two peasants when he saw Japanese troops approaching. To avoid arrest, he quickly hid the book in the fields. Later, he asked one of the peasants to return to the area and retrieve the book for him.16 It is probably difficult for most people today to understand the appeal of the Short Course, but for those who believed in Marxism at that time, it was like the “gospel.”17


  The Short Course served not only as a source for teaching Communist cadres how to think but also as a source of inspiration. Some Communists were so inspired by the Short Course that they decided to take action. A young female student in Yan’an was so moved by what was said in the conclusion of the Short Course concerning the need for the Communists to form close ties with the masses, that she decided to have a peasant family raise her newborn baby son so that she could be in touch with the masses.18 The CCP leader Liu Shaoqi quoted inspirational phrases from the Short Course when discussing the darkest period of CCP history. Liu made a parallel comparison between what had happened in Soviet party history between 1905 and 1912 and CCP party history after 1927, and he believed that the outcome of the CCP’s darkest period was identical to that of the Soviet Communist party as described in the Short Course: “We went through dark periods, [but we] not only preserved [our] revolutionary flags, but also [our] revolutionary organizations.”19 Mao was inspired by quite different ideas expressed in the Short Course; he learned from the conclusion that Stalin criticized the ideas of both Marx and Engels and that, therefore, even great theoreticians could make mistakes.20


  By 1945, the CCP had identified the Short Course as one of the five “must-read” texts for Communist cadres.21 The CCP, moreover, was eager to extend the influence of the ideas contained in the book to the general public and quickly stocked the bookstores in the vast newly occupied areas in the Northeast with the book. The first sale of the book in a bookstore took place on April 6, 1948, in a city called Jiamusi, and the occasion was marked by a ceremony. Regional leaders such as Zhang Wentian not only attended the ceremony but also worked alongside the store clerks selling the books.22 The enthusiasm shown by the CCP leaders in seeking to spread the influence of the book was extraordinary.


  In 1949, Mao began to devote more attention to the systematic theoretical education of CCP cadres. He arranged for the compilation of a twelve-volume collection called Ganbu bidu [Required readings for cadres]. The Short Course was included as volume 4.23 Realizing the need to establish principles to guide economic reconstruction after the civil war, Mao also arranged for the compilation of two volumes containing the selected writings of Lenin and Stalin on economic construction, entitled Liening Sidalin lun shehuizhuyi jingji jianshe (shangxiace) [Lenin and Stalin on socialist economic construction]. These two volumes became volumes 5 and 6 of the twelve-volume Ganbu bidu. Significantly, the works of Lenin and Stalin that were selected for these two volumes were written during almost the same period (1921–1938) as that covered by chapters 9 through 12 of the Short Course (1921–1937); the book itself covered the period from 1917 to 1937. (See appendix 1, Liening Sidalin lun shehuizhuyi jingji jianshe [Lenin and Stalin on socialist economic construction].)


  The first of the two volumes on Lenin and Stalin contained primarily the works of Lenin, including his writings and speeches from 1917 to 1923, during the time of the October Revolution, the civil war, and the New Economic Policy (NEP); this volume also included some of Stalin’s writings. The second volume contained only the writings and speeches of Stalin, from 1924 to 1939, and they were divided into the periods of industrialization, collectivization, and the completion of socialism, as in the Short Course. Mao was preparing as early as 1949 to lead China onto a path of socialist economy based largely on Stalinist principles.


  After 1949, the intended audience for the Short Course expanded to include the larger Chinese society. The CCP continued to use the Short Course to educate its cadres at the Central Party School until 1957.24 Beginning in 1958, however, it became an important text for teaching college and university students about Marxist theory.25 Chinese students who majored in the Russian language found the Short Course useful in other ways; many of them tried to memorize the Short Course and hoped thereby to master the Russian language.26 As their knowledge of the Russian language improved, they must have realized that the range of vocabulary used in the Short Course was quite limited. The Short Course also had an impact on the style of written Chinese. In the early 1960s, when the leaders of the CCP were engaged in debates with the Soviet leaders, they published a series of open letters to the CPSU. Among these letters, the ninth one was the most important, for it explicitly attacked the Soviet Union, and it was written in the ideologically highly charged style of the Short Course.27 In 1964, just two years before the Cultural Revolution, the Short Course was still included in a list of selected works for senior cadres to read.28


  After the late 1950s and early 1960s, as China’s economy moved beyond the initial transition stage, the usefulness of the Short Course as a source for ideas on the economy diminished. It was gradually replaced by other books, such as Stalin’s last book, Economic Problems of Socialism in the U.S.S.R., and Soviet political-economy textbooks.29 The usefulness of the book in other areas continued to be recognized, especially as a model for writing CCP party-history textbooks to educate party cadres. The CCP party history of 1961 was written in such a way as to give particular attention to “two-line struggles.” Ten such “two-line struggles” were identified, as compared to the fifteen in the Short Course. It also portrayed Mao as the central figure in the party’s history. Mao’s name appears 1 ,000 times, as compared to the 650 times the names of either Lenin or Stalin appear in the Short Course. In addition, about 150 pages, or about one-third of the text, were devoted to discussions of Mao’s works, as compared to the 100 pages in the Short Course containing discussions of the works of Lenin or Stalin.30 The Chinese editors followed the Short Course as a model of style, even in chapter headings and punctuation.31 CCP cadres continued to read the party-history textbook of 1961 well into the 1970s and, in the process, continued to have their thinking shaped, indirectly and in a Chinese historical context, by the fundamentals of Stalin’s Short Course.


  With the beginning of the reforms in the late 1970s, scholars and party researchers started to criticize the negative impact of the Short Course on China, particularly in the areas of research and teaching. During a symposium held in 1989 and attended by many liberal-minded party researchers and university professors, the Short Course was harshly criticized, and its negative impact on China was condemned.32 The collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, however, muted such criticism in China. CCP leaders feared that permitting unfettered criticism of the Short Course might lead to attacks on the CCP’s past policies and cause the collapse of the Communist regime in China, as had happened in the Soviet Union. As a result, liberal-minded younger scholars in China have found it difficult to make critical remarks about the book,33 since it has never been officially repudiated.


  What exactly did the Chinese Communists learn from the Short Course? And to what extent did the book shape their way of thinking, their worldview, and their way of governing China? Although they came into contact with many ideas, the most important lesson they learned was the importance of applying Marxist theory to China’s reality, as Lenin and Stalin had done in the Soviet Union. Mao had repeatedly emphasized this theme since the early 1940s, and he identified himself as the one who had led the effort to apply Marxist theories to the Chinese reality, just as Lenin and Stalin had in the Soviet Union. The Chinese Communists also became accustomed to the idea that the history of the CPSU was full of brutal “two-line struggles” and ruthless political purges. They came to understand the different stages of economic development through which the Soviet Union had passed; the Stalinist path to socialism; and the time required to achieve socialism through the elimination of capitalism, rapid industrialization, and collectivization. They also learned that at the core of the process of building socialism is the struggle between capitalism and socialism, or, as Lenin first stated and Stalin later repeated, there is the question of “who will win” in this struggle.


  Mao and the Short Course


  Unlike other CCP leaders who had received systematic training in Marxist and Leninist theory in the Soviet Union, Mao studied on his own in China and read fewer books. Thus, Mao’s knowledge of Marxist theory was quite limited. Mao quickly adopted the official Soviet position that Stalin’s Short Course was an encyclopedia of Marxism and Leninism. In May 1941, as Mao began his quest to reshape Marxist learning within the CCP, he argued that the CCP should use the Short Course as its authoritative source for Marxism because it summarized the essence of the world Communist movement during the previous one hundred years and because it served as “a model of the integration of theory and practice, and the only one that has ever existed.”34 The same Mao who resisted Comintern policies accepted the ideological authority of the Short Course. Mao reaffirmed this view in his eulogy of Stalin on March 9, 1953, when he identified three of Stalin’s written works as forming the encyclopedia of Marxism and Leninism: the Short Course; the Foundations of Leninism; and Economic Problems of Socialism in the U.S.S.R., Stalin’s last written work.35 After de-Stalinization, Mao stated that he had praised Stalin’s works only reluctantly.36


  Mao liked the Short Course very much, though he admitted in the 1940s that he had never read the entire book, just the concluding section of each chapter. He took pride in not having read the entire book, for he believed that by grasping just the essence of the book from the conclusions of the chapters, he was better prepared than other Chinese leaders to apply the book’s ideas to the Chinese reality.37 In 1942, Mao stated that the main lesson he had learned from the Short Course was the importance of Bolshevism and the correctness of its methods in creating the Soviet Union. He also said that he had learned from the Short Course that Bolshevism was created by Lenin and his party by applying Marxist theory to the Russian reality.38


  Mao also liked the conclusion of the Short Course, which consists of six items. There were several occasions between the early 1940s and the early 1950s when Mao asked party cadres to study the conclusion of the Short Course.39 Mao particularly liked items 4 and 5 of the conclusion.40 Item 4 emphasized the importance of intraparty struggles against undesirable elements in the history of the CPSU, and item 5 stressed the importance of the CPSU’s ability to acknowledge mistakes in order to be able to achieve its revolutionary goals. It is understandable that Mao felt an affinity for these two items, for Mao liked to conduct intraparty struggles against his rivals and those who disagreed with him, and he also liked to make them acknowledge their mistakes.


  Mao’s unwavering faith in the Short Course continued beyond the de-Stalinization of 1956. In 1959, long after the repudiation of Stalin and Stalinism in the Soviet Union, Mao continued to rely upon the Short Course as a source of ideas and theoretical inspiration. During a trip he took in October of that year, Mao took twenty-three books with him, and the Short Course was one of them.41 It is ironic that Mao brutally attacked CCP leaders who had studied in Moscow, particularly Wang Ming and Zhang Wentian, for dogmatism in their application of Marxism to China’s reality, while Mao was, at the same time, uncritically promoting the Short Course as an encyclopedia of Marxism and Leninism for the CCP. Despite his reputation for being an independent and original thinker, Mao surprisingly never challenged the views expressed in the Short Course.


  Mao’s Application of the Short Course in China


  There were two periods after the Short Course arrived in China when Mao applied it most intensively. The first was between 1941 and 1944, during the Rectification Campaign. He skillfully used ideas expressed in the Short Course to solidify his power and establish himself not only as the undisputed leader of the CCP but also as a Marxist theorist. From this book, he learned about the application of Marxist ideas, political purges of undesirable elements within the party ranks, “two-line struggles” as the basic framework for interpreting intraparty politics, and, as Tony Saich has argued so powerfully, the importance of establishing a CCP party history—as Stalin had done with the Short Course in the Soviet Union—based on a Maoist discourse.42 Mao was systematic and shrewd in his approach, and he was, in the end, successful.


  Mao’s second period of intensive application of the Short Course was in the early 1950s, when he was imposing a Stalinist economic system in China. As will be discussed in detail below, beginning in 1950, Mao followed the developmental stages described in the Short Course to put China on a Stalinist road to socialism, and he used the forms of economic analysis presented in the book to justify his economic policy decisions. In 1953, as Mao put together his general line for socialist transition, he put China on a Stalinist road to socialism. To ensure party conformity with his new policy, Mao launched a study campaign in April 1953 in which he required party cadres to spend the next eighteen months studying chapters 9 through 12 of the Short Course.43


  The Short Course and Mao’s Rectification Campaign (1941–1944)


  In the early 1940s, Mao sought to reshape the ways senior cadres interpreted the CCP’s history. In the name of introducing new ways of learning and practicing Marxism and Leninism, Mao attacked his rivals, especially those senior leaders who had opposed him in the past, even though they knew Marxist theory better than he did. Mao launched his attacks with a series of speeches, delivering the first one, entitled “Let’s Reform Our Learning Habits,” in Yan’an in May 1941. In this speech, Mao said that the party should abandon its “static” and “isolated” ways of learning, should develop new ways of approaching Marxism and Leninism, and should study how Lenin and Stalin applied Marxism to Soviet reality.44


  Mao’s call for a new way of learning and practicing Marxism did not receive the response he wanted, so he organized senior cadres to collect and study CCP party documents from the past.45 As part of the Rectification Campaign, Mao instructed senior leaders to read selections from the Short Course and related materials,46 and he forced many of these leaders to admit their past mistakes.47 In 1943, after Mao had succeeded in getting most senior leaders to adopt his approach to Marxist theory, he carried out a purge among the party’s rank and file based on the political histories of individual party members. During this part of the campaign, Mao resorted to brutal methods, mistreating many of his victims and even killing some.48 The Rectification Campaign ended with senior cadres again studying Marxist theory and CCP party history. Although Stalin was not happy with the Rectification Campaign, he was in no position to stop it, first, because he was too busy fighting the war, and second, because the dissolution of the Comintern in 1943 had deprived him of an important formal instrument for intervention. As discussed in chapter 1, Dimitrov cabled Mao and expressed his personal concerns about what Mao was doing to his “comrades.”


  By 1945, with the completion of the Rectification Campaign, Mao had succeeded in consolidating his already powerful position by eliminating or putting his rivals in their places. A new pecking order was created among the top leaders that would last until the onset of the Cultural Revolution in 1966. In addition, thanks to the campaign, Mao had succeeded in establishing his thought as the leading ideology of the CCP. With this new authority, Mao adopted a CCP party history based on a Maoist discourse that emphasized “two-line struggles,” with his views representing the “correct” line. In the early to mid-1940s, Stalin’s Short Course served as a critical vehicle for Mao to achieve supremacy within the CCP. Mao was indeed a good student of the Short Course.


  The Short Course as Mao’s Road Map for Building Socialism


  China’s use of the Soviet experience as a guide for building socialism relied heavily on the Short Course. Li Rui, at one time Mao’s secretary but purged after the Lushan Conference in 1959, described the importance of the Short Course for Mao: in the early 1950s, the “one work to which Mao attached the most importance and which Mao asked the whole party to study carefully and thoroughly was the Short Course, the ‘classic’ written by Stalin.”49 Mao paid particular attention to four chapters of the Short Course, chapters 9 through 12, which dealt with the developmental stages of the Soviet Union from 1921 to 1937: chapter 9, “Transition to the Peaceful Work of Economic Restoration (1921–1925)”; chapter 10, “Socialist Industrialization (1926–1929)”; chapter 11, “Collectivization (1930–1934)”; and chapter 12, “The Struggle to Complete the Building of the Socialist Society (1935–1937).”What exactly did Mao learn from these chapters? How did the ideas expressed in these chapters affect Mao’s thinking and policies? And how did Mao treat these ideas differently from the advice he was receiving from Stalin?


  Since the Chinese leaders, particularly Mao, paid so much attention to the Stalinist approach to building socialism as presented in chapters 9 through 12 of the Short Course, a summary description of these chapters is in order. Chapters 9 through 12 outline in a distorted manner the process through which socialism was built in the Soviet Union between 1921 and 1937, and they describe the tasks and achievements of each stage in the process. According to the version of history offered in the Short Course, this process was never easy. The party was constantly challenged: by antiparty groups from within, by external class enemies such as the kulaks, and by foreign enemies. But in the end, led by Lenin and then Stalin, the party was able to defeat all of its enemies. By 1937, when the party had completed the process of building socialism, the country was described as having achieved modernity and the national economy as being supplied with first-rate technology.50 Such an idealized image of the Soviet Union in 1937 and the idea that socialism could be achieved in such a short period of time were misleading, to say the least, but many Chinese leaders, including Mao, believed what they read. Mao’s commitment to such distorted views may have been reinforced during his extended visit to the Soviet Union between late 1949 and early 1950. During his stay, Mao visited some of the most modern factories in the Soviet Union.


  Chapter 9 of the Short Course, entitled “The Bolshevik Party in the Period of Transition to the Peaceful Work of Economic Restoration (1921–1925),” deals with the CPSU’s challenges and accomplishments from 1921 to 1925. Major achievements included the adoption of the NEP, Lenin’s cooperative plan, and the policy of socialist industrialization. In chapter 9, two policy shifts are identified as having occurred during this period: first, from “war communism” to Lenin’s NEP, and then, from the NEP to Stalin’s new program for building socialism. A justification was given for the shift from Lenin’s NEP to Stalin’s own economic program. It was pointed out that, although Lenin had said that the retreat associated with the NEP was intended to be only temporary, and although he ended the policy after one year, he in fact changed his position by stating in 1922 that an “NEP Russia will definitely become a socialist Russia.”51 In the Short Course, it was emphasized that Lenin’s statement of 1922 departed from his earlier characterization of the NEP as a “temporary retreat.” In 1924, it was noted that Stalin, while not explicitly rejecting Lenin’s position, questioned whether Russia could pursue a two-pronged approach to building socialism—on the one hand to push for the expansion of socialism, and on the other to permit a temporary development of capitalism under the NEP.52 Stalin’s shift from the NEP to his own economic program was explained as stemming from this concern.


  According to chapter 9, Stalin declared in 1924, the year Lenin died, that the country “had everything needed for the building of a socialist economic system, for the building of a complete socialist society,”53 and he explained that since 1917, a series of political and economic measures had been taken to create the conditions for building socialism. Politically, a Communist dictatorship had been established, and, economically, steps had been taken to destroy the old economic order and to establish a new one:


  The confiscation of the property of the capitalists and landlords; the conversion of their land, factories, transportation, equipment, and banks into state-owned property; the adoption of the New Economic Policy; the establishment of state-owned socialist industries; and the implementation of Lenin’s plans for cooperatives. The main task is to establish a new socialist economy nationwide and in time to crush capitalism completely in its economic domain.54


  There are many ideas that Mao could have drawn upon from this chapter, but it appears that he paid particular attention to two themes: first, certain measures needed to be taken before embarking on the transition to socialism, and, second, Stalin had begun the drive for socialist transformation in the Soviet Union in 1924, when he believed conditions were ripe, even before the “economic restoration period” (1921–1925) had officially ended.


  In the early 1950s, chapter 10, entitled “The Bolshevik Party in the Struggle for the Socialist Industrialization of the Country (1926–1929)” was probably the most important chapter for Mao, for it outlined the steps that Stalin had supposedly taken after the period of economic recovery. The chapter opens with a description of the CPSU’s efforts to implement Stalin’s general line, which was his new policy for industrialization at the fastest possible pace, made possible by appropriating resources from the countryside. There was no detailed description in the Short Course, however, of how the general line was formulated. It is known, however, that Stalin and other senior leaders engaged in heated debates over the policy platform. Stalin skillfully defeated Bukharin, who was “the greatest representative of an alternative ‘general line.”’55 Stalin finally obtained the CPSU’s endorsement of a version of the general line far less radical than the one he eventually implemented.56 As will be discussed later in this study, Mao began to formulate his own general line in the fall of 1952 to guide the CCP in its efforts to build socialism in China.


  In chapter 10, an account is also given of the problems the CPSU encountered with socialist industrialization, the party’s success in overcoming these problems, and the party’s other achievements. During this period, the party also began its campaign against the kulaks, put into effect the First Five-Year Plan (FFYP), and launched a mass-collectivization campaign to deal with poor agricultural output. In 1927, only one year into the industrialization drive, Stalin decided that the socialist (i.e., state-owned) industrial sector had become dominant and that the issue of “who will win” had been resolved in the industrial sector in favor of socialism.57 Three major decisions were made during the Fifteenth Congress in 1927: (1) “to extend and consolidate plans for collective farms and Soviet farm networks,” (2) “to continue the attacks upon the kulaks and to adopt a number of new measures to restrict the development of capitalism in the countryside and guide the peasant economy towards socialism,” and (3) “to draw up a FFYP in order to organize the national economy to conduct systematically the final assault of socialism against capitalism.”58 The chapter ends in 1929 on a high note, with the party adopting the FFYP and beginning collectivization.


  Chapter 11, “The Bolshevik Party in the Struggle for the Collectivization of Agriculture (1930–1934),” probably contains the most distorted interpretation of historical events of any chapter in the book. The shift in party policy from restricting the kulaks to eliminating them as a class was justified as being not only dictated from above but also as supported from below.59 This period also saw the further expansion of collectivization and the completion in four years of the FFYP, completing the victory of socialism in all sectors.


  Chapter 12, entitled “The Bolshevik Party in the Struggle to Complete the Building of the Socialist Society (1935–1937),” focuses on the progress made in industry and agriculture and the fulfillment of the second Five-Year Plan (FYP). As with the first, the second FYP was completed ahead of schedule. In 1936, a new constitution was adopted. In describing the “profound” changes that had taken place since the early 1920s, chapter 12 makes the ringing declaration that


  During this period the balance of class forces within the Soviet Union had completely changed; a new socialist industry had been successfully established, the kulaks had been destroyed, the collective farm system had triumphed, and the socialist ownership of the means of production had become the foundation of the national economy.60


  It further states that in 1936, “The capitalist elements had been completely eliminated and the socialist system had triumphed in all spheres of economic life”61


  From these four chapters, Mao also learned to use statistics to measure China’s economic progress, especially with regard to the changing position between the state-owned sector and the private sector, and to determine the optimum point at which to eliminate capitalist economic components. Throughout these chapters, statistical measures, usually expressed as percentages, were used to show the progress the Soviet Union had made in achieving socialism and eliminating capitalism. In industry—particularly large-scale heavy industry—and commerce, Stalin used percentages to show the changing ratio between the socialist (state-owned) and private sectors.


  One year after the beginning of the industrialization drive, according to the Short Course,


  The socialist industrial sector was growing rapidly at the expense of the private sector, its output having risen from eighty-one percent of the total output in 1924–1925 to eighty-six percent in 1926–1927, while output in the private sector dropped from nineteen percent to fourteen percent in the same period.62


  It was also reported that large-scale socialist industry grew at a record rate of 18 percent from 1926 to 1927. A remarkable change also occurred in the relative sizes of the socialist and private components of the retail and wholesale sectors: the market share of private retailing had fallen from 42 percent in 1924–1925 to 32 percent in 1926–1927, and the market share of private wholesaling had fallen from 9 percent to 5 percent in the same period.63


  It was never made clear whether Stalin ever intended to suggest that these areas of the economy should be considered important indicators of progress toward a socialist economy. Stalin also failed to specify the percentage at which the socialist sector in each of these economic areas could be defined as dominant and the elimination of the capitalist elements from the national economy could begin. These omissions did not prevent the Chinese leaders, particularly Mao, from attempting to establish numerical indicators to mark the progress of China’s economy toward socialism.


  From his study of the Short Course, Mao learned about the four stages through which socialism was built in the Soviet Union, the tasks that were completed during each stage, and the duration of each stage. These stages were as follows: economic recovery (1921–1925), industrialization (1926–1929), collectivization (1930–1934), and the completion of the socialist society (1935–1937). Mao saw that after the economic recovery period (1921–1925), Stalin promptly began to implement the general line, with its emphasis upon rapid industrialization at the expense of the Russian peasants; to draft the FFYP; and to prepare for the final assault against capitalism. Most importantly, Mao learned from the Short Course that building socialism meant getting rid of the private economy and market forces, a tenet of Stalinism that Mao followed to the very end.


  Mao’s awareness of the Short Course and his recognition of it as containing a road map for following a Stalinist path to socialism in China long predated his use of it in the early 1950s to build socialism in China. On at least two occasions, once in 1942 and again in 1945, Mao shared his rather crude understanding of ideas contained in the book with party cadres. In both cases, Mao paid particular attention to the time needed to complete the process of building socialism in the Soviet Union and to the points at which the kulaks and the capitalists should be eliminated and collectivization imposed.


  In 1942, in an address to party cadres concerning ideas he had learned from the Short Course, Mao said the book showed how Stalin had created a socialist state by adopting three five-year plans.64 It is not known exactly how Mao arrived at this conclusion, but the idea that three five-year plans constituted the correct amount of time to build socialism registered with him profoundly, for he frequently mentioned this idea in the late 1940s and early 1950s.


  In April 1945, in a speech to the CCP’s Seventh Party Congress, he again used the Short Course as the base for describing the Soviet experience of building socialism. This time, he spoke of how the CPSU had handled the capitalist economy after the October Revolution. He recognized that the CPSU had for a period of time pursued the NEP and, according to his understanding, had allowed roughly 50 percent of the economy to remain as a private-capitalist economy. He further indicated that the CPSU did not eliminate the capitalists and the rich peasants or impose collectivization until the time of its second five-year plan.65 By 1945, Mao seemed to have developed a rather crude understanding of the Soviet experience in building socialism, and it was this understanding that would dictate his policy formulations in the early 1950s.


  The path of post-1949 economic development in China to a large extent followed, with Chinese variations, what was described in the Short Course. Mao allowed a shorter period for economic recovery than the Soviet Union had, and Mao began drafting the FFYP earlier than Stalin had. As Mao brought the economic recovery period to an end, he quickly started to formulate the general line for the transition to socialism, which was aimed at accelerating the pace of eliminating the capitalist economy in China. Mao included in his general line of 1953 what Stalin had included in his general line of 1929: rapid industrialization, collectivization, and an economy based solely on state ownership by eliminating all capitalist economic elements. To achieve all these objectives, Mao acted with discretion and, when necessary, resorted to manipulation, for he had to deal with other top leaders who were hesitant to support his push for rapid change. He often disclosed his intentions only partially or kept his plans so vague that even his closest associates did not know what lay ahead. In so doing, Mao was able to get exactly what he wanted with minimum resistance from other leaders.


  Mao’s Cal for a Three-Year Economic Recovery Period


  In early December of 1949, before Mao left for Moscow, he was already expressing confidence that China would be able to complete its economic recovery within three to five years and would be able to achieve great economic advances within eight to ten years.66 He was careful, however, not to specify exactly how many years it would take to complete economic recovery and to achieve these economic advances, allowing himself a margin of error in his economic predictions.


  Two months after the establishment of the People’s Republic of China (PRC), Mao made his first trip to Moscow, finally obtaining an invitation from Stalin after several earlier efforts had failed. Upon returning from his extended visit in Moscow, Mao formalized his earlier thoughts and called for a three-year economic recovery period, two years less than that outlined in the Short Course for the Soviet Union, from 1921 to 1925, and two years less than what Mao had announced in December 1949. Mao announced his plan for a shorter economic recovery period in June 1950 at the Third Plenum of the Seventh Central Committee meeting, some twenty days before the outbreak of the Korean War. In his speech to the Third Plenum, he conceded that the nation was in no position to begin economic reconstruction, except in the Northeast, where it had already begun. In his view, before embarking on a planned economy, certain issues had to be resolved: land reform, the regulation of capitalist industry and commerce, reduction of state expenditure, unemployment, and social disorder and banditry. In his view, these changes might take a long time—three years, or a little longer.67


  Mao began as early as February 1951 to prepare for China’s postrecovery period. According to the Short Course, the major tasks during the postrecovery period in the Soviet Union between 1926 and 1929 were the implementation of Stalin’s general line, industrialization, the beginning of the FFYP, the beginning of the elimination of nonsocialist economic elements, and the beginning of collectivization. In February 1951, Mao addressed the issue of the FFYP. Although the Korean War was still being fought and conditions on the battlefield had not yet stabilized, Mao was eager to move forward with his domestic economic agenda.


  The decision to begin the FFYP in 1953 was made during the enlarged Politburo meeting of February 1951.68 Mao set in motion the drafting of the FFYP and gave the drafters twenty-two months to complete it. During the same enlarged Politburo meeting on February 18, 1951, Mao put forward a new guiding principle called “three-year preparation and ten-year planned economy.”69 As pointed out by party researchers who have compiled Mao’s post-1949 writings, Mao never explained how this principle should be reflected in concrete policies. For instance, he never made clear what he meant by the “three-year preparation” or what goals he had in mind for the “ten-year planned economy.” Was the “three-year preparation” intended by Mao to be equivalent to his “three-year economic recovery period”? He never explicitly linked either of these ideas to the preparation for the transition to socialism. Mao already had the idea in 1951 to achieve socialism after a ten-year period of planned economic construction, but he did not want to alarm anybody, so he kept it to himself. Mao, nonetheless, asked Liu Shaoqi to introduce these principles in his talks with cadres, and Liu did so on several occasions.70


  In the two major speeches that Liu delivered in 1951 to explain Mao’s ideas, however, Liu omitted any mention of the new principle and instead adhered to the original plan the leaders had decided upon in 1948 and 1949.71 Liu presented Mao’s ideas, as he understood them, and his comments indicate that he still believed that Mao was committed to the idea central to the original plan: that New Democracy would last for some time to come. Liu told his close associate Bo Yibo in spring 1951 that “it appears that New Democracy will last for a while.”72 Liu’s words indicate that he did not expect any major policy changes for some time. Mao may have hinted to Liu that there would not be any major policy changes. Whatever the case, Liu continued to talk as if no major departures from the original plan were being contemplated. In speaking with Bo, however, Liu, the number-two man in the party hierarchy, also left the impression that he did not have much control over the direction of national economic policy. In the early 1950s, it was Mao who had the ultimate control over economic policy.


  Preparing the Party and the Nation for a New Stage


  Between June and September 1952, events pointed in one direction: Mao had begun to prepare the party and the nation for a new set of economic priorities. Well before June 1952, as discussed earlier, Mao had already decided that economic conditions in China justified the establishment of a planned economy. By June 1952, unbeknownst to most leaders, Mao had reached the conclusion that it was time to step up the effort to transform China’s predominantly private economy into a socialist one, and he and a few senior leaders began to talk in concrete terms about the transition to socialism. But to the CCP as a whole, Mao’s new plans were totally unexpected. Perhaps Mao was concerned about potential opposition to the sudden shift in policy associated with the general line, for he kept his policy plans so vague that his closest lieutenants, even Liu Shaoqi, did not know exactly what he had planned for the future of the country.


  Mao prepared the party and the nation for the change in five steps. First, he began to speak within the party of the “advance to socialism” in the context of building a planned economy. In early June 1952, the draft FFYP was discussed at the National Conference on Financial and Economic Work, and Mao was briefed on the results of these discussions. Afterward, he stated,


  In order to ensure national independence, the priority of the FFYP should be heavy industry so that national defense can be strengthened and socialism advanced. After a five-year economic construction, relations between the state and private sectors will change as state-owned heavy industry becomes dominant.73


  Though the idea of giving priority to state-owned heavy industry was not new, the ongoing Korean War gave added urgency to his statement. Mao’s optimistic assessment of the changing ratio between the state and private industrial sectors after the FFYP corresponds to a similar assessment by Stalin in the Short Course. Mao never made any concrete statements about “advancing to socialism” or the “transition to socialism” before early June 1952.74


  In step two, Mao began to redefine the characteristics of the Chinese national bourgeoisie in the context of defining societal contradictions. He did so before he officially ended the Five-Anti Campaign. In comments concerning the party’s policy toward the United Front written on June 6, 1952, Mao indicated that societal contradictions had changed in China after land reform. Specifically, he said that the national bourgeoisie was no longer a middle-of-the-road class.75 Although Mao did not categorize it as an enemy class, his intention was clear: he was preparing the party, at a theoretical level, to eliminate the national bourgeoisie as a class.


  In step three, Mao began to make organizational changes in the party. The reorganization, according to Mao, was necessitated by the country’s new challenge: economic construction. The process began when Mao cabled Stalin on June 20, 1952, and expressed his preference for using the Soviet Central Committee as the model for changes in the CCP’s Central Committee. Mao asked Stalin to appoint a person familiar with party organizational issues to conduct discussions with Zhang Wentian, at that time ambassador to the Soviet Union.76


  Mao was serious about creating a party organization capable of managing an increasingly complex economy. He was therefore specific in his instructions to Zhang Wentian as to the kind of information he wanted. Mao was most interested in knowing the organizational structure of the Central Committee of the CPSU, particularly the functions and interrelations among the three components of the CPSU Central Committee—the Politburo, the Organizational Bureau, and the Secretariat.77 Zhang was instructed to talk with Malenkov and other leaders in the Central Committee and to ask about “the nature, tasks, organizational components, and authority of the offices, and the relations among them.” Zhang was given a free hand to ask whatever questions he considered relevant to learn about the party organizational structures of the Soviet republics, as well as the republics that were under the direct control of the central government, and he was asked to report his findings to the CCP Central Committee.78


  In step four, Mao officially brought the period of economic recovery to an end. In early August 1952, in an attempt to make a clear-cut departure from past policies, Mao announced at a meeting of the Chinese People’s Political Consultative Conference (CPPCC) that “the tasks for national economic recovery have been accomplished and were achieved ahead of schedule” In the same meeting, Mao also announced that China “was about to enter a new stage of planned economic construction.”79 In September 1952, a wave of articles written by party and government officials responsible for the economy and other areas appeared in party publications. The leaders included Bo Yibo, Xie Juezai, Xue Muqiao, Liao Luyan, Luo Ruiqing, Li Fuchun, and Yao Yilin.80 Each writer wrote an article dealing with his area of responsibility.


  Bo, the finance minister, presented an overall assessment of the government’s achievements. Xie, the minister of internal affairs, examined the establishment of the regime and the operation of civil administration. Xue, the director of the newly created Statistics Bureau, described the nation’s economic achievements. Liao, the deputy secretary general under the Government Administration Council, which became the State Council in 1954, described the progress in land reform. Luo, the minister for public security, reported on the party’s success in suppressing counterrevolutionaries. Li, the deputy chairman of the Financial and Economic Committee, reported on industry, and Yao, the deputy minister of commerce, reported on commerce.


  These articles all supported the party’s position that the period of economic recovery was coming to a successful completion and that the country was economically ready to move on to the next stage. Even by Stalinist standards, these articles greatly exaggerated the economic achievements of the PRC up to that point. The concept of “economically ready” has a strong Stalinist connotation; in fact, it echoes a statement made in the Short Course justifying the policy shift toward the end of the economic recovery period in the Soviet Union, as discussed earlier. In 1952, however, Mao used the term “economically ready” very narrowly to mean that in 1952 the point had been reached where state-owned industry accounted for 67.3 percent of overall industrial output,81 a substantial increase over the 1949 figure of 43.8 percent. As far as most of the senior leaders and the party rank and file knew in the summer of 1952, the country was about to begin a period of planned economic construction. A small group of senior leaders would soon learn that Mao had other plans.


  Mao’s Unexpected Statement: Fall of 1952


  In the late summer and early fall of 1952, Mao was certain that China was ready to begin the transition to socialism. He had already made up his mind not to wait for ten or more years before beginning the process, as had been originally established in the party’s official policy in 1949; instead, he planned to begin the transition immediately. At this point, probably only Liu Shaoqi and Zhou Enlai knew of Mao’s plan. By September 1952, however, Mao was ready to share with a select group of senior leaders his new vision to achieve socialism in the next ten to fifteen years. As an early step toward achieving socialism, Mao was ready to begin his attack on the national bourgeoisie. As mentioned above, in early June 1952, Mao had already identified the national bourgeoisie as no longer a middle-of-the-road class, thereby implying that it could now become the target of party attacks.


  On September 24, 1952, Mao told those attending a Secretariat meeting, “We are going to use ten to fifteen years to achieve socialism; [we are not going to wait to begin] the transition to socialism ten years from now.”82 Bo Yibo, who attended the meeting, admitted in 1991, as Huang Kecheng had in 1949, that he did not expect such a declaration from Mao. He said that Mads talk “left a deep impression” on him and that it was the first time he heard Mao express this idea. When Bo heard Mao’s words, though puzzled, he nevertheless decided that “Mao must have made this new assessment in response to changing conditions.” Bo felt that Mao’s new vision departed from the original plans the party and Mao had outlined in 1949. Like other leaders who were present at the meeting, however, Bo did not raise objections.83


  Under the CCP’s original plan, the establishment of the PRC would be followed by New Democracy, which would last at least ten to fifteen years. During that period, the party would follow its original ideas of 1949 for building a transitional economy. Only after this stage was completed would the party begin to build socialism. According to Mao’s new vision, the party would begin the transition to socialism immediately. In Mao’s newly articulated view, socialism would be achieved within ten to fifteen years. Under this scenario, New Democracy would be omitted. Clearly, Mao had departed radically from the official plan of 1949.


  On September 24, 1952—the same day that Mao made his declaration—Zhou Enlai returned to Beijing from a monthlong visit to Moscow.84 During Zhou’s visit, Stalin had made a strong commitment to aiding China in its FFYP; Zhou, in accordance with normal practice, undoubtedly cabled this information to Mao, who must have been very encouraged upon receiving the report of Stalin’s commitment. It has been known since 1991 that Mao in fact met with Zhou before making his declaration.85 Such aid would allow China to industrialize and increase the presence of the state-owned industrial sector in the overall economy more rapidly than would have otherwise been possible.


  During that same meeting of September 24, 1952, Mao reported on the progress the party had made in expanding the state’s presence in industry and commerce. Based on economic ideas presented in the Short Course, Mao believed that the larger the state-owned sector became, the closer the economy would come to achieving socialism. In addition, Mao, again following his own interpretation of the Short Course, believed that when the state-owned sector reached a dominant position, it would be time to eliminate the capitalist residue in the economy.


  Although Mao made no direct reference to the Short Course in presenting his new vision, he was obviously applying criteria introduced in that book in measuring China’s progress. According to Mao, by September 1952, the state-owned and private sectors produced, respectively, 67.3 percent and 32.7 percent of total industrial output.86 In 1949, the figures had been very different: the state-owned industrial sector had accounted for only 34 percent; the cooperatives, about 3 percent; and private industry, 63 percent.87 In trade and retailing, however, the changes had not been so great: the private sector was still dominant, at about 60 percent, while the state sector was about 40 percent. Mao was optimistic, however, that changes would occur in private industry and commerce in the direction of what he called a “new type of capitalism.”88


  During that same September meeting, Mao also presented his timetable for collectivization, as well as the preconditions that had to be met before implementing it. “Based on preliminary calculations” Mao declared, “agricultural collectivization will be implemented only upon completion of the FFYP if the sizes of the state-owned and private industrial sectors attain a ratio of 9: l.”89 It is likely that in setting this precondition, Mao had looked at the ratio of approximately 6:1 (86 percent vs. 14 percent) between the two sectors in the Soviet Union when Stalin called for collectivization in late 1927, as described in the Short Course,90 and believed that a ratio of 9:1 was more appropriate for China. Mao, however, did not follow his own plan in this regard in 1953, when he decided to radicalize and accelerate the process.


  In formulating the general line between 1952 and 1953, Mao continued to rely on the Short Course as his major source for ideas, specifically Stalin’s emphasis on building an economy based solely on state ownership by eliminating capitalist economic components.91 Most importantly, Mao was influenced by the idea presented in the Short Course that once the state-owned economy became dominant, it would be time to eliminate the capitalist economy. His decision in 1952 to establish the general line—that is, to begin to eliminate the capitalist economy in China—stemmed from this notion.92 He, of course, redefined the meaning of “dominant” by adopting the view that the state-owned economy became dominant once it constituted 50 percent of the overall economy.


  In calculating the time needed for China to complete the process of socialist transformation, Mao also consulted the Short Course. Mao’s designation of a time frame of ten to fifteen years to complete the socialist transition in China was derived from two sets of calculations. The first set was based on how long Mao thought it took the Soviet Union to achieve industrialization, and the second set was based on how long he thought it took the Soviet Union to complete the process of eliminating capitalism and achieving socialism. Mao believed that it took the Soviet Union eight years to industrialize; based on his reading of the Short Course, he identified the starting date for Soviet industrialization as 1926, and he chose 1933—the year cited in the Short Course as the time when the CPSU achieved decisive success in industrialization—as the year the Soviet Union had achieved industrialization.93 Relying on a speech by Stalin on November 25, 1936, Mao also believed that it took about thirteen years for the Soviet Union to eliminate capitalism and complete its transition to socialism. In this speech, Stalin identified the year 1924 as the starting point for the process, and he defined 1936 as the year when the process had ended with the resounding defeat of capitalism in all spheres of the Soviet economy. Mao took these time periods—the eight years needed to complete industrialization and the thirteen years required to achieve the socialist transition—as benchmarks for his own calculations and came up with a time period of ten to fifteen years for China’s transition to socialism.94 From Mao’s point of view, he was being conservative in his estimates, for he was allowing China a longer period of time to complete the process than it had taken the Soviet Union to do so.


  Mao’s way of calculating, however, was flawed, to say the least. Clearly, he neither questioned the historical accuracy of the stories told in the Short Course nor doubted their applicability to China’s economic reality. Although Mao eventually accepted fifteen years—that is, three five-year plans—as the time required to complete industrialization and socialist transformation in China, he was not really committed to this plan. Mao wanted to complete the process in a shorter period of time, but in 1953, he had to compromise in order to get other top leaders to go along with his program.


  Conclusion


  In the early 1950s, the Short Course served as an important road map for Mao to build a socialist economic structure in China. Based on his own reinterpretation of the Stalinist notion of the “conditions being ready” to begin building socialism, in 1953 he put China on a Stalinist road to socialism. Mao’s close association with the Short Course and his commitment to the ideas expressed in it show that he was a dedicated Stalinist. Far from being an independent thinker, Mao can at best claim to be a theoretician with great limitations. Mao went even further than Stalin had, however, for he radicalized Stalin’s ideas in order to build socialism in China faster than Stalin had in the Soviet Union. His dogmatic application of Stalin’s economic thought to China in the early 1950s and beyond produced disastrous consequences for China.


  Mao’s handling of the Short Course was part of his paradoxical approach to dealing with Stalin’s ideas. Mao was, on the one hand, drawn to the radical Stalinism he found in the Short Course, but, on the other, he ignored Stalin’s pragmatic and moderate advice in the late 1940s and early 1950s, for Mao saw this advice as stifling his revolutionary zeal and frustrating his desire to achieve socialism in China faster than Stalin had in the Soviet Union.
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  Mao's Formulation of the General Line for Socialist Transition, October 1952–September 1953


  

  


  MAO BEGAN THE SERIOUS FORMULATION OF THE GENERAL LINE for socialist transition after he claimed that he had received Stalin’s endorsement for the immediate transformation of China’s capitalist economy. Wishing to “resolve smoothly the socialist transition of capitalist industry and commerce,” he sought ways to transform the capitalist economy without triggering social unrest.1 Although he believed that he had already found, as early as 1952, the means to transform China’s private agricultural sector,2 he was not ready to begin collectivization. In September 1952, he decided to postpone collectivization until 1957, when certain conditions could be met.3 He was also not ready to start transforming the private handicraft industries. Even he recognized that the transformation of agriculture and the handicraft industry would be tasks that would be “more strenuous” than the transformation of capitalist industry and commerce, though he knew both would be “enormous undertakings.”4 Zhou Enlai was of the same opinion; in describing the task the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) faced in transforming private farming and the handicraft industry, he spoke of them as the “two oceans.”5


  The formulation of the general line took place in two stages. During the first, between late October 1952 and late September 1953, Mao largely completed his conceptual framework for China’s transition to socialism and the policies for transforming capitalist industry and commerce. During the second, between early October and December 1953, Mao reversed his decision of September 1952 to postpone collectivization until 1957. In so doing, he was disregarding the advice Stalin had given to Liu in Moscow in late 1952 when Stalin had urged the CCP “not to hurry over the setting up of agricultural cooperatives and collective farms.”6 Mao’s change of mind was precipitated by the grain crisis in summer 1953. Moreover, Stalin was no longer around to restrain him.


  The process of formulating the general line can be characterized by several features. First, it was an evolutionary process, for it involved constant modification of both concepts and policies to fit practical realities. Second, the formulation process revealed Mao’s dictatorial behavior in dealing with his lieutenants and his dominance in policy decisions. He set the tone for policy discussions and determined which policies supported CCP goals. He criticized and attacked anyone offering views that differed from his own, enlisting Gao Gang to assist him in these attacks. Third, Mao effectively mobilized party propaganda to advance his agenda.


  Mao’s Activities after Stalin’s “Endorsement”


  From late October 1952, Mao began to share his plan for the general line with high-level cadres, but he was discreet about whom he informed. He was also careful at this point not to try to implement his plan too quickly. In his propaganda to the nation, he avoided any mention of the general line. Between late October 1952, after supposedly receiving Stalin’s “endorsement” for an immediate transition to socialism, and early February 1953, before Mao made his first inspection trip in southern China, he spoke about the transition to socialism at meetings of the Secretariat and, on at least one occasion, at a small gathering of senior provincial and municipal cadres. In his early comments about the general line, he said that no final decision had yet been made and that therefore only certain people should be informed. At this point, he emphasized the need for his listeners to maintain secrecy and withhold information about his new plans from lower-ranking cadres. He had good reason to insist on secrecy, for his new ideas departed sharply from the policy that the CCP had adopted in 1949. His concern proved to be justified, as local cadres reacted very negatively when the general line was made public in October 1953. Mao, however, was lenient to Luo Ruiqing, then the head of public security, when he requested to be disciplined for unwittingly telling some lower-ranking cadres of Mao’s new ideas.7


  Mao wanted to eliminate the capitalist class and capitalist economy in China, but he was not prepared to try to do so in a single stroke. Stalin’s emphasis on gradualism may have influenced Mao’s approach, and possibly his lieutenants went along with him only on the condition that he follow a gradualist path. Mao also probably feared social unrest if change occurred too quickly. While not yet spelling out either the timing or the means, he was certain that capitalism should be eliminated in a step-by-step manner.8 By early February 1953, he had succeeded in identifying the sectors that had become largely socialist and those that still needed to be restructured. Among the former were state-owned industry, transportation, and the wholesale sector. The latter included agriculture, the handicraft industry, and capitalist industry and commerce. Mao stressed the need to expand the state-owned sector in retailing, while at the same time recognizing the necessity of dealing with the rising social tensions caused by large-scale unemployment in the private retailing sector.9


  In early 1953, as Mao became more certain about his plans, he used propaganda to prepare not only CCP party members but also the general public for what lay ahead. Four themes were emphasized in propaganda at the time: the economic accomplishments of the Soviet Union and the Eastern European people’s democracies,10 the successful industrialization efforts in the Northeast,11 Stalin’s ideas about the necessary conditions for the transition to socialism and then Communism,12 and the Soviet experience with its First Five-Year Plan (FFYP) and industrialization.13


  The timing of this propaganda effort was significant. Mao wanted the Chinese people to believe that the Eastern European people’s democracies were doing much better than the advanced capitalist economies in Europe. An article entitled “The Great Achievements of the People’s Democracies in Their Economic Construction in 1952,” written by Chen Youwei and appearing in Renmin ribao on February 1, 1953, was part of this effort. Chen not only reported the production results of the Eastern European people’s democracies for the past year, but he also included a chart comparing the growth rates of industrial production in the Eastern European people’s democracies and in the Western European capitalist economies for the years 1937 to 1952. The Eastern European people’s democracies included in the chart were Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Romania, Bulgaria, and Albania, and the Western European economies included France, Belgium, Austria, the Netherlands, Greece, and Luxembourg. Chen’s study showed a remarkable growth in industrial production for the Eastern European people’s democracies.


  In addition to using Chen’s article to show the superiority of the economic systems of the Eastern European people’s democracies, Mao was also using propaganda to tell the nation that the Northeast was ahead of the rest of the nation in its drive for industrialization and that the region should become a model for the nation. Finally, he employed propaganda to say that China should follow in the steps of the Soviet Union and the Eastern European people’s democracies and embark on a planned economy and a transition to socialism, and eventually Communism. By early 1953, most Chinese people were aware of the CCP’s intention to start the FFYP and industrialization; they were less aware, however, of Mao’s plan to carry out an immediate transition to socialism by eradicating the whole capitalist economy. They could not begin to imagine the dire consequences of his plan for their lives for the next quarter century. Mao, on the other hand, was certain about what he wanted for China.


  Mao’s First Inspection Trip: February 1953


  By mid-February 1953, Mao had probably already succeeded in getting the members of the Politburo to agree to his plan to begin a transition to socialism immediately. It is also possible, however, that he had encountered some disagreement from wary leaders such as Liu and Zhou. At this time, Mao went to Wuhan and Nanjing to observe for himself the conditions in the country. It is significant that Mao made his inspection tour after he had arranged, at Stalin’s urging in October 1952, for the convening of a National People’s Congress (NPC) and the drafting of a new constitution. In addition, on February 15, 1953, just before he left for his inspection trip, Mao made two major decisions that had important consequences later.


  First, he completed the draft resolution on mutual-aid teams, originally written in December 1951, and made an important change in the section of the resolution dealing with the conditions under which collectives should be established.14 The CCP had for a long time adhered to the Leninist idea that mechanization must precede collectivization. From 1950, however, Mao had begun to support local cadres in Shanxi in challenging private land ownership in the countryside. Mao was feeling unhappy with the old Leninist principle and decided to modify the resolution. In place of setting mechanization as the precondition for collectivization, he modified the text of the resolution to read that collectivization could begin “with the complete consent of the peasants and suitable economic conditions.”15 Using a vague term such as “suitable economic conditions” gave Mao a free hand to begin collectivization whenever he wished. He thereby managed to change dramatically the existing policy on collectivization.


  Also, on February 15, 1953, Mao made an important decision concerning joint state-private ventures. Mao signaled his support for Bo Yibo’s argument that, for the time being, the government should not rush into a joint venture that was being planned with a private shipping company, on the grounds that the CCP lacked the necessary funds and experience to take part in such an experiment. While generally agreeing with Bo’s position, Mao maintained that such a practice would be inevitable in the future.16 He then asked Zhou Enlai to take charge of matters relating to joint state-private ventures;17 Zhou quickly approved two new joint state-private ventures.18 In February 1953, before Mao left Beijing for his inspection trip, he was already certain about a few things: he was convinced that collectives could be established without mechanization and that joint state-private ventures would have to be formed at some point. He would test those ideas in southern China as he sought the means to transform China’s predominantly private economy into a socialist one.


  Although this trip in February 1953 was Mao’s first formal inspection tour since 1949, he had made a seven-day trip in October 1952 that had combined a vacation with an inspection tour along the Yellow River basin. While Mao spent most of his time touring historical sites, he also had opportunities to visit villages and speak with peasants about agricultural production and truces. In addition, he spoke at considerable length with those who were working on plans to get the Yellow River under control.19


  Mao arrived in Wuhan late in the day on February 16 and left for Nanjing before noon on February 19, 1953. During his visit in Wuhan, he met with party leaders at all levels, including those in the South-Central Bureau and in provincial, municipal, district, and neighborhood party organizations. By this time, Mao had already developed his own style of travel. He had his own special train and rode it from place to place whenever he desired. Since his main purpose was to collect information, he would pick up local cadres along the way to ride with him and answer his questions. According to the available information, he picked up at least one local official, Zhang Yumei, the head of Xingtai Prefecture in Hebei Province.20 During the time they were together, Mao asked him a wide range of questions. While traveling by naval vessel from Wuhan to Nanjing, Mao brought along a cadre by the name of Liu Huinong to ask him about his experience as the government’s representative in a joint state-private shipping company.


  One of Mao’s principal goals for the trip was to investigate the outcome of the Suppression-of-Counter-Revolutionaries Campaign,21 but he had four other objectives for his inspection trip. One of these was to study conditions in the country and to obtain information as part of his preparations for the transition to socialism. He was also interested in learning about the Three-Anti and Five-Anti political campaigns, mutual-aid teams, agricultural production cooperatives, manufacturing industries, port workers, joint public-and-private ownership, the life of urban residents and neighborhood associations, and the handicraft industry, which Mao knew was a difficult area to transform.22


  Second, in the spring of 1953, Mao was looking for ways to transform not only capitalist industry and commerce, but also the capitalists. Just as a boat is needed to cross a river, Mao said that China’s socialist transformation required the means to move from one stage to another.23 His search for a way to expedite the transformation may account for his intense interest in mutual-aid teams, agricultural production cooperatives, and successful examples of joint enterprises based on state-private ownership.


  Third, Mao went to Wuhan to spread his ideas about the transition to socialism. He was not being as secretive as he had been three months previously at the meeting on November 12, 1952. In fact, during his inspection tour, he made a point of informing the leaders of Xiaogang District of the new plan for socialist transition, and he asked them to tell county-level cadres of his plans.24 These ideas were neither official nor public yet, but he was eager to try them out on lower-level cadres, but not on cadres below the county level. He observed the same caution in May of that same year.25 His decision to inform cadres down to the county level probably came from his growing confidence in his plan and from his realization of the need to build support for it among the lower-ranking cadres.


  How did Mao define the meaning of the transition to socialism during his trip? In February 1953, still following the conceptual framework established in fall 1948, he told a group of regional leaders that New Democracy was a transitional stage to socialism.26 He, however, redefined the tasks that should be carried out during this transitional stage. He identified three tasks that had already been accomplished during the transition: the overthrow of imperialism, the end of feudalism, and the elimination of bureaucratic capitalism. He also defined tasks that needed to be taken care of in four areas: the national bourgeoisie, private agriculture, handicrafts, and illiteracy.27 He believed that these areas had to be approached in a way different from that used to deal with enemies. He planned to use redemption (shumai) to transform the national bourgeoisie and to replace private farms and handicrafts, respectively, with state farms and cooperatives.28 Mao also expressed his views on how long the transition would last: “In my estimation, it will probably take roughly three five-year plans to complete the transformation of agriculture, handicraft industry, and private industry and commerce.”29 As early as 1942, commenting on important things he had learned from the Short Course, he noted that Stalin used three Five-Year Plans (FYPs) to establish socialism.


  Fourth, Mao used his trip to Wuhan as an opportunity to criticize two ideas that he believed to be wrong. Speaking to a group of senior leaders from the South-Central Bureau, Hubei Province, and from Wuhan City, he declared, “I think it’s wrong to speak of the consolidation of the New Democratic society and the ‘four freedoms.’”30 Probably intended as a preliminary response to concerns raised by senior leaders about his new initiatives, his statement set the stage for his later attacks on several top party leaders, including Liu Shaoqi, Zhou Enlai, Deng Zihui, and Bo Yibo, during the summer of 1953. Why did he make these comments at this time? Was he testing the waters for his later attacks? Alternatively, was he seeking to build support for his plan for the transition to socialism from the lower levels of the party? Mao often tried his ideas out on audiences he could count on to be respectful and receptive.


  Although the idea of the “consolidation of the New Democratic order” has often been linked to Liu Shaoqi, other leaders, however, had also used it and supported it. In drafting a political report in February 1953, for example, both Zhou Enlai and Deng Xiaoping stated that “the New Democratic social order had been established.” When Mao read this statement, he was alarmed and considered it to be harmful. After careful consideration, he removed the statement from the draft political report.31


  It is generally recognized among Chinese scholars that in the early 1950s, Liu believed that the party had to consolidate the New Democratic order before taking any steps toward socialism, and that his view was in line with the CCP’s original plan of 1949.32 There was, in fact, only one occasion when he made an official statement about the “consolidation of the New Democratic order” in describing the goals of the CCP. In a speech delivered to the First National Conference on Organizational Work in March 1951, he spoke of the present, future, and ultimate goals of the CCP: “At present it is to struggle for the consolidation of the New Democratic order; in the future, it is to struggle for the transition to socialism; and ultimately, it is to struggle to achieve Communism.”33 These three goals of the CCP were later included among the eight principles that Communists should uphold; these principles were approved by the Central Committee.34 Mao’s later criticism of the idea of the “consolidation of the New Democratic order” during his inspection tour to Wuhan, however, was interpreted by other leaders as an attack upon Liu Shaoqi.


  The notion of the “four freedoms” originated with Deng Zihui, who promoted it during the First National Conference on Rural Work in April 1953. The four freedoms included the freedom to hire labor; the freedom to borrow and lend money; the freedom to buy, sell, lease, and rent land; and the freedom to trade. When Deng talked about these freedoms, however, he said they were not unconditional freedoms.35 Loans offered by loan sharks at high interest rates, for instance, would not be included in the four freedoms. Mao criticized Deng’s statement because any association of the “four freedoms” with the concept of New Democracy interfered with his plans for the general line.


  During his tour, Mao learned both positive and negative things about mutual-aid teams, agricultural cooperatives, and joint state-private enterprises. Overall, however, the tour convinced him of the value of these organizational arrangements. He was pleasantly surprised by the speed with which the mutual-aid teams were being established in the old liberated areas, and probably even more pleased when told by local cadres that the idea of organizing mutual-aid teams had become rooted in the minds of the people.36 He also learned that experiments with agricultural production cooperatives, a more advanced form of organization, had been conducted during the last two years, from 1951 to 1953, in Xingtai Prefecture, an old liberated area, and that those experiments were successful. He attempted to advance the cause of collectivization by promoting two ideas: “mutual-aid cooperation is better than farming on one’s own”37 and “it is possible to achieve collectivization without mechanization, and therefore China does not have to follow the Soviet way of doing things.”38 Mao continued to reiterate these ideas as he began to formulate the general line for socialist transition.


  Mao’s eagerness during his inspection tour to collect information on a successful joint state-private enterprise suggests that he was already serious about establishing joint state-private ownership nationwide as a means of transforming capitalist industry. He left Wuhan on February 19, 1953, aboard a naval vessel—probably a small one, as China did not yet have a naval force—and arrived in Nanjing three days later. Liu Huinong, a CCP official who had been appointed general manager of Minsheng Shipping Company and represented the government in the management of this joint state-private enterprise, was asked to accompany Mao to Nanjing so that he could brief Mao on the shipping industry along the Yangtze River and explain how a large private shipping company like Minsheng had become a jointly owned state-private entity.39


  Minsheng’s case was a special one. As a financially distressed private company, it had sought help from the government, only to see the government seize total control of it. Founded by Lu Zuofu in 1925, it was the largest private company in the inland water-transportation business. In 1949, the company had begun to suffer serious losses due mainly to poor management. During the eighteen months after the Communists took power in 1949, it was estimated that the company had accumulated debts of 13 million yuan (old currency). As early as March 1950, Lu contacted Zhou Enlai through the company’s Beijing office to seek the government’s help. As part of the arrangement, the company allowed a government representative to sit on its board of directors. In 1952, Lu, through his representatives in Beijing, contacted the Ministry of Transportation and initiated discussions concerning a possible joint state-private partnership. In September of the same year, the Minsheng Shipping Company officially became a joint state-private entity.40


  Mao was “extremely interested” in the Minsheng Shipping Company and “asked detailed questions about the company and the whole process through which the company had become a joint state-private enterprise.” Liu Huinong explained that the government took control of the company in three steps. First, the government provided loans and fuel to keep the business going. Second, a joint state-private entity was formed in which the government invested 10 million yuan (old currency). Third, the government became the source of all employee benefits.41 Although the business was supposedly being run jointly by the original owner and the government’s representative, the government was in fact in charge. Not surprisingly, shortly after the general line was first announced in late September 1953, the story of Minsheng appeared in Renmin ribao on October 11, 1953. It was described as “a case of a birth without pain,” and a short editorial also appeared praising Minsheng as “a model of joint state-private ownership.”42


  When Mao left Wuhan for Nanjing on the morning of February 19, 1953, he must have felt great satisfaction. Not only had he gathered valuable information, but he was also able to spread his ideas and to criticize the “wrong ideas” expressed by several senior leaders. Most importantly, Mao had the opportunity to experience the enthusiasm the common people felt for him. He was so moved by the experience that he went back to Wuhan in 1966 to energize himself by making his highly publicized swim in the Yangtze River just before launching the Cultural Revolution.


  Wang Renzhong, the party secretary of Wuhan City in the early 1950s—who later accompanied Mao on his swim in 1966—tells of the warm reception Mao received from the local people when he toured East Lake during his short stay in Wuhan in February 1953. So as not to be recognized by the masses, Mao covered his nose and mouth with a large white mask, the kind used by the Chinese during the winter to ward off germs and the cold air. He was soon recognized, however, by an elementary school student who spread the word, shouting, “Chairman Mao is here!”43 Wang watched as thousands upon thousands of people surged toward Mao and gathered around him. The people were elated to see Mao, according to Wang.44 An emotional Mao responded by saying, “Wuhan people are really great!” (Wuhan renmin zhen hao ya!) 45 It is likely that Mao returned to Beijing with renewed self-confidence and vigor and was ready to push his new agenda. In spring 1953, Mao was determined to move China quickly toward socialism, and he was ready to crush anyone who stood in his way.


  Li Weihan’s Investigation of State Capitalism: March 1953


  In spring 1953, the CCP’s policies toward capitalist industry differed from its policies toward capitalist commerce. Toward the former, the CCP pursued policies based on the party’s interpretation of state capitalism, as described in chapter 2, and emphasized control over capitalist industries. Toward the latter, the CCP applied a policy called “paichu,” or “squeeze out;’ which sought to eliminate capitalist commercial enterprises, both large and small, and replace them with either state-owned or cooperative-owned entities. In spring 1953, however, there was a search for a workable means to transform capitalist industry rather than just control it. Aside from Mao’s brief inspection trip to southern China in February 1952, more ambitious investigative work was being conducted on this topic.


  In spring 1953, Li Weihan, then the head of the United Front Department, was asked to lead a group of cadres to conduct field investigations in several large cities in southern China, including Wuhan, Shanghai, and Nanjing. One of Li Weihan’s major goals for the investigation was to examine how state capitalism had been implemented in large industrial cities in the past several years.46 In March of that year, Li Lisan also conducted a field investigation concerning the handicraft industry in Wuhan for more than a month,47 though not much is known about his activities or findings.


  After conducting his investigation, Li Weihan submitted his report to the central leadership in May 1953. The report was entitled “Issues Concerning Public and Private Relations in Capitalist Industries.”48 Liu Shaoqi found the report to be important and suggested that it be discussed in upcoming Politburo meetings.49 Li’s report was also appreciated by Zhou Enlai, who was also looking at that time for the means to transform private capitalism.50 As with the policy proposal written by Zhang Wentian almost four years earlier, Mao was interested in Li’s report. Mao even spoke with Li by phone and suggested they discuss the report in future Politburo meetings.51


  Li’s investigation revealed that between 1949 and 1952, state capitalism as proposed by Zhang Wentian had been widely applied to capitalist enterprises in large cities and that the output of these enterprises had grown rapidly. Li offered a detailed analysis of all the forms of state capitalism that were in operation at that time. These included “purchase state capitalism” (shougou), in which state-owned commercial entities purchased products under short-term contracts from privately owned factories; “sole-agent state capitalism” (baoxiao), in which state-owned entities acted as the sole sales agents for private manufacturers; and “processing-goods state capitalism” (jiagong ) and “ordering-goods state capitalism” (dinghuo), both of which were discussed in chapter 2.


  The Li report also showed that the wide acceptance of state capitalism by the capitalists after 1952 was spurred by the brutal Five-Anti Campaign between January 26 and October 25 of 1952. The campaign targeted owners of factories and shops and subjected them to grueling psychological and sometimes physical abuse. By the end of the campaign, the CCP had broken the spirit of the Chinese national bourgeoisie and had forced its members to submit to Communist rule. In 1952, they had no alternative but to accept state capitalism in whatever form it was imposed.52 In the seven largest industrial cities, the industrial output of enterprises that were under state capitalism, as a percentage of all industrial output, was impressive: Shanghai, 58 percent; Wuhan, 65.5 percent; Xian, 70.3 percent; Harbin, 76 percent; Hangzhou, 63.7 percent; Shenyang, 55.9 percent; and Guangzhou, 32.8 percent.53


  Licategorized the various forms of state capitalism and outlined the developmental trajectory from the most elementary to the most advanced form: shougou, baoxiao, jiagong, dinghuo, and gongsi keying (joint state-private ownership). The first two were identified as elementary; the next two, intermediate; and the last one, gongsi heying, the most advanced form of state capitalism.54 Li came to the conclusion that the transformation of capitalist ownership should be carried out by utilizing state capitalism in general and gongsi keying in particular. It should be pointed out, however, that Li’s investigations were conducted after Mao’s inspection tour in the Wuhan region. Li’s recommendation that joint state-private ownership be instituted was, most likely, no coincidence; Mao had probably suggested that Li make this recommendation. Li recognized that joint state-private ownership was still an insignificant operation in 1952, when only 5.7 percent of the industrial output came from state-private enterprises, and that many practical problems remained. He nevertheless continued to recommend that it be utilized as a “principal method” for changing capitalist ownership.55 Between 1948 and 1953, the state capitalism of Zhang Wentian was used to get the Chinese capitalist class under control. After 1953, the state capitalism of Mao, centered upon joint state-private ownership, had assumed a new meaning and function: it was to be used to change the ownership of the capitalist economy and to bring it a step closer to socialism. The idea of using gongsi keying to transform the capitalist economy enjoyed strong support among the other leaders. During discussions in summer 1953, both Zhou and Chen Yun expressed their views on the need to expand the scope of gongsi keying. They both believed, however, that the implementation of joint state-private ownership should be gradual.56


  Joint state-private ownership did not fit neatly into any of Lenin’s categories of state capitalism; the Chinese, therefore, had to come up with some justification to give it credibility. Both Li Lisan and Zhou Enlai defended it on Mao’s behalf without giving persuasive reasons. Li argued that “the state capitalism practiced in China [was] entirely in accordance with Lenin’s principles” and that “gongsi keying in China [was] equivalent to concessionary state capitalism” as practiced in the Soviet Union.57 Zhou offered his justification for joint state-private ownership in his concluding remarks to the Forty-Ninth Standing Committee of the Chinese People’s Political Consultative Conference (CPPCC) in September 1953. Zhou spoke of how China’s state capitalism resembled the Soviet Union’s and shared characteristics with it, and he then added the seemingly contradictory comment that China’s state capitalism “differed from theirs in format and content.”58 Both men’s justifications seemed tenuous, but the Chinese leaders were desperate in the early 1950s to fit Chinese practice into Soviet orthodoxy.


  In spring 1953, as Mao clarified his approach to the elimination of capitalism in the urban economy, he decided it was time to let the whole party know what lay ahead. He used ideas expressed in the Short Course to persuade the party’s rank and file. On April 23, 1953, a Central Committee directive instructed the whole party to use a year and a half, between July 1953 and December 1954, to study the Short Course, specifically chapters 9 through 12.59 This directive appeared in the CCP’s official newspaper, Renmin ribao, two days later. It sent a strong signal to the nation that Stalinism and Stalin’s path to socialism were there to stay, and it marked the beginning of the Stalinization of China, both ideologically and economically. Beginning in May 1953, articles began to appear in the party publication Xuexi [Study] describing the content of these chapters (see appendix 2). Between mid-July and late November 1953, Renmin ribao ran a series of articles reporting on how CCP cadres working at many different levels—in the central government, ministries, regional offices, and at the Central Party School—were studying the Short Course.60


  Mao’s Use of Criticism to Solidify Support


  In October 1953, reflecting on the importance of the National Conference on Financial and Economic Work held in Beijing from June 13 to August 13, 1953, Mao wrote that issues associated with the general line could not have been resolved without the conference.61 The main purpose of the conference had been to discuss the general line, and his assessment was accurate. His goal for the conference was to redirect the thinking of top party leaders away from concern with building a New Democratic economy, the official line since 1949, and toward a new focus on building socialism by eliminating capitalism and private ownership. During the conference, he exerted great efforts to get all party leaders to rally around this new policy initiative. To justify his policies and win support, he cited the ideas of Lenin and Stalin, and he criticized and attacked his lieutenants when they argued in favor of ideas associated with past polices. He also enlisted Gao Gang, an ambitious party leader who shared Mao’s “leftist” policy orientation, to attack leaders who disagreed with him.62 In the end, Mao succeeded in getting all the Politburo members and all 163 delegates to the National Conference for Financial and Economic Work to agree to his new policy platform.


  Mao relied upon the writings of Lenin and Stalin to persuade other leaders, especially members of the Politburo, to support his policy initiatives. He arranged for several relevant selections of their writings to be printed between June and July 1953 and distributed at Politburo meetings in summer 1953.63 On July 29, 1953, the Central Committee decided to distribute these reference materials to cadres at both ministerial and commission levels.64 In compiling these materials, Mao used excerpts not only from the Short Course but also from the writings of Lenin and Stalin. He paid particular attention to Lenin’s writings on the New Economic Policy (NEP) and his theory of state capitalism and to Stalin’s writings on industrialization and collectivization. Mao’s interest in these topics was evident in the titles given to the compilations of writings produced under his direction in summer 1953, at the height of the policy formulation process: Lenin and Stalin on State Capitalism and the NEP, Stalin on the Basic Route for Soviet Industrial Development, and Questions Concerning Price Policy and Collectivization Described in the Short Course. These collections brought together a broad range of Lenin’s writings and speeches: “The Tax in Kind,” originally published on April 21, 1921; “General Outline Report on the Strategies of the CPSU,” a speech delivered in June 1921 to the Third Congress of the Comintern; the text of a political report that Lenin delivered to the Eleventh Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) on March 27, 1922; “New Economic Policies and the Tasks of the Political Education Department;’ published on October 17, 1921; “On New Economic Policies,” published on October 29, 1921;“On Cooperatives,” published on January 6, 1923; and, of course, Stalin’s Short Course.65


  Li Lisan also put together a collection of reference materials, called Lenin on State Capitalism. It is not clear whether Li was asked to do this job or volunteered for it. It is possible that Li’s familiarity with the writings of Marx and Lenin led to his being asked to produce the collection. Li Lisan drew upon four of Lenin’s works: “The Current Tasks of Soviet Power,” published on April 29, 1918; “The Tax in Kind” of April 21, 1921; “A Speech on the Tax in Kind,” delivered on May 26 and 27, 1921; and the text of a political report that Lenin delivered to the Eleventh Congress of the CPSU on March 27, 1922.66


  Two days after the conference was convened, an important enlarged Politburo meeting was held on June 15. In addition to Politburo members, it was attended by Central Committee members whose responsibilities were related to the issues under discussion; the CCP party secretaries of ten major cites also attended the meetings.67 Mao’s main goal, as indicated earlier, was to persuade top partyleaders to change the party’s policy from one of pursuing New Democracy to one of eliminating capitalism and private-property ownership. During the meeting, he delivered a speech in which he officially introduced his conceptual framework for the general line for socialist transition. In the process, he criticized both “leftist” and “rightist” thinking—but especially “rightist” thinking—warning against any departures from the general line and any “leftist” or “rightist” mistakes. Also during this meeting, a new policy for transforming capitalist industries was established.


  Beginning in September 1952, Mao presented to various audiences his conceptual framework for China’s transition to socialism. The wording of the conceptual framework, however, changed over time and continued to evolve until December 1953. In contrast to the statement he had made in February 1953 during his inspection trip, by June 1953 he was no longer speaking of a transition from New Democracy to socialism. Instead, dropping the term “New Democracy” entirely, he now identified the transition period as “extending from the establishment of the PRC in 1949 to the completion of the socialist transformation” He also defined the tasks to be completed during the transition period as “basically to achieve national industrialization and the socialist transformation of agriculture, handicraft industries, and capitalist industry and commerce over the course of a considerable period of time”68


  In June 1953, Mao did not specify exactly how long he expected it would take “basically” to complete the process of socialist transition, instead using the vague language “over the course of a considerable period of time” He had used this expression in the past, typically to mean three years. He avoided any mention of gradualism, despite the emphasis Stalin gave to it in October 1952 during his last meetings with Liu Shaoqi and other CCP leaders. Over the next few months, however, to make his ideas more acceptable to the general public and other top CCP leaders, Mao modified this aspect of his conceptual framework by adding the term “gradualism and by specifying that it would require three five-year plans to achieve a transition to socialism. In my view, the conceptual framework he presented on June 15, 1953, largely reflected his real thinking at the time. He did not want to offer a timetable or include any reference to gradualism, for he wanted if possible to complete the socialist transition in China in a short time. His new conceptual framework reflected his attempt to wrap a Stalinist program of building socialism in a mantle of gradualism while emphasizing the key features of the Stalinist road to socialism as described in the Short Course: industrialization, collectivization in the countryside, and all-out war on the capitalist economy.


  During the conference, many leaders could not grasp the meaning of what Mao meant by a gradual transition from capitalism to socialism. His efforts at explaining the transition were based on a crude interpretation of the Stalinism described in the Short Course. In his economic analysis, Mao borrowed Stalin’s idea that the size of the state-owned economy relative to that of the capitalist economy served as an indicator of progress toward socialism. In Mao’s estimation, as a result of recent policies, the state-owned and socialist economy had grown, and capitalist commerce and industry had either been diminished in size or brought under government control. If the CCP continued to apply the policy of paichu (squeeze out) toward capitalist commerce, Mao believed that the capitalist wholesale sector would be eliminated in five to ten years, and the capitalist retail sector in ten to twenty years. He also believed that the size of capitalist industry had been reduced as well. In his view, when the CCP began to institute joint state-private ownership, China would be ready to move to socialism.69


  While Mao was optimistic about the future elimination of capitalism, he did not underestimate the power of the capitalists, for there were still some 3.8 million workers in capitalist enterprises. As a result, he did not think the CCP could simply eliminate the capitalists; he recognized he would have to work with them for a period of time.70 In June 1953, Mao, like other top leaders, publicly supported the view that peaceful means should be applied in transforming both the capitalist economy and the capitalists. When it came time to carry out the transformation, however, severe measures were in fact employed.


  At the Politburo meeting on June 15, 1953, Mao criticized three “rightist” expressions.71 Like Stalin in 1928 and 1929, Mao in the early 1950s labeled any person or idea he disagreed with as “rightist” and therefore an obstacle to achieving socialism. The first “rightist” expression that Mao criticized—“the consolidation of a New Democratic order”—was the same one that he had targeted in February 1953 in Wuhan.


  During the same Politburo meeting on June 15, 1953, Mao was specific in his criticism:


  This way of posing the question is harmful. Changes are taking place every day, and it is very difficult to establish order.... The transition period is full of contradictions and struggles, and our present revolutionary struggle is more profound than past armed revolutions. This is a revolution that will completely bury the capitalist system as well as all exploitative systems. The idea of consolidating a “New Democratic order” is not in accordance with the real conditions of the struggle and hinders the advancement of the socialist cause.72


  Mao’s wording was strong, to say the least, and reflected his rejection of the past policies associated with New Democracy. Since these past policies posed a threat to the new position he had adopted on the transition to socialism, he certainly could not tolerate anyone espousing these policies.


  The second “rightist” expression that Mao criticized—“walking toward socialism from New Democracy”73—came from Zhou Enlai. This expression was commonly used in the early 1950s, and it was nothing out of the ordinary. Mao’s response was, “It’s vague to put the issue this way. ... ‘ Walking toward’ means [the destination or goal] has not yet been reached. This way of putting the question looks fine, [but if] analyzed closely, it is inappropriate.”74 His criticism, again, reflected his eagerness to sever all ties with New Democracy.


  Mao also criticized a third “rightist” expression—“protecting private property” in the countryside—as “incorrect.” In April 1953, Deng Zihui, to calm peasant fears during the CCP’s drive to organize mutual-aid teams in the countryside, had spoken of the need to “respect the land ownership rights of the peasants” and “make sure the private property rights of the peasants [were] not violated.”75 While knowing perfectly well the context in which the statements were made, Mao still claimed they were incorrect,76 although he did not specify why. Mao faced no real challenge to the general line, but his criticisms were intended to suppress all discussion of past policies associated with New Democracy. He had gone along with them in the past, but he never really took them seriously as long-term policies; he instead supported them as short-term tactics.77 His criticisms were successful in eliminating support for these earlier policies and in suppressing potential resistance to the general line.


  Disagreements over the Socialist Transition


  In June 1953, there was broad agreement among the leaders on the goals of China’s transition to socialism, but there were disagreements over the amount of time and the methods to be used to achieve it.78 One area of disagreement was over whether capitalism should be eliminated in China. The term “elimination” implied nationalization of all private businesses by force rather than through peaceful means. The majority of the party’s top leadership supported a policy of peaceful and gradual transformation of capitalist enterprises. Gao Gang, representing a minority point of view within the party, supported the outright elimination of capitalism.79 Mao and Li Weihan were both aware of Gao’s opposition to the party’s gradualist policy. Mao asked Gao to express his views during a Politburo meeting; Gao, however, kept quiet during the meeting. After the meeting, Gao asked Li Weihan if he was aware of Bukharin’s views in support of a peaceful transition to socialism.80 By asking about Bukharin’s views, Gao was indirectly expressing his opposition to the party’s policy of peaceful transformation and was suggesting that it violated ideological orthodoxy, for it was well known that Bukharin had supported a policy of peaceful transition to socialism in the 1920s and was brutally criticized by Stalin for it.


  During the June discussions, some minor disagreements also emerged over what the capitalists should be transformed into. Li Weihan’s proposal was to transform them into “socialist citizens.” An opposing view was expressed from an unexpected quarter, Lin Boqu, a mild man who rarely expressed his opposition, but Lin’s comments have not yet been made public. Mao backed Li’s proposal, and it was adopted.81


  The Policy of Transforming the Private Retailing Sector and Its Reversal


  In June 1953, Mao and the CCP decided it would continue its long-standing policy, based on the principle of paichu (squeezing out), of transforming the private retailing sector.82 Each year, a certain number of private retailing entities would be eliminated and replaced with state-owned and cooperative entities.83 Mao, however, was forced to modify this policy, at least temporarily, as it was applied more widely. On June 28, Mao decided to replace paichu with a policy of gradual elimination,84 which would rely on the use of state capitalism. In early September 1953, he officially changed the policy. He offered two reasons to justify the policy reversal. First, he said, “further research was needed, due to the lack of experience” in dealing with economic issues. Second, he argued that private retailing was still useful.85 In fact, practical political considerations had forced Mao to forsake the paichu policy; the policy had produced disastrous results and had to be dropped. Mao was concerned about the threat of social unrest resulting from widespread unemployment if the party moved too quickly to eliminate private retailing entities.


  This policy reversal also reflected a fundamental problem that the CCP was facing at the time: how to balance the party’s ideological commitment to eliminating capitalism and at the same time not offend the social groups whose livelihood would be affected by the party’s policies. Since first attempting to apply the paichu policy to private retailing, the party had encountered serious problems as the government systematically eliminated private retailing entities. Many workers lost their jobs in the process and blamed the CCP for their misfortune. To reduce social tensions, a new policy was adopted in June 1952, aimed at slowing the pace of elimination, and a ratio of 25 percent to 75 percent between state-owned and private retail entities, respectively, was established as a goal. By November of the same year, as more workers became unemployed, tensions worsened. Fearing social unrest, the CCP issued a lengthy directive aimed at correcting the situation by slowing the process of eliminating the private commercial sector.86 Commenting on the directive, Mao gave instructions that the ratio of 25 percent to 75 percent should be maintained and that it could be changed only with the prior approval of the CCP Central Committee.87


  Even with this emphasis on keeping a 25 percent to 75 percent proportion in favor of private retailing entities, the survival of these entities was threatened by the state’s support for increasing the presence of state-owned retailing entities. Many private retailing entities were on the edge of bankruptcy. In responding to these circumstances, Mao was prompted in early 1953 to support an inherently contradictory policy that had been proposed by leading cadres at the Ministry of Commerce. The new policy encouraged state-owned commercial entities to make as much money as possible but at the same time not to destroy the private merchants.88 How could a balance be struck between the state-owned entities making as much money as possible and not destroying their private-merchant competitors in the process?


  Instead of continuing the policy of paichu, the CCP decided to apply state capitalism to capitalist commerce, as the party had already applied it to capitalist industry. The policy was announced in October 1953, after the end of the Emergency Meeting on Grain. It was decided to use the method of “sell on commission” (daixiao or jingxiao) to get capitalist commerce under control. This policy was developed after the policy of “the state monopoly for the purchase and marketing of grain, cotton, and cooking oil” (tonggou tongxiao) was formulated in the fall of 1953.


  Mao’s Efforts to Reshape the Thinking of 163 Leaders


  Mao let it be known how far he was willing to go to solidify support for the general line. After he criticized several senior leaders at the June 15 enlarged Politburo meeting, he extended his attacks to Bo Yibo and his new tax law, which Mao associated with the policy orientation of New Democracy. Mao enlisted Gao Gang to lead the attacks on Bo during the National Conference on Financial and Economic Work, which ran for two months, from June to August 1953. Mao then enlisted Zhou Enlai to attack Bo in his concluding remarks to the conference on August 11. On August 12, 1953, the day before the conference was finally concluded, Mao gave a speech in which he continued the attack on Bo.89


  Mao used the attacks on certain senior leaders during the conference to reshape the thinking of the 163 leaders participating in the conference and to force them to support the general line. At the same time, he was telling them that they should no longer think in terms of building a New Democratic economy and that they should instead prepare to embark immediately on the transition to socialism.


  When Bo revised the tax law in fall 1952, he believed that he was following the guidelines contained in the Common Program and current party policies, which called for the tax burden to be shared equally by the state-owned and private sectors. Bo announced the new tax law on December 31, 1952, without consulting Mao, who learned of it through reports published in the press in early January 1953. Mao was forious. He wrote a letter to Zhou and not only asked to be briefed but also wanted to make sure his displeasure concerning the matter was conveyed to other leaders.90 Mao was actually angrier at not being consulted than at the content of the tax law. After this incident, Mao became more sensitive about not being informed of policy decisions, and he made a point of expressing his displeasure whenever it happened. He became particularly unhappy with Liu Shaoqi, the number-two man in the party hierarchy, and Yang Shangkun, the director of the general office for the CCP Central Committee. On May 19, 1953, Mao sharply criticized both Liu and Yang for behavior that was “wrong” and “in violation of the rules.”91 In early June 1953, before the National Conference on Financial and Economic Work was convened, Mao, in preparation for his attacks on Bo’s new tax law, distributed to certain leaders five documents containing the communications between Bo and other leaders in January and February 1953.92


  Mao’s attack on Bo on August 12, 1953, was a brutal climax to nearly two months of attacks against him by various leaders during the National Conference on Financial and Economic Work. Bo was attacked for the two “crimes” he had committed in revising the taxation system. First, he was sharply criticized for discussing the new taxation system with the capitalists before consulting with the Central Committee, especially Mao.93 Second, Bo was condemned for “violating the party resolution of 1949” and for making “right-opportunist mistakes.”94 The intense struggle resulted in the demotion of Bo Yibo, only the second time this had happened to a senior leader since 1949. The first one was Li Lisan, who lost his job in 1951 as the head of the All-China Federation of Trade Unions because his views on labor unions differed from Mao’s. Bo was later reinstated after the fall of Gao Gang. From the time of his attacks on Bo, Mao addressed with greater energy than he had in the past the issue of bourgeois thinking in the party and the two-line struggle between the socialist and capitalist roads.


  Mao’s Courtship of Prominent Figures and Business Leaders


  In early fall 1953, after Mao had intimidated important party leaders into supporting the general line, he tried to win acceptance of the general line from leading non-Communist national figures and business leaders. In particular, he wanted to persuade them to participate in joint state-private enterprises based on joint state-private ownership, a key institution in his concept of state capitalism. In dealing with socially prominent figures and business leaders, he was cunning. He did not try to force his ideas on them; he instead reassured them and convinced them that the process would be a gradual one, without any “shocks” or “uneasiness.” He had good reason to be careful with this group of people, at least at this stage, for he still needed their goodwill and support to make the CCP and himself look good in the eyes of the public. He was ultimately successful in persuading this group of people that he was not going to upset their world or eliminate them anytime soon.95 Before announcing the general line to the general public, Mao had to inform the influential non-CCP members of the CPPCC.96 During a CPPCC meeting in September 1953, some of Mao’s policies were questioned and criticized by one of his old friends. Mao did not hesitate to launch a brutal counterattack on his old friend, Liang Shuming, a well-known Confucian scholar. Mao’s readiness to make this attack showed how defensive and sensitive he was about having his new policy challenged.


  Mao and Liang first met in the 1930s, and they maintained their friendship until their clash at the meeting in September 1953. Before 1949, Liang had been actively involved with social experimentation in rural China in an effort to improve the level of civic culture there. Liang believed it was essential to modernize rural China before the whole nation could be modernized.97 After 1949, Liang, like many well-known non-Communist figures in China, was invited to join the CPPCC.


  On September 8, 1953, Liang attended the enlarged Forty-Ninth Standing Committee meeting of the CPPCC, during which he, along with others, was told about Mao’s general line for socialist transition. Liang supported the government’s new policy program, including the FFYP. After listening to Zhou Enlai’s speech, however, Liang expressed some concerns about the priority the government was placing on industry, and he criticized the CCP’s handling of rural affairs. Liang’s behavior was typical of Chinese intellectuals, who erroneously believed the party propaganda that they would be allowed to express their thoughts candidly. Unfortunately, Liang’s questions and criticisms led Mao to strike back at him in an almost irrational manner, precipitating an unpleasant exchange between the two men before a large audience. The friendship of some twenty years between Mao and Liang ended as a result.


  In his first question, responding to the party’s emphasis on heavy industry, Liang wanted to know if the government had a plan to develop light industry and transportation during the FFYP. He also made two comments that expressed his views on the party’s rural policies. In one comment, he said he believed that the peasants were living in hell while the workers were living in heaven. In another comment, he said the CCP had forgotten the peasants. He specifically condemned the behavior of some lower-ranking rural cadres and described them as using “coercion” and “running things without consultation.”98 His remarks were accurate assessments of conditions in the rural areas, and Mao himself was aware of the problems Liang identified.99 His comments, however, were seen by Mao as a frontal assault on the general line, and he was determined not only to win the fight with Liang, but also to use the fight to scare off any potential opposition to the general line.


  On September 12, 1953, the day after Liang spoke, Mao responded to Liang’s remarks before a large audience by suggesting, without naming him, that Liang was opposing the general line. It was abundantly clear to everyone present, however, that Mao was attacking Liang. Although surprised at Mao’s accusation, Liang decided not to yield. Instead of having an open argument with Mao, Liang decided to write a letter to Mao. The two men actually met for about twenty minutes on the evening of September 13. The exchange did not go well, for Mao continued to insist that Liang was opposing the general line. A determined Liang continued to search for an opportunity to defend himself against this charge. When Liang was given an opportunity to speak on September 16, he reiterated the positions he had previously stated. The next speaker, a top CCP leader, delivered a long speech in support of Mao and repeatedly labeled Liang as a counterrevolutionary. During this speech, Mao interrupted and again accused Liang of opposing the general line, this time, however, attacking him face-to-face in public.100


  The confrontation between Liang and Mao reached its climax on September 18, 1953, when Liang again tried to defend himself. After an exchange of words with Mao, Liang was eventually booed off the stage.101 Such a public challenge to Mao had not occurred since 1949. Liang was probably the first, and undoubtedly the last, person who ever dared to reason with Mao in public. In retaliation, during a subsequent meeting attended by Liang, an almost irrational Mao struck back and spoke of Liang as if he were the worst possible human being on earth.


  Mao’s enormous anger toward Liang might have been precipitated by the fact that Liang was being praised by the Taiwan media in 1952. After learning of this from an internal report, Mao initiated a search for the actual text so that he could read it.102 In typical fashion, Mao looked for any ideas Liang had expressed in the past so that they could be used to attack him. During the meeting, in his anger, Mao criticized things Liang had done in the past and labeled him a class enemy: “Liang is a downright reactionary”; “he is a representative of the landlord class and a helper of the landlord class”; “he is a careerist and a hypocrite”; and, finally, “he can’t be trusted with our plans.”103 Despite his anger, Mao did not persecute Liang or imprison him. Instead, Mao decided to allow Liang to keep his position on the committee of the CPPCC,104 and in 1955, two years later, Mao launched a nationwide campaign to criticize Liang’s ideas.105 As result of the campaign, Liang was shunned by Mao and the party.


  It is probably not difficult to understand why Mao behaved the way he did. He was defensive about his new policy initiative, for it departed from the CCP’s publicly stated policy. He hoped to suppress dissent by creating an intolerant and intimidating atmosphere inside and outside the party. Liang’s question about light industry and transportation industry was legitimate, and his criticisms of the party’s agrarian policy and the misbehavior of rural cadres were accurate. There was never any indication that Liang ever opposed Mao’s general line. In any case, in 1953, Mao seemed to be honoring an ancient rule of Chinese political control: kill one as a warning to a hundred. By striking at a few, Mao had eliminated all opposition to the general line.


  Conclusion


  By early fall 1953, when Mao announced to the nation the general line for socialist transition, a new set of policies had been established to transform capitalist industry and commerce in China. The 1949 policy of utilization and restriction had been replaced in 1953 with a policy of utilization, restriction, and transformation.106 The change could be more accurately described as changing from control to absorption. In 1949, Mao and the CCP wanted to get the capitalist economy under control, but in 1953 Mao wanted to absorb the capitalist economy quickly so that he could alter the existing economic structure and build a new one on top of the old one.


  In formulating the general line for socialist transition during summer 1953 and up until late September 1953, Mao intensified his involvement in the policy process and imposed his ideological orientation on the party and on the country. It was from this time that he began to emphasize the “two-line struggle” between the socialist and the capitalist roads in China’s economic development. It was also from this time that Mao began his campaign against the influence of bourgeois thinking by attacking other party leaders, such as Bo Yibo. Mao’s actions during this time set the stage for the “second act,” during which Mao completed the process of formulating the general line (to be discussed in chapter 5), and for economic policy making more generally after summer 1953.
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  Mao's General Line for Socialist Transition,  October-December 1953


  

  


  IN DECEMBER 1953, MAO PUBLISHED A PROPAGANDA OUTLINE [hereinafter as “propaganda outline”] for the general line for socialist transition. The propaganda outline was in fact a blueprint for transforming China’s private economy, and it offered a systematic explanation of the measures to be taken to transform China’s largely private economy into a socialist economy.1 It was a Stalinist text. It was modeled on the relevant chapters of the Short Course, and it copied not only the ideas but also the writing style of the Soviet text.2


  Although the propaganda outline was not written by Mao, it was prepared under his close supervision and can be viewed as a Maoist text. It was drafted by Mao’s trusted secretary Hu Qiaomu. It went through many drafts, and Mao read carefully through all of them. He became “relatively satisfied” only upon the completion of the seventh draft. Mao made revisions to the drafts and added several lengthy inserts to the text.3


  In the propaganda outline, Mao made major modifications to the general line he had announced in late September 1953. Among the notable changes, the general line now provided for the establishment of advanced agricultural cooperatives and the replacement of capitalism with an economy based on the principle of ownership by the people as a whole. In addition, he provided an extended justification for adopting the general line in 1953. As his policies became more radical, he reiterated his commitment to gradualism in an apparent effort to appear moderate and to reassure more prudent party leaders and a suspicious public.


  As stated in chapter 4, by summer 1953, Mao had already settled on an overall conceptual framework for the general line. Collectivization, which was based on the organization of agricultural producers’ cooperatives, and the transformation of the handicraft industry, which consisted of the elimination of individually owned handicraft enterprises and their replacement with handicraft cooperatives, were given low priority for the time by party leaders because of their recognition of the enormous challenges they faced in these two areas.4 The dramatic addition of advanced agricultural collectives to the agenda reflected a change in Mao’s thinking and a defeat for those who had insisted on following the original plan of giving priority to developing supply and marketing cooperatives (SMCs) in the countryside. The crises in grain collection in summer 1953 offered Mao a golden opportunity to expand and radicalize agricultural collectivization, its implementation thus far having been spotty at best. In late 1953, collectivization took on new significance as a way of mobilizing grain procurement in support of the rapid industrialization then occurring in China. In addition, with Stalin now dead, Mao felt safe in ignoring Stalin’s warning in fall 1952 against rushing into collectivization too soon.


  In chapter 5, I examine the policy process that led to the decision to collectivize the countryside and thereby reshape the rural economic structure as part of building socialism in China. I also present Mao’s justification for the general line of 1953 and make a comparison between Mao’s general line of 1953 and Stalin’s general line of 1929. Finally, I discuss the reappraisal of the general line that has taken place during the reform era in China.


  Implementing the Northeast Model


  When the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) outlined its rural policies in 1949, as discussed in chapter 2, it was understood that the priority in the countryside, for at least ten to fifteen years, would be to organize SMCs, as Zhang Wentian had proposed. The peasants were also encouraged to join mutual-aid teams similar to those already operating in Yan’an, the Northeast, and other liberated areas, but private land ownership was to be maintained. The peasants were farther encouraged to accumulate family wealth. Beginning in the late 1940s, SMCs were organized in large numbers, appearing first in the Northeast and then spreading quickly to the liberated areas in Hebei. They were quite successful. These SMCs were government-run entities that operated in the countryside at all levels, but mainly in the villages. They were vertically organized, with management offices at the regional, provincial, municipal, and county levels,5 as proposed by Zhang Wentian.


  The SMCs served two major functions. First, the SMCs supplied the peasants with things that were necessary for their agricultural and other production activities as well as for their daily life, including fertilizer, tools, pesticides, salt, and cooking oil. Second, they helped the peasants to sell their products, including nonagricultural sideline products. The SMCs penetrated deeply into the lives of the peasants. In addition to selling tools and fertilizers to the peasants, the SMCs taught the peasants how to use them. In the event of natural disasters, peasants were also able to receive relief quickly from the government through the SMCs.6


  In order to establish a monopoly in the countryside that would displace the private merchants, the government maintained a multilevel price structure for grain procurement and thereby effectively eliminated any meaningful business dealings between peasants and private merchants.7 The SMCs were important to the government in that they provided it with the means to control the procurement of agricultural products and limit the role played by private merchants in rural China. Beginning in 1951, the government used the SMCs to purchase major products such as grain, cotton, hemp, tea leaves, cooking oil, wool, and silk. From 1952, the government relied on the SMCs to handle all procurement of cotton, hemp, and the bulk of tea leaves and wool.8


  The activities of the SMCs crossed regional boundaries. The regional SMCs in the Northeast, northern China, and central China engaged in large-scale exchanges with one another. Grain and soybeans from the Northeast were sold in northern and central China, while cotton, dates, pepper, and other products from northern and central China were sold in the Northeast.9 Cheng Zihua, who headed the national organization of the SMCs, said that in the early 1950s, China “had built an independent and new type of commercial network, deeply rooted in the rural economy throughout the country.”10 In the early 1950s, the SMCs were the most thoroughly implemented part of Zhang Wentian’s proposed program.


  Agrarian Policy in Flux: 1950–1953


  Ever since mid-1950, the CCP’s agrarian policy had been in flux, the result largely of the competing visions different party leaders had for rural China. How soon should the party move rural China toward socialism? How should the party go about replacing private ownership of land with collective ownership? When should the party begin to eliminate the rich peasant class? And, finally, how should the party handle the “new rich peasants” who had emerged after land reform? These questions required the party’s attention because of developments in the old liberated areas: the reconcentration of land in the hands of a few well-to-do peasants and the reemergence of a private labor market.11


  Policy debates among the leaders took place in 1950 and 1951. In 1950, the debate focused on whether the so-called rich-peasant economy should be allowed to flourish and, a related question, whether party members should be allowed to hire laborers and even become “rich peasants.”12 In 1951, another policy debate took place about whether to upgrade the existing mutual-aid teams to a more advanced form. In both cases, Mao took a strong position in support of the more radical viewpoint.


  In the 1950 debate over whether party members should be allowed to hire laborers, Gao Gang, the regional leader of the Northeast, opposed the practice, argued that party members should not be engaging in exploitation,13 and submitted a report to the Central Committee asking for instructions. Liu Shaoqi, in charge of the day-to-day operations of the party, responded to Gao’s report and disagreed. Liu took the position that each individual party member should decide whether to hire laborers and that any member choosing to do so should not be disciplined or expelled from the party. He also argued that it was almost inevitable that capitalist economic development would occur in the countryside and that some party members would become “new rich peasants.”14


  Liu shared his views with An Ziwen, and An’s notes on the conversation were later shown to Mao. According to Gao’s account, Mao was extremely angry at Liu’s statements15 but did not intervene to resolve the dispute. Although ideologically it was clearly unacceptable for party members to practice exploitation, even Mao must have realized that the situation was not that simple. The question of whether party members could hire laborers had arisen even back in Yan’an, and it had been left unresolved there also.16 In June 1952, almost two and a half years later, the party issued a directive stating that “party members [were] not allowed to become rich peasants.”17 In February 1953, almost three years after the debate, the party finally published instructions specifying the circumstances under which a party member would be allowed to hire laborers.18


  The second major policy dispute of 1951 involved a fundamental question: should the party upgrade the existing mutual-aid teams to lower-production cooperatives (LPCs), which were more socialist in character, or should the party continue to pursue the Leninist approach in rural China as originally planned and give priority to the development of SMCs? Many party officials, from county-level cadres to senior regional and central government leaders, were involved in the debate; Mao eventually intervened and settled the matter.


  It all began in the spring of 1951 with a report from party officials in Changzhi County, Shanxi Province, to the Shanxi party committee that the mutual-aid teams in Changzhi were developing in undesirable directions: some were near collapse, and others were becoming the “manors of rich peasants.”19 To correct the situation, the Changzhi cadres wanted to institute some socialist methods to solidify the mutual-aid teams organizationally. One such method was to increase the communal fund, and another was to put into effect the socialist principle of “distribution according to labor.”20 The Changzhi cadres also suggested that cooperatives be organized with a view to eventually eliminating private land ownership in the countryside.21 These proposals were quite different from the party’s policies of 1949, but Lai Ruoyu, the Shanxi provincial party secretary, supported the proposals of his subordinates.22


  Liu Lantao, the head of the North China Bureau, and others took a quite different position. They communicated with Bo Yibo, who agreed with their view and reported the dispute to Liu Shaoqi. Siding with Bo Yibo and Liu Lantao, Liu Shaoqi stated that he could not support the views expressed by the Changzhi cadres. During the next two months, Liu expressed his views on the matter in various ways.23 He introduced two principles: first, no attempt should be made to undermine private land ownership in the countryside because the rural areas were still in the New Democratic stage; and, second, mechanization was necessary before collectivization could be pursued in the countryside. Liu further accused those who wanted to begin collectivization in the countryside of seeking to pursue “utopian socialism.”24 In 1951, Liu took a position that adhered strictly to the policies for economic construction that the party had adopted in 1949. The idea of not undermining private land ownership in the countryside, in fact, came first from Mao, not Liu Shaoqi. Mao articulated this view during the Jin-Sui Conference in 1948, and his speech attracted a great deal of attention within the party. The Xinhua News Agency even established a special mailing address to which readers could send their questions about the idea.25 This principle was also incorporated in Zhang Wentian’s proposals in 1948.26


  When Mao learned of the policy disputes, he decided to intervene. He first informed Liu Shaoqi, Bo Yibo, and Liu Lantao that he could not support their views and that he agreed with the Shanxi leaders.27 Mao gave reasons for his position that echoed arguments Stalin had expressed in the Foundations of Leninism in 1926. Mao asserted that just as the British putting-out system (i.e., cottage industry) had provided the foundation for a new set of production relations associated with industrialization, the Chinese mutual-aid teams could perform a similar function in the creation of new production relations associated with socialism. According to Bo, the three were persuaded by Mao’s argument.28


  Since Liu Shaoqi had, at Mao’s urging, abandoned his own viewpoint, he decided to withdraw it from public circulation. The North China Bureau’s report, which had been revised by Liu, was therefore not distributed to the public. Liu also arranged for the written version of his speech, which had been distributed as study materials to the students at the Institute of Marxism and Leninism, to be returned to him. As Bo Yibo put it in 1991, the debate over the issue of mutual-aid teams was thus ended for the time being.29


  The policy dispute in 1951 and its subsequent resolution by Mao reflected several of Mao’s important attributes as well as the dynamics of elite politics in the early 1950s. First, Mao was paying close attention to Stalin’s ideas and did not hesitate to associate himself with them. Second, Mao was at that time in such a powerful position that he was able to persuade other senior leaders, including Liu, without having to resort to attacks, as he did later. Third, and probably most important of all, events in 1951 suggested that Mao was far from being a “centrist” in policy debates, as some have suggested.30 In fact, Mao was often ready to support more radical positions, especially when confronted with the larger and more fundamental issues associated with building socialism in China.


  In 1951, Mao succeeded in getting other leaders not only to abandon their ideas but also to promote his own agenda. Not satisfied with persuading Liu and his associates to abandon their way of thinking, Mao took further steps to neutralize Liu and others. Mao instructed Chen Boda to organize a conference on mutual-aid teams.31 This was the first time that Mao had requested a conference to deal with this topic. The conference was held in September 1951 and was chaired by Mao, who used the opportunity to criticize both “leftist” and “rightist” thinking concerning mutual-aid teams.32


  Early in the conference, a draft document written by Liu Shaoqi that supported the development of SMCs was shelved.33 Liu had prepared the draft even though he was aware of Mao’s views on mutual-aid teams, but it was never even discussed by the Central Committee.34 One Chinese scholar has suggested that Mao might have done so in order to promote his own policy priorities.35 This interpretation is supported by the fact that right after the conference of September 1951, Mao supervised the writing of a draft resolution concerning production mutual-aid cooperation; it was distributed internally in early December 1951.36 On December 15, 1951, Mao issued instructions for the draft resolution to be printed and made public.37 Mao took other actions to promote his agenda. He supported Gao Gang’s report on the positive development of mutual-aid teams in the Northeast and decided that the success stories ought to be publicized.38 He also encouraged the distribution of reports written by regional offices offering positive accounts of the development of mutual-aid teams. One such report, written by cadres working in the Hebei party office, described a record increase in the number of mutual-aid teams organized in the region. Within only one year, according to the report, the number of mutual-aid teams had jumped from 600,000 to 1 million.39


  Curbing the “Rash Advance” in 1953


  After the draft resolution on mutual-aid teams was distributed to the rank and file in December 1951, there was a surge in the number of mutual-aid teams formed nationwide.40 Village-level cadres used abusive methods to force peasants to join mutual-aid teams so that targets could be met. Deng Zihui, the head of the newly formed Rural Work Department, learned of the widespread problems that were occurring in the countryside and reported them to the Central Committee. In spring 1953, the CCP decided to correct the situation and stop the “rash advance” (maojin) in organizing mutual-aid teams in the countryside.41 Within two months, a series of party directives was issued to bring to an end the “rash advance” and to stop the abusive conduct of lower-level cadres.42 During this period, the overwhelming concern of the top leadership was spring planting and agricultural production.43 Everything else seemed to be of lesser importance.


  There were no directives written by Mao on combating the “rash advance” at this time. It is highly likely that leaders like Liu who still remembered Stalin’s advice of fall 1952 that China should not collectivize too quickly had gained the upper hand on agricultural policies and were able to impose their agenda. Mao, however, showed remarkable tolerance for those who had refused to join mutual-aid teams and insisted on farming on their own. He encouraged local leaders not to discriminate against those peasants in any way. Mao’s comments were published by Renmin ribao on March 26, 1953.44 The new policy of curbing the “rash advance” was publicized by the CCP propaganda machine on a grand scale. Beginning in early April 1953, Renmin ribao described the party’s efforts to correct the orientation of local cadres who were blindly organizing agricultural production cooperatives, and the cases where production cooperatives had reverted to mutual-aid teams. The newspaper also reported on localities where the “rash advance” tendency had been halted and the campaign to establish mutual-aid teams was progressing steadily.45


  The Politics of Grain Collection: Summer and Fall 1953


  If summer 1952 was a time of great euphoria about China’s economic accomplishments, summer and fall 1953 could best be characterized as a time of uncertainty because of the looming grain crisis in summer 1953. Beginning in 1952, the CCP leaders found themselves in a difficult situation. The government had met its grain-procurement targets for the year, but it did not have enough grain to feed the rapidly growing urban population. To deal with these shortages, the government dug into its grain reserves. In 1953, the party faced a new problem: an inability to purchase enough grain to meet the planned procurement targets for the year.46 Natural disasters in important grain-producing regions such as the Northeast were identified as the main cause of the problem. It was estimated that in the Northeast alone there would be a grain-production shortfall of about 8 million metric tons.47


  The grain crisis of 1953 was viewed by some party leaders as an extremely serious and potentially explosive matter. It was also believed that the party would be in serious trouble unless drastic measures were taken. This view was expressed most strongly by Chen Yun,48 who was alarmed by the outbreaks of protest among the people in the regions hit by natural disasters or suffering from grain shortages. He blamed grain merchants for creating disorder in the marketplace49 and was more determined than ever to put the grain market under the control of the central government; he had in fact wanted to do this since late 1951.50 To ensure control over the grain market, the government had to control the procurement of the surplus grain, which the peasants had thus far been able to dispose of as they wished.


  Until 1953, the government had collected grain through two channels: taxes paid by peasants in the form of grain (gongliang) and the government’s direct procurement of surplus grain from the market.51 To meet the needs of the ongoing Korean War and the drive for industrialization, the government had relied mainly upon collecting taxes paid in grain, in accordance with the party’s decision of 1949. During the two years 1951 and 1952, for example, 61 percent of the grain was collected through taxes paid in grain, and 39 percent was collected through the government’s direct procurement of surplus grain from the market.52 The grain market was still a relatively free market at the time. Aside from paying relatively high taxes, peasants were able to sell their surplus grain according to their wishes in the marketplace; other participants in the market included state-owned entities, SMCs, and private grain merchants. As of June 1953, the state and the SMCs collected 69.9 percent of the grain, while private merchants purchased the remaining 30.1 percent.53


  As discussed in chapter 2, the CCP had decided in 1949 to adopt an aggressive policy of taxing the peasants in order to accumulate the capital necessary to support the state-owned sector and rapid industrialization. In fall 1949, peasant families transferred about 20 percent of their grain production to the government as taxes paid in grain.54 A party directive in early 1950 established the rules for collecting taxes from the peasants in the “newly liberated areas.”55 The directive called for the central government to collect up to 17 percent of the overall production of a peasant family. The local government was then allowed to tax peasant families at a rate no higher than 15 percent of the family’s total production.56 Collecting taxes paid in grain in the newly liberated areas was not an easy task for the party. In fall 1949, about three thousand cadres were killed when they attempted to collect taxes paid in grain.57


  In 1952, the government’s financial and economic organs instituted a controversial new policy called “measure land area and determine production levels” (chatian dingchan). Cadres were sent to the villages to remeasure the land owned by each family to determine the amount of tax each family should pay to the government. The new approach, intended to maximize the amount of grain the government could collect from each peasant family, represented a major change from the way the tax paid in grain had been calculated and collected since land reform.58 The introduction of the new policy caused serious problems in the countryside, and in March 1953, Mao intervened to correct the situation.59 By 1953, the tax rate had dropped, and a peasant family, on average, paid about 15 percent of its harvest to the central government in the form of taxes paid in grain; the government considered this percentage a reasonable rate of taxation.60


  In the early 1950s, Mao and the CCP Central Committee were regularly informed of complaints about the tax burden imposed upon the peasants and about the abuse of power by local cadres, and these complaints were taken seriously.61 To make sure he was receiving accurate information, Mao often requested that reports candidly describing the conditions confronting the peasants be sent to him.62 In general, Mao took seriously the peasants’ complaints and was willing to reduce the tax burden on the poor and waive tax payments by those who either were situated in poor regions or were suffering from natural disasters.63 He also issued instructions that the taxes for 1952 should not exceed the rate set by the Central Committee.64 When Mao attacked Liang Shuming in September 1953, Mao was fully aware of the problems that existed in the countryside. Mao disliked being told that the “peasants were suffering hardship.”65 He was probably especially annoyed to hear this criticism from his old friend Liang.


  Mao was aware of the serious consequences that were being produced by the heavy taxes the CCP was collecting from the peasants. When he learned in spring 1953 that about 10 percent of the peasants in Hubei were without food, he solicited ideas from his lieutenants on how to deal with the situation.66 He was also aware that the new policy of “measure land area and determine production levels” had resulted in an exceedingly high tax burden in several regions. He therefore insisted that the peasants should not be subjected to an excessive tax burden and that taxes should be reduced for those having real difficulties. He also recognized how important it was to either reduce or waive agricultural taxes on the 10 percent of peasants who did not have enough food to eat during the springtime.67


  In April 1953, Mao issued instructions that the tax problem be resolved “in a fundamental way during the time of grain collection in 1953” because he believed that the problem had become an “extremely big one” and that “it had been repeating itself year after year.”68 To reduce the tax burden on millions of peasants, the CCP decided in May 1953 to shift its long-term policy from one highly dependent on taxes toward one more dependent on procurement.69 Mao was determined to either reduce or waive grain taxes substantially for regions hit by natural disasters, such as southwestern China. The new policy would allow the peasants to receive some payments, but the prices the peasants would receive would be set by the government. The grain crisis in summer 1953, however, undermined the CCP’s efforts to improve conditions for the peasants.


  Between early 1950 and summer 1953, Mao showed both flexibility and concern in his approach to grain procurement. In 1950, he questioned the wisdom of purchasing summer grain in areas where natural disasters had occurred.70 In addition, Mao expressed his disgust for local leaders who abused their power and forced peasants to sell more grain than they wanted to.71 Before the grain crisis in summer 1953, the CCP also tolerated private merchants and allowed them to make some money as long as the government could obtain grain.72


  Looking for Solutions


  As the grain shortage became more serious during late 1952 and the first half of 1953, Mao asked the Finance and Economic Commission to come up with some solutions.73 By late summer 1953, various policy groups and committees at the ministerial level, after many discussions, offered eight competing proposals.74 One proposal called for “maintaining the status quo” (yuanfeng budong). A second advocated “forcing the peasants to sell their surplus grain to the government and rationing food in the cities and towns” (youzheng youpei). A third recommended food rationing in the cities without forcing the peasants to sell their surplus grain to the government (zhipei buzheng). A fourth relied on forcing the peasants to sell surplus grain to the government without food rationing in the cities (zhizheng bupei). A fifth proposal suggested keeping the current system and, in the event of serious grain shortages, forcing the peasants in the major grain-producing regions to sell their surplus grain to the government (linke juejing, literal meaning: “not to dig a well until one is thirsty”). A sixth would force the peasants to sell their surplus grain to the government according to an unspecified quota for each village (dongyuan rengou). When this practice was once used in the Northeast, local party cadres stopped demanding surplus grain only when the unannounced quota, which was never revealed ahead of time, was met. Bo Yibo described this policy as “exerting coercion without giving a [clear] order.” A seventh proposal provided for the establishment of a contract between the government and the peasants, specifying amounts and prices (hetongyugou). The government had used this method in the Northeast and in northern China in 1949 and 1950 to purchase cotton, and it had also been utilized in 1951 to purchase a variety of products, including cotton, hemp, tobacco, sugarcane, and tea leaves in the regions where they were grown. The government assigned such purchase contracts to the peasants in the early spring of the year. The eighth proposal was to let each region find its own solutions rather than to have a unified plan.75 These eight proposals were screened by Chen Yun, the chairman of the Financial and Economic Committee, but before making a final decision, he consulted with other senior leaders.76


  Offering such a wide range of proposals to the senior leaders reflected considerable flexibility on the part of ministerial officials in solving problems, and it indicated a readiness to find solutions that caused the least suffering for the peasants. Mao and other top leaders, on this occasion, were unwilling to show flexibility and were concerned with maintaining control. They must have been aware of Stalin’s policy—announced in his famous “tribute” speech in 1928—that required the peasants to make contributions without remuneration to the industrialization effort in the form of compulsory deliveries to the government, but there was no indication in 1953 that Mao was planning to go to the extremes that Stalin had gone to in this regard.


  Two major meetings were held in October 1953 to discuss the grain issue. On October 2, an enlarged Politburo meeting was held to discuss the matter.77 It was also decided to hold a “National Emergency Meeting on Grain,” although the public was not told about the urgent nature of the meeting. Regional leaders were called to Beijing to participate in this second, larger meeting, which began on October 10.78 Chen Yun played an important role in shaping the new procurement policy, giving speeches at both the enlarged Politburo meeting on October 2 and the Emergency Meeting on Grain on October 10, 1953.79 in his speech at the second meeting, Chen not only identified problems but also outlined solutions. He was adamant about maintaining the grain-allocation amounts at current levels in four areas: the domestic market; the export market, with grain being sent mainly to the Soviet Union in exchange for machinery; allotments to military and administrative personnel; and the nation’s grain reserves.80


  Chen Yun ruled out the seven most moderate of the eight ministerial proposals and selected the most oppressive one: forcing the peasants to sell their surplus grain to the government and rationing food in the towns and cities (youzheng youpei). He argued that none of the other seven methods could solve the fundamental problem that was facing the nation, namely, that the demand for grain exceeded the supply. The only way the government could stabilize the grain market and maintain order in the countryside, he argued, was to follow his chosen method.81 He additionally wanted to impose severe restrictions on the activities of private grain merchants.82


  Chen Yun was highly respected, and he was able to persuade other senior leaders who shared his fear of social unrest to support his approach. Zhou Enlai and Deng Xiaoping strongly supported Chen Yun’s proposals, and Mao also endorsed them.83 Echoing Chen’s points, Mao said that “forcing the peasants to sell their surplus grain to the government, controlling the private grain merchants, and unifying the management of grain procurement [were] all necessary.” Like Chen, Mao also said, “We should consider food rationing; I think it is also necessary.”84 Mao, however, was quick to deny any similarity between China’s policy of forcing the peasants to sell their surplus grain to the government and the Soviet Union’s oppressive surplus-procurement system used during the period of war communism under Lenin from 1917 to 1921.85


  Although Chen Yun’s proposed solutions won the support of the senior leaders, they received a cool reception from regional leaders who were more in touch with local conditions. Mao learned of this directly from Li Jingquan, the senior regional leader of southwestern China, who along with other regional leaders was asked to come to Beijing to participate in the Emergency Meeting on Grain. The policy of forcing peasants to sell their surplus grain to the government had been practiced on a trial basis in Sichuan Province, and it was unpopular. Cadres in Li’s region, at the county, district, and provincial levels, were resentful toward the policy.86 Negative reactions were not limited to southwestern China; they were expressed in various regions. Leaders in Hubei Province reported that local cadres, especially those with a rural background, were “very concerned” about the possible “negative impact” of the policy upon the peasants.87 Li Jingquan told Mao that “if the grain collection [policy] is not linked to the general line, there will be no way to get the whole party to agree to [the new procurement policy].” Li probably meant that the local cadres could be persuaded to accept the new procurement policy only if they were told that it was an essential part of the plan for building socialism in China. It was a powerful statement from someone of Li’s stature. Mao took Li’s advice and asked Deng Xiaoping to speak on his behalf at the Emergency Meeting on Grain, and Mao insisted that Deng link the two issues.88 CCP propaganda in the following months tied grain procurement and the general line together.


  On November 19, 1953, the Chinese government informed the nation that a new policy would soon go into effect called the “planned procurement and planned marketing system” (jihua shougou jihua xiaoshou), a euphemism for the “forced sale of surplus grain to the government and food rationing in the cities” (youzheng youpei). Mao, however, did exempt from this policy certain areas in Guangxi and Guangdong, where land reform had been concluded but a stable social order had not yet been restored.89 Soon afterward, the policy was modified and given a new name, “unified procurement and unified distribution” (tonggou tongxiao). Under the modified policy, the government specified which grains it would purchase from the peasants, the price it would pay, and the amount of each type of grain to be purchased.90 The government said the peasants would be free to do as they wished with whatever grain was left over after they had paid their taxes and had sold the specified amounts of surplus grain to the government. Food rationing did not become effective in towns and cities until 1955.91


  Although it is beyond the scope of this study to examine the implementation of the “unified procurement and unified distribution” policy, information released in the 1980s shows that the party met serious resistance from the peasants, especially during the initial stage of implementation. The policy was not a success, and many peasants went hungry in spring 1955 because the government had taken too much away from them.92 This information on peasant resistance requires a reevaluation of some earlier arguments that the policy of “unified procurement and unified distribution” was initially well received.93


  In early October 1953, at the height of the search for a solution to the problem of grain collection, the CCP continued to maintain that there was a need to curb the “rash advance” in organizing mutual-aid teams. The Central Committee directed local cadres not to organize any more LPCs, it made Deng Zihui’s report available to local party committees, and it provided instructions on how to implement its recommendations. Those instructions indicate that even during the height of the grain crisis in fall 1953, a consensus was reached among the senior leaders on the need to consolidate the existing mutual-aid teams rather than to rush to organize more LPCs. The party directive offered the compelling observation that in China, “At the present time the mutual-aid teams were not only well suited to meeting the needs of production but also compatible with the cultural level of the peasantry,” and that, as a form of organization, mutual-aid teams were still useful and not “outdated” as some had argued.94 This statement was a strong endorsement not only of the status quo but also of the policies that the party had adopted in spring 1953.


  Mao Goes into Action


  In mid-October 1953, immediately after the Emergency Meeting on Grain, Mao began to promote his own agenda for transforming the countryside. He began to use the grain crisis to advance his cause in the countryside, to reshape the structure of land ownership, and to move the countryside quickly toward socialism. When he believed he saw a shortcut to socialism, he was ready to take it. In mid-October, Mao told Chen Boda and Liao Luyan, both of whom were deputy directors of the Rural Work Department, to organize the Third National Conference on Mutual-Aid Cooperatives. It was held between October 26 and November 5 of 1953.


  On two occasions, once in mid-October and again in early November, Mao told Chen Boda, Liao Luyan, and senior leaders of the Rural Work Department what should be done in the countryside.95 It is believed that Mao’s conversations with the leaders of the department on these two occasions had a huge impact on later agricultural policies. In December 1953, Mao’s ideas were at the core of a new party resolution on collectivization and were included in the propaganda outline, referred to above. These new ideas departed considerably from those contained in the resolution on agricultural cooperatives of February 1953 and in the CCP’s policy as late as early October 1953, when the party was engaged in a campaign to curb the “rash advance” in organizing cooperatives in the countryside.


  In his discussions with senior cadres, Mao emphasized the need to change land ownership in rural China. Mao stressed that the problem most urgently in need of resolution in rural China was the individual ownership of land, because “it was in complete conflict with the demand for a large supply of food.”96 Implied in his comments was the view that small-scale farming in China was inefficient, that it prevented the use of tractors for mechanized agricultural production, and that it was therefore incapable of producing the large quantity of grain needed by the nation. His statement echoed Stalin’s views of the late 1920s, as recorded in the Short Course.97 Mao’s arguments in October and November 1953, however, contradicted his earlier position of February 1953, when he maintained that China could organize more advanced cooperatives without mechanization. In any case, he was convinced in fall 1953 that collectivization would yield many practical benefits, such as preventing poor peasants from selling and leasing land, increasing production, and assisting poor families who were short on either food or manpower.98


  Mao, as always, looked to socialism, as presented in Stalin’s writings, as his beacon. He continued to attack the idea of “guaranteed private ownership,” as he had in summer and fall 1953. This time, he called the idea a bourgeois concept and a “small kindness.” He repeatedly told the cadres in the countryside that they must “practice socialism.”99 His emphasis echoed Stalin’s view—stated in “On Several Questions Concerning Land Policies,” published in 1929—that the only way for a small-scale, scattered agricultural economy to develop was to follow a collectivist road, not a capitalist road. Mao also expressed his unhappiness at the efforts made in spring 1953 to rein in the “rash advance”; he believed that in some instances those efforts had gone too far and were unnecessary.100


  In fall 1953, Mao was impatient with a step-by-step approach to collectivization and was looking for a shortcut. He identified two ways to achieve collectivization, one indirect and the other direct. The indirect way was to follow the path from mutual-aid teams, based on private land ownership and mutual aid in labor, to agricultural production cooperatives, or LPCs, based on private land ownership and communal production and distribution. The direct way was to organize agricultural production cooperatives without going through the stage of mutual-aid teams. Mao saw nothing wrong with trying the direct way.101 He advocated the establishment of LPCs, a more advanced form of cooperative than the existing mutual-aid teams, in the newly liberated areas. He not only ignored the Central Committee’s recommendation to stop creating LPCs in areas that had been liberated for the longest time, but in fact he also ordered the number of LPCs to be doubled or tripled. This time he really meant business, and he told the leading cadres that “it should be made clear that at the beginning of next year there will be a meeting to see how much progress has been made on collectivization.”102


  Mao’s commitment to collectivization in the countryside was driven in part by his long-held belief in the benefits of such a system and in part by his conviction that it offered the solution to such practical problems as the grain crisis. There were, however, other forces at work. First, his strong views on agricultural collectivization may have been influenced by the decision of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) on September 7, 1953, to approve Khrushchev’s report on the measures to improve Soviet agriculture. In approving the report, the CPSU recognized both the positive and negative features of collectivization, but there was no indication in the report that the CPSU was about to abandon the system. Instead, the CPSU had decided to improve the system of collectivization by expanding the party’s role in agriculture.103 Ten days after the report was approved in Moscow, Mao decided to publish Khrushchev’s report in China, and it appeared in Renmin ribao on September 17, 1953. He must have been encouraged by the CPSU’s decision to maintain the collective system that Stalin had set up some twenty years earlier.


  Second, Mao was encouraged by the apparent success of the Soviet Union in dealing with its grain problems through collectivization. In October 1952, during the Nineteenth Party Congress, Malenkov reported that the Soviet Union had solved its grain problems through collectivization. His remarks received long applause from the audience. Mao must have heard the story of Malenkov’s speech from Liu Shaoqi, who was in Moscow at the time, and been impressed by the Soviet “success story,” for when the grain crisis was discussed during the Politburo meeting in October 1953, Mao used Malenkov’s story to “encourage” the members of the Politburo.104 In 1991, however, Bo revealed that Mao realized in 1956 that Malenkov had probably overstated the achievements of collectivization in his speech in October 1952.105 There was another important factor at work: Stalin was no longer around to look over Mao’s shoulder and tell him not to collectivize too quickly, as he had cautioned Liu Shaoqi in the fall of 1952.


  The general line of December 1953, as expressed in the propaganda outline, no longer emphasized mutual-aid teams; the focus had shifted to promoting the organization of LPCs. The party’s target was for the nation to organize 800,000 LPCs by 1957.106 The ideas expressed in December departed substantially from the policies contained in the directive of October 4, 1953, which had emphasized mutual-aid teams, as discussed earlier.107 Land ownership was the decisive factor that distinguished the different types of cooperatives, from temporary mutual-aid teams, through permanent mutual-aid teams, to LPCs and advanced cooperatives. In mutual-aid teams, both temporary and permanent ones, peasants continued to own the land. In LPCs, peasants still owned their land, but they were forced to pool their land for production. LPCs were cooperatively managed, and a considerable amount of property was owned communally. The advanced cooperatives were the highest form of cooperative, and they were organized on the basis of cooperative land ownership.108


  The earliest discussion of the different types of cooperatives appeared in a study conducted by the Agricultural Administration Department of the Ministry of Agriculture in 1951. In the study, the first three types of cooperatives mentioned above—temporary mutual-aid teams, permanent mutual-aid teams, and LPCs—were identified. At that time, LPCs were considered to be the most advanced type of cooperative because they incorporated some socialist concepts in their operation. Members of these cooperatives pooled their land and combined their labor for production. The LPCs were praised as an effective way to utilize labor and land.109 In September 1951, when Mao asked that a draft resolution on organizing mutual-aid teams in the countryside be put together, the three types mentioned above were included.110 In 1953, the fourth type, advanced cooperatives, was added.


  Even though the general line defined collectivization as including three different kinds of cooperatives—agricultural producers’ cooperatives, SMCs, and agricultural credit cooperatives111—the general line departed significantly on this point from the CCP’s position of 1949, as well as from Mao’s own position of 1952. The new program gave priority to producers’ cooperatives rather than SMCs. It additionally sought eventually to eliminate private land ownership, which was supposed to be protected according to the party’s 1949 policy.


  In advancing his agenda, Mao was also departing from the plan he had presented in September 1952, which called for collectivization only upon completion of the First Five-Year Plan (FFYP), when the ratio between state-owned and privately owned industry was expected to reach 9 to 1,112 a precondition that he believed had to be met before collectivization could begin. He, however, did adhere to an idea contained in the Short Course: to begin collectivization after the economic recovery period.


  In late 1953, Mao was able, as he often had in the past, to abandon a policy that had previously been supported by a majority of the members of the Central Committee, himself included. In doing so, he brought China’s economic program, as expressed in the general line, closer to the one described in the Short Course. In December 1953, he also succeeded in bringing the policy disputes over collectivization to an end, at least temporarily, by pushing through his agenda. Differing views continued to exist, but they were not expressed. When the resolution on agricultural collectivization was completed in December 1953, it did not mention the differing views of Mao and Liu Shaoqi on collectivization or include any reference to Mao’s criticism of Liu.113 Policy disputes of a similar kind resurfaced in 1955 when Deng Zihui strongly challenged the wisdom of Mao’s imposing collectives of the most advanced type, higher-level cooperatives (HLCs), in the countryside.


  Mao’s Justification for the General Line


  The need to justify the general line was obvious to Mao. The ideas and programs contained in the general line departed dramatically from the ones the party had adopted in the late 1940s under the banner of New Democracy. Mao was forced to explain the change to the party’s confused rank and file and to other social groups, including capitalists, merchants, shop owners, peddlers, artisans, and peasants, whose lives were going to be profoundly affected by the new policies.


  In October 1953, a little over a month after Mao announced to the nation his general line for socialist transition, he started to receive reports of confused local officials, resentful capitalists, and other negative reactions to the new policy. The reports caught his attention, and he responded quickly, issuing directives on how to deal with the negative reactions. The discussions of the general line for socialist transition by local cadres in October 1953 made it clear to Mao that many local cadres were confused about the new policy. This confusion was highlighted in a report the South-Central Bureau submitted to the Central Committee, noting the “muddled thinking” of some local cadres in Hubei.114


  Since 1949, local cadres had been led to believe that the country was in the stage of New Democracy and that this stage would continue for at least ten to fifteen years before the transition to socialism would begin. When presented with Mao’s general line, they had difficulty understanding how to fit it in with everything they had been told previously. Many raised important and honest questions. They wondered whether the New Democratic revolution had come to an end, and if so, what was the nature of the revolution that was replacing it. These questions reveal that the local cadres were simply not prepared for the new policy. The situation in China in 1953 paralleled what had happened in the Soviet Union in the late 1920s. Cadres in the Soviet Union were taught the virtues of Lenin’s gradualist approach to a socialist transition under the New Economic Policy (NEP) and were not ready when Stalin told them to abandon the Leninist approach and instead embrace Stalin’s ideas of rapid industrialization and collectivization.


  The South-Central Bureau’s report noted, however, that cadres in Hubei finally came to understand that “China was in fact in a period of transition from New Democracy to socialism, and the basic task was not to maintain and develop the existing five economies, but instead to transform them into a single economy, i.e., a socialist economy.” Not coincidentally, the reported change in the thinking of these cadres corresponded almost exactly to the change from what the party line had been until summer 1953 to what it had become under the general line in October 1953. Mao must have been alarmed at the questions being raised by the local cadres. He responded with a Central Committee directive entitled “Combat the capitalist thinking expressed within the party.”115


  A report from Tianjin showed that reactions from the industrialists and capitalists were, not surprisingly, the most negative, because they realized they were going to be the biggest losers. Although they did not publicly oppose the new policy, the capitalists were unhappy and expressed their dislike for state capitalism. They also asked why the party had not talked about the general line in 1949, the implication being that if the government had announced the general line in 1949, they would have left the country at that time. By 1953, it was too late for them to do anything. As one report stated, “they had no alternatives”116 Mao was even more alarmed about the report on the Tianjin capitalists than he had been about the report on the cadres. He quickly forwarded the report to party committees at the central governmental, ministerial, central bureau, subbureau, provincial, and municipal levels and asked leaders to monitor the activities of the capitalists and at the same time to educate them.117


  In 1953, Mao exerted great efforts to justify and establish the legitimacy of the new policy program contained in the general line.118 Mao’s stance combined elements of self-confidence and defensiveness and revealed an extreme sensitivity to questions raised about whether the general line adhered to orthodox Marxism, Leninism, and Stalinism.


  In the December 1953 propaganda outline, referred to previously, Mao gave four reasons to justify the general line. First, he asserted that the issues associated with the new policy “had already been fundamentally resolved in 1949.” Second, he explained that the party had decided to embark on a Stalinist socialist road in 1953 because the conditions for doing so had been established. Third, to justify the main thrust of the policy—the elimination of all nonsocialist economic elements in both the rural and urban economies—he redefined New Democracy to mean the transition period that paralleled the socialist revolution that began in 1949. Fourth, he quoted extensively from the writings of both Lenin and Stalin to lend legitimacy to his new policies, quoting also from his own writings and those of Marx.


  Issues Already Resolved in 1949


  In response to the confusion and simmering resentment created by the new policy, Mao made a statement justifying the general line:


  Many of the policies embodied in the general line had already been put forward and settled in a fundamental way in the decisions made during the Second Plenum of the Seventh Central Committee meeting [in 1949].119


  At the same time, he noted that


  some comrades didn’t want to work in accordance with these decisions; they preferred to look for other ways to deal with certain issues that were contrary to the principles of the Second Plenum.120


  Mao wanted to make the case that the general line merely formalized decisions that had been made in 1949. Statements to this effect had been made before. On August 11, 1953, Zhou Enlai made a similar statement in his concluding remarks to about one hundred national leaders attending the National Conference on Financial and Economic Work. In 1958, during the Chengdu Conference, Mao reiterated his view that all the core issues concerning China’s road to socialism had been resolved in 1949 during the meeting of the Second Plenum of the Seventh Central Committee, but he admitted for the first time that “it was an issue of tactics not to talk about them [publicly] .”121


  Mao selected four policy areas that had been discussed in the party resolution of 1949 to make his point. First, he emphasized the importance the party resolution had given to the state-owned economy; though small in scale, it must be given priority during both the economic recovery and the construction periods. Second, he pointed out that the party resolution called for restrictions on the capitalist economy, especially in the areas of pricing and labor conditions and in the scope of the business activities of capitalists. The resolution also provided for measures that would ensure that the capitalists paid their fair share of taxes. Third, the party resolution identified the path to be followed to collectivize agriculture, reorganize the handicraft industry into cooperatives, and organize other types of cooperatives such as SMCs and credit cooperatives. Fourth, the party resolution identified the type of class struggle that exists in a New Democratic society, a struggle between the party, which seeks to restrict the capitalists, and the capitalists, who try to resist the restrictions being imposed by the party.122


  Mao selected only the four policy areas in the 1949 resolution that he felt could be used to justify the general line; he intentionally avoided the policy areas that were more moderate in nature. For example, the 1949 party resolution stated that the capitalist economy should be utilized effectively and should not be controlled too tightly.123 It further declared that the useful segments of the capitalist economy would exist for a considerable time to come. It was obvious in 1953 that Mao was eager to create an economy in which ownership was in the hands of the state and the collectives; he therefore referred only to those parts of the 1949 party resolution that supported the general line.


  The Necessary Conditions Established


  Mao tried to justify the general line by arguing that the conditions were ripe for the transition to socialism in 1953. This view echoed similar statements in the Short Course evaluating conditions in the Soviet Union in 1924, when Stalin made the dramatic shift from Lenin’s NEP to a policy focused on eliminating the capitalist economy. Mao cited a wide range of conditions to make his point. He noted that economic recovery had been completed and that political power had been consolidated. He added that socialist economic elements had not only advanced in the overall economy, but they had also become dominant. It was therefore time, he asserted, to move to the next stage: planned economic construction and the systematic transformation of nonsocialist economic elements.124


  Among all these conditions, Mao regarded the growing dominance of the state-owned economy as the most important indicator that it was time to eliminate the capitalist economy.125 In 1953, he believed that the state-owned economy could be defined as being dominant when it accounted for 67.3 percent of all industrial output.126 According to Stalin, between 1924 and 1925, the last two years of the Soviet Union’s five-year economic recovery period (1921–1925), 81 percent of all industrial output came from the state-owned sector; the rest, 19 percent, was produced by the private sector.127 Apparently Mao felt that in China, 67.3 percent of all industrial output being produced by state-owned factories was good enough for him to be able to define the state-owned economy as being dominant.


  Mao’s Redefinition of New Democracy in 1953


  In December 1953, Mao redefined New Democracy and “made a fundamental change” in specifying its duration.128 He decided in 1953 that the New Democratic revolution, the first stage of the Chinese Revolution, had already been concluded in 1949 and that China had thereafter entered the second stage of the Chinese Revolution (i.e., the socialist revolution).129 Mao’s redefinition of New Democracy at this time must be seen as part of his effort to justify his new policies. He defined the tasks for the second stage of the Chinese Revolution beginning in 1949 as “the establishment of a socialist society and the complete elimination of capitalism in the cities and the countryside.”130 To declare retroactively that the New Democratic revolution had ended in 1949 enabled Mao to fit the post-1949 Chinese reality into the post-1917 Soviet situation; he could thereby justify his taking a path and implementing policies similar to those described in the Short Course.


  By redefining when the New Democratic revolution ended and the socialist revolution began, Mao was able to eliminate the ten-to-fifteen-year transitional period, scheduled to begin in 1949, that the party had designated as New Democracy. To deal with the resulting gap, Mao simply declared that the New Democratic revolution had ended in 1949 and that the time from the end of New Democracy in 1949 to the achievement of socialism would be defined as the period of transition to socialism.131 He redefined this transition as “a period of changing the existing capitalist economy and small-commodity economy to a socialist economy; and it is also a period of enlarging the existing socialist economy, and”—the only new feature—“making the socialist economy the sole basis of our economy.”132 Mao’s redefinition of New Democracy was confusing, to say the least, and it leaves the impression that Mao stretched the meaning and foreshortened the time span of New Democracy to unacceptable extremes in order to achieve and justify his own political and economic objectives.


  Mao’s Orthodoxy


  In justifying the general line, Mao relied on a large number of direct quotations: eleven from Lenin, nine from Stalin, one from the Short Course, and six from his own writings. Mao mostly quoted from Lenin’s writings on the NEP and state capitalism and from Stalin’s writings and speeches on industrialization and collectivization. One Chinese scholar has observed that it was unprecedented in the early 1950s to have such a large number of direct quotations from the writings of Lenin and Stalin appear in a party document.133 It is highly likely that Mao included so many authoritative quotations in this document as part of a larger ambition to position himself as an important leader within the Communist world. In pursuit of this objective, he was using the opportunity afforded by his publication of the general line in 1953 to show the Soviet Union that he and the CCP were the equals of the CPSU in applying orthodox theory to national conditions. It was not just a symbolic gesture on Mao’s part; he was also being shrewd in his timing and in his assessment of international conditions. Stalin’s death in 1953 created a vacuum of political leadership and ideological authority within the Communist world, and Mao wanted to establish himself as the new leader of the world Communist movement. From about that time, Mao began to position himself as not only the leader of the Communist world but also as an authority on orthodox Marxist theory.


  Stalin’s General Line of 1929 and Mao’s General Line of 1953


  In 1929, Stalin put forward his general line and established a new policy platform aimed at accelerating the nation’s industrialization through the transfer of resources from the countryside to industry. Collectivization was, in Stalin’s mind, the key to success in transferring these resources. Senior Soviet leaders who had been schooled in Lenin’s ideas about cooperative socialism and who were still influential, by contrast, believed that the Soviet Union was not in a position to embark upon such a path in the late 1920s. In spite of opposition, Stalin maneuvered, manipulated, and got his way by crushing his main opponent, Bukharin.134 Stalin’s general line differed sharply from Lenin’s gradualist approach to the transition to socialism; it did not, however, depart from the goal of building a socialist society in the Soviet Union.


  Mao’s general line of 1953 similarly presented a new policy platform to guide the socialist transformation in China so that a Stalinist economic system could be built. As with Stalin’s general line of 1929 in regard to Lenin’s NEP, Mao’s general line of 1953 differed from the gradualist policies that the CCP had adopted in 1949, but it did not depart from the general goal that the CCP had established of building socialism in China. Mao formulated the general line during a time of complex international and domestic conditions. Following Stalin’s death, Mao was beginning to assert his authority in the selection and interpretation of Lenin’s and Stalin’s theoretical works. It was in this context that Mao formulated the general line on the basis of the Short Course and other works of Lenin and Stalin.


  In the Soviet Union and China, the general line was imposed by Stalin and Mao, respectively, to eliminate the backward economic conditions in their countries in a speedy fashion. In 1928, Stalin exaggerated the dangers of war to promote his agenda,135 and in 1953, Mao sometimes used emotion to persuade others. In mid-February 1953, during an inspection tour in the Wuhan region, Mao told local officials, “I do not love a poor China, but I love a progressive China.”136 Stalin, in addition to wanting to build socialism, believed that the Soviet Union must become modern and strong to survive in a hostile world.137 Mao, in addition to sharing with Stalin the desire to build socialism as quickly as possible, was also motivated by his competitive zeal to outdo Stalin and the Soviet Union; Mao consistently upheld the view that China could build socialism better and faster than the Soviet Union had.


  In 1928 and 1929, Stalin manipulated other leaders to get his way. He first made an alliance with the “right” to defeat the “left,” and he then eliminated the “right.” Stalin’s political victory in 1929 led to a bloody purge of his former political ally, Bukharin, and set the stage for the “great purge” in the mid-1930s. In 1953, Mao first made friends with the “left,” Gao Gang and his followers, to attack the “right,” Liu and his faction; Mao then dumped the “left” and persisted in attacking “rightist mistakes.” Mao was particularly harsh on one ‘‘rightist,” Bo Yibo, whose role in revising China’s tax system Mao severely condemned.


  There was one area where Mao differed significantly from Stalin in the formulation of a general line. Between 1927 and 1928, high-level debates took place in the Soviet Union over what to do next with regard to the nation’s economy.138 The situation was very different in China. There was no open debate or real discussion about the new policy platform for China. Policy decisions were arrived at through informal discussions, behind a veil of great secrecy, between Mao and a few senior leaders, presumably Liu Shaoqi and Zhou Enlai. It was Mao who decided when leaders of a given social group would be informed of a policy decision before it was announced to the general public. Mao may have been skillful at playing court politics to stir up elite conflicts, but he was not in a position to purge top leaders as Stalin had been in 1929. Mao had to deal with his frustrations for thirteen years, until 1966, when he used the Cultural Revolution to purge Liu Shaoqi and other top leaders.


  From the very beginning of the process, Mao was the dominant force. He determined the agenda and set the tone for internal discussions, he made the final decisions, and if necessary he gave the justification for them. Like emperors who founded dynasties in Chinese history, Mao was self-confident, hardworking, dictatorial, and very involved with the details of power, policy, and administration. Mao’s dominance in policy processes was enhanced by the passivity of other senior leaders. Bo Yibo, for instance, admitted in his 1991 book that he did not raise any questions or objections when Mao announced the dramatic departure from the party’s official policy in September 1952.139 One Chinese scholar, who has written widely about the early 1950s, describes how things were done in China at the time:


  When Mao was introducing his new ideas about domestic contradictions and the general line, the other party leaders were not sure how to deal with these issues, but they nevertheless made an effort to follow Mao.140


  The passivity displayed by senior leaders at that time might help to account for the facade of party unity in the early 1950s.


  Mao’s Three-Front Propaganda War


  From early November through December 1953, Mao waged a propaganda war on the three issues that were important to his policy: grain procurement, the collectivization drive, and the general line for socialist transition. In doing so, he hoped to divert attention from the problems with the new policy and suppress opposition to it.


  First, on the issue of grain procurement, in the face of a grain crisis, party propaganda praised the great number of individual peasants as well as mutual-aid teams and agricultural production cooperatives in all parts of the country that had sold surplus grain to the government. Reports were also published showing the efforts being made in many regions to educate peasants to sell more grain.141


  Second, with regard to collectivization, reports appeared telling of how peasants, realizing the superiority of mutual-aid teams and production cooperatives over privately owned farms, were eager to join cooperatives. At the same time, the party described training classes that were organized to teach mutual-aid team leaders about socialism.142 In addition, feature stories were published that portrayed local party secretaries leading efforts to organize mutual-aid teams and production cooperatives.143 Peasants such as Li Shunda and Han En were introduced to a mass audience as model peasants who had learned from Soviet farmers and were following the socialist road.144


  Finally, concerning the general line, CCP propaganda showed that it was being studied by a wide range of social groups, including labor unions at all levels;145 teachers, students, and staff of institutions of higher education;146 regional bureau party committees at all levels; cadres at the district, township, and village levels; cadres of many regions;147 regional leading organs;148 and the youth league.149 All regional party leaders led the propaganda effort in support of the general line.150 Propaganda also described the positive effect the general line was having on the behavior of people who were studying it, including glowing accounts of how the level of consciousness of peasants had been raised concerning mutual-aid teams and the need to increase production.151 According to the reports, the general line had made more peasants want to sell surplus grain to the government and to work harder to increase production. In addition, many of them decided to organize agricultural production cooperatives on their own.152


  Despite the glowing reports issued by the CCP through its propaganda machinery, many problems remained. First, the government continued to have difficulties with grain procurement. Many peasants refused to sell their grain to government representatives. Among peasants who did sell their grain to the government, some suffered severe grain shortages. Peasant resistance was aggravated by the high-handed manner in which they were treated by local officials.153 Second, the status enjoyed by Li Shunda as a model peasant was tainted by the fact that he achieved it at least in part by overstating the size of the grain harvest of his cooperative.154


  The Reevaluation of the General Line during the Reform Era


  Despite the CCP’s effort, beginning in the late 1970s, to reform the system that was created in the mid-1950s in implementing the general line, the party still defends the decision that produced this system. The party resolution of 1981 stands by the general line, maintains “it was absolutely correct to put forward the general line,”155 and, for the first time in an official document, acknowledges Mao’s close association with the general line, noting that he put forward the idea, formulated the basic concepts, and oversaw the creation of the final resolution.156


  The party resolution of 1981, however, identifies some mistakes the party had made during the implementation of the general line, especially during the “high tide” of 1955 and 1956: “Collectivization and the transformation of the handicraft industry and individual commerce were carried out too quickly and in too rough a fashion, the change was too fast, the formula was too simple, and chronic problems were created as a result.”157 It is significant that the three areas where the party, according to the 1981 resolution, made its worst mistakes—collectivization, handicraft industry, and individual commerce—were the same three areas about which the Chinese leaders, in the early and mid-1950s, differed the most and had the greatest reservations. It is not surprising that these were also the areas that the party, in the late 1970s, first moved to reform.


  The CCP’s 1981 resolution defending the basic correctness of the general line has had the effect of limiting academic discussion in China of this extremely important subject. Such unspoken limitations continue to this day. There was one period, between 1988 and the early 1990s, when the general line was discussed extensively by academics and party researchers. These discussions were stimulated by Zhao Ziyang’s reinterpretation of the current stage of Chinese socialism in 1987. The relatively free environment at the time made it possible for many people to speak candidly and even criticize Mao for his decision in 1953 to adopt the general line, which produced such dire consequences for China.


  In 1987, Zhao Ziyang, then the party secretary, redefined the country’s current revolutionary stage by declaring that China was still in the initial stage of socialism.158 He did so in the context of making an ideological justification for the CCP’s reform policies. Since these policies permitted the revival of private ownership and economic inequality, they created a climate that encouraged academics and party researchers to reevaluate and repudiate Mao’s policies, especially the general line.159 The sentiment shared by many was that if China had not adopted the general line in 1953 and had instead allowed New Democracy to last longer, as the CCP had promised in 1949, China would have had a much better economic outcome.


  There is also a consensus among Chinese scholars and party researchers that in 1953 Mao departed drastically from the CCP’s original plan, but they differ in their views as to what caused Mao to change course. According to one view, Mao made his decision based on a flawed understanding of Lenin’s theory of the “transition from capitalism to socialism.” Another view attributes his decision to a misjudgment of China’s domestic contradictions, and still another view explains his decision by emphasizing the limited options available to him at the time.160 Scholars and party researchers have also taken different positions in judging the general line.161 Their judgments fall into four categories. In the first, Mao is criticized for adopting the general line because in doing so he abandoned ideas that the CCP had set for the country in 1949.162 in the second, it is argued that the general line was established too early and that the results would have been much better if it had been adopted later.163 In the third, the general line is blamed for making a mess of socialism (ba shehui zhuyi gao zaole).164 In the fourth and most charitable category of evaluations of the general line, which echoes the position expressed in the CCP’s 1981 resolution, no criticism is made of the general line itself; instead, any problems associated with the general line are described as being primarily the result of poor implementation.165


  Scholarly discussions of the general line lost their vigor beginning in the early 1990s, perhaps affected by the heightened political control imposed in the aftermath of the Tiananmen incident of June 4, 1989. In the 1990s and early 2000s, scholars and party researchers have continued to write about the general line, but only a small number of published materials has dealt with the topic, and most of these avoid critical comments, being either objective166 or positive in tone.167 One comprehensive study of the policy-formulation process leading to the general line, written by a leading official scholar, Pang Xianzhi, and a younger scholar, Li Jie, was published in 2001. Like other writers on the topic during this period, they emphasize the facts and refrain from making judgments on the correctness or incorrectness of the general line.168


  Departing from the scholarly trend of the 1990s and early 2000s was Hu Sheng, a member of the party’s old guard. In 1998, he wrote an article in which he criticized Mao, arguing that after 1949, Mao had failed to honor his pre-1949 commitments and had become a “populist”—a term associated with the Russian “populists,” early revolutionaries who wanted to develop the Russian economy by skipping the capitalist stage169—whose fear of any capitalist development in post-1949 China had created terrible consequences for the country. Hu’s criticism of Mao was unprecedented, for it challenged the CCP’s official party line. Hu’s criticism also stirred up a brief yet heated debate between those who supported his position and those who opposed it. Hu’s chief opponent in the debate was Sha Jiansun, a conservative party scholar who not only challenged Hu in person at a conference in Changsha on December 26, 1998, but also wrote a response to Hu’s article.170 Hu’s chief defender was Qiu Lu, who sharply criticized Sha.171 Shortly thereafter, a number of articles, milder in tone than Qiu’s article, appeared in support of Hu’s position.172 Sha also had his allies who voiced their strong support for his views.173 Although the debate was brief, its intensity reflects the continued sensitivity and divisiveness of this subject even today.


  Conclusion


  The grain crisis in summer 1953 was a turning point in the history of post-1949 China, for it provided Mao with the opportunity to accelerate collectivization, eliminate the private economy, and reshape the country’s economic structure. In the process, he sought to balance his political and ideological goals with the realities he encountered in China at that time. Mao could be flexible and concerned about the heavy tax burden placed on the peasants and ready to help those peasants affected by natural disasters, but he would never compromise his ultimate goal of building socialism in China as quickly as possible. To understand Mao and his actions, it is necessary to come to terms with his belief system and commitment to Stalinism. As shown throughout this chapter, Mao intervened at every opportunity to promote radical positions during disputes and was ready to adopt policy options that were in tune with Stalinist ideas as presented in the Short Course. Mao’s commitment to achieving socialism in a Stalinist mold was deeply rooted and unyielding.
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  Conclusion: Mao, Stalin, and China's Road to Socialism


  THE POLICY SHIFT OF 1953 EMBODIED in the “general line for socialist transition” represented a dramatic turning point in the history of the People’s Republic of China (PRC) and continues to exert a profound impact on China’s economic development to this day. Though often misunderstood, the policy shift involved the abandonment by the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) of the official policy it had established in 1949. The 1949 policy had been rolled out under the banner of New Democracy and had emphasized a long-term commitment to a mixed economy. The CCP had indicated that building socialism was a task for the distant future and would occur only when conditions were ready. There had been no clear consensus, however, among the top leaders about what exactly would constitute the proper conditions for building socialism. The CCP’s official 1949 policy had resembled Lenin’s New Economic Policy (NEP) by emphasizing a gradualist transition to socialism rather than a drastic change of the old economic structure.


  The new policy program of 1953, by contrast, introduced under the banner of the “general line for socialist transition,” was inspired by Stalin’s general line of 1929 and was a Stalinist program to the core. It emphasized the importance of establishing a new economic order based solely on state ownership, and the building of this new economy would begin immediately, rather than some ten to fifteen years after 1949. Although gradualism was promised, Mao had no intention of honoring that promise.


  The general line appeared to be a sudden policy shift, but it in fact had its roots in a decision Mao had made in 1950 and carried out with great cunning and secrecy during the next three years. With the completion of the policy shift in 1953, Mao had set the country on a Stalinist road to socialism. Between 1950 and 1953, Mao consciously and deliberately sought to repeat Stalin’s actions between 1921 and 1925 as described in the Short Course. Mao almost literally relied upon this work as a do-it-yourself handbook for building socialism. Mao’s general line, which summarized Stalin’s basic ideas on how to build socialism, became a mini handbook for building socialism in China in the 1950s.


  Mao did not use violence to change the basic economic structure in China, which was predominantly private in the early 1950s, but his implementation of the general line, beginning in 19 54, and the “high tide” of socialist transformation, between 1955 and 1956, profoundly changed China’s political and economic landscape. The disastrous consequences of Mao’s “high tide” encouraged other leaders after the mid-l 950s to become more assertive in policy deliberations and to insist on the inclusion of private ownership and market forces, even if on a limited scale, alongside state ownership and control. During the Cultural Revolution, in his quest for a pure socialist society, Mao eliminated market forces and material incentives and offered in their place ideological and spiritual incentives. Probably the most significant long-term consequence of Mao’s general line and its implementation was the postponement of China’s economic development for a quarter of a century.


  Beginning in the mid-1950s, Mao’s domination of the policy process gave way to sharper divisions between Mao and more moderate leaders. The resulting pendulum swings of power and policy agendas within the leadership set the stage for later events, up to and including the economic reforms that began in the late 1970s. From 1956 to 1976, there continued to be a struggle within the leadership to find a proper balance between the state-owned economy and market forces—a balance that was ideologically acceptable to Mao, on the one hand, and to other, more moderate leaders, on the other hand.


  Some important findings emerge from this study concerning Mao’s role in domestic policy making, his belief system, and his relationship with Stalin.


  Mao’s Dominant Role in the Policy Process


  Mao played a dominant role in formulating the general line. He took the initiative in starting the process and in shaping the policy outcome. In 1952, he arbitrarily determined that the necessary conditions already existed for China to begin building socialism. He later also defined the time needed to achieve socialism and the means to be utilized to change the old economic structure. His dominance depended on his ability to conceal his real intentions, not only from the public, but also from other senior leaders. He was skillful at using secrecy and at controlling the flow of information to protect his own policy initiatives from being challenged by various social groups. His dominance can also be traced to his ability to intimidate and neutralize real and potential opponents—whether party leaders like Liu Shaoqi, Zhou Enlai, Bo Yibo, and Deng Zihui, or nonparty notables like Liang Shuming—through harsh criticism and ruthless attacks. Other leaders became increasingly passive, with the conspicuous exceptions of Deng Zihui, who dared to challenge Mao in 1955, and Peng Dehuai, who was bold enough to criticize him in 1959.


  Mao’s already dominant position within the CCP after 1945 was further enhanced in the early 1950s when, with Stalin’s help, a revised, official version of Mao’s selected works was published in both the Soviet Union and China. Although Stalin rejected the validity of “Mao Zedong thought” and persistently suppressed Mao’s attempts to use the term in the Chinese press, Mao gained enormous prestige within the CCP from the publication of his works. It was, after all, Stalin, the leader of the Communist world, who had decided to publish Mao’s writings in the Russian language, giving international legitimacy to his works and introducing them to the Communist world. A more self-confident Mao skillfully exploited his new prestige and asserted his authority, especially in selecting and interpreting Lenin’s and Stalin’s writings and using them to guide China’s socialist construction.


  Mao’s Devotion to Stalinism


  Mao was paradoxically both a disciple and a rival of Stalin. Far from being a reluctant Stalinist, he was in fact a committed one. The best evidence for his commitment to Stalinism was his devotion to the core economic doctrines expressed in the Short Course, which included a dedication to state ownership and control and a disdain for private ownership and market forces. It is clear that Mao had the highest regard for the Short Course. His intimate association with this book, however, did not begin in the early 1950s; it began in Yan’an in the late 1930s, as discussed in chapter 3. This deep commitment goes a long way toward accounting for his belief system, including not only his Stalinist orientation toward socialism but also his concepts of the two-line struggle and class struggle. He was more radical than most other Chinese leaders in pursuing a Stalinist vision of China, and more so than the conventional wisdom would have us believe. From Mao’s perspective, all capitalist elements had to be crushed. There was no place in Mao’s vision of a socialist economy for market forces or a private economy.


  Mao, a Junior Partner to Stalin


  Though Mao was dominant domestically, he was dependent on Stalin not only for economic and military aid, but also for policy guidance, ideological legitimacy, and prestige. In spite of this reality, Mao succeeded in projecting an image of himself as original and independent. Mao had ambivalent feelings toward Stalin. He respected Stalin for his accomplishments in the Soviet Union and his leadership of world Communism, and he had a deep affinity with Stalin’s radical approach of the 1920s and 1930s toward economic development. At the same time, Mao felt resentment toward Stalin for not providing more support for the Chinese Revolution. In addition, Mao was frustrated and angered at the constraints imposed by Stalin; his dependency on Stalin put him in no position to reject these constraints openly. Mao was also competitive toward Stalin; he believed from the late 1940s that he could build socialism in China faster than Stalin had in the Soviet Union. As long as Stalin was alive, however, Mao worked as his junior partner. Mao did not necessarily enjoy this role and was always looking for ways to assert his independence, especially with regard to economic matters. He had learned, however, from his long interactions with Stalin, the Comintern, and the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU), when to pay lip service to Stalin, when to make compromises, and when to be assertive about his own interests and those of the CCP. Despite all his problems with Stalin, Mao did not attempt to break away from him. It was only after Stalin’s death that Mao felt he had a free hand and could finally ignore Stalin’s cautionary advice about taking a gradualist approach in building socialism in China. As Mao completed his transformation of China’s economy in 1955 and 1956, he felt he could finally claim that he had outdone Stalin. He also moved to position himself as the leader of the Communist world and as an authority on Marxist theory.


  Mao did not openly express his bitter feelings about Stalin until 1956, three years after Stalin’s death and a few months after Khrushchev’s de-Stalinization speech. In April 1956, Mao presented a de-Stalinization speech at an enlarged Politburo meeting, at which the “Ten Great Relations” were also discussed. His remarks provide an insight into his deeply rooted resentment, frustration, and anger toward Stalin: “Whenever we speak of Stalin, we are absolutely exasperated, and triple that.”1 For a long time, Mao did not allow this speech to be made public for fear that it might cause harm to the international Communist movement. To the end, Mao was a good Communist, even showing concern that something he said might cause damage to world Communism.2


  Further Research


  My study of the policy shift in the early 1950s is an attempt to understand one of the murkiest periods in China’s post-1949 history. Given the importance of the early 1950s in shaping the nation’s later political and economic development, further studies of this period are needed. One particular area that needs study is the Soviet role in shaping Chinese domestic politics. Our understanding of the role played by Stalin in Chinese policy making and of Mao’s manipulation of the Soviet connection to advance his domestic-policy agenda is still limited. Mao had, after all, since the early 1940s, monopolized China’s communications, first with the Comintern, and later with Stalin. Further research is also needed on the role of the Soviet connection in leadership struggles in China: how exactly did Mao play the Stalin card when it was to his advantage to do so? Lastly, further investigation into Mao’s personal relationship with Khrushchev might offer a new perspective on the possible causes of the Sino-Soviet split in the early 1960s.


  Mao and His Legacy


  We can now see that Mao was a more serious believer in Stalinist teachings than the conventional wisdom has suggested. Mao shared with Stalin a profound disdain for the private economy and market forces. Mao’s devotion to this component of Stalinism and his passion to surpass Stalin and the Soviet Union drove him to establish a Stalinist system in China at a rapid pace. It is safe to say that he not only shared Stalin’s dogmatic views on how to build socialism from an early time, but he also persisted in holding to them. This new understanding goes a long way toward explaining why he did not attempt to alter the basic Stalinist economic structure. Economic reforms came to China only after Mao’s death, and they were initiated by many of the same people who, in the early 1950s, were actively involved in creating a Stalinist economic system, although most of them at the time were less radical than Mao.


  China is now in the midst of a long-term transition. While it is one of the most dynamic and fastest-growing economies in the world, China still possesses a “one-party” political system. In economic terms, the Stalinist legacy is still evident. China still has five-year plans. Key economic sectors such as finance, transportation, energy, utilities, and all major industries are still owned and controlled by the state. In addition, China has not yet resolved the issue of land ownership in the countryside. Reforms in the state-owned sectors in the last decade have encountered enormous problems. Though practical considerations, such as unemployment, have hindered reforms, ideological barriers also still persist. Although the CCP continues to insist on one-party rule, as China develops a more market-oriented economy, we can expect to see the further decline of Stalinism and the gradual emergence of a more pluralistic economic and political order.


  Notes


  1. Bo Yibo, Huigu 1,490.


  2. Bo Yibo, Huigu 1, 490.
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  Table of Contents of Lenin and Stalin on Economic Construction, Volumes 5 and 6


  

  



  IN THE SPRING OF 1949, the party leadership of the CCP compiled a twelve-volume collection called Ganbu bidu [Required Readings for Cadres]. Two volumes of the collection, entitled Liening Sidalin lun shehuizhuyi jingji jianshe (shangxiace) [Required readings for cadres: Lenin and Stalin on socialist economic construction], are devoted to Lenin’s and Stalin’s works on building socialism and were influential in shaping the thinking of the Chinese leadership. Chapter headings in both volumes are identical to those used in the Short Course. Listed below are the tables of contents for volumes 5 and 6 based on the English translation published in the Soviet Union.


  Volume 5


  1. The Period of Preparation and Realization of the October Socialist Revolution


  Lenin


  The Threatening Catastrophe and How to Fight It (September 10–14, 1917)


  Draft Regulations on Workers’ Control (November 8–13, 1917)


  Draft Decree on the Nationalization of the Banks and on Measures of Its Implementation (December 1917)


  Draft Decree on the Consumers’ Communes (January 7–10, 1918)


  How to Organize a Competition (January 7–10, 1918)


  Declaration of Rights of the Working and Exploited People (January 17, 1918)


  The Current Task of Soviet Power (April 28, 1918)


  Report to the All-Russia Congress of Representatives of Financial Departments of Soviets (May 18, 1918)


  Letter Addressed to the Conference of Representatives of Enterprises to Be Nationalized (May 18, 1918)


  2. The Period of Foreign Military Intervention and Civil War


  Lenin


  On the Famine. A Letter to the Workers of Petrograd (May 1918)


  Speech Closing the Debate on the Party Programme. Eighth


  Congress of the Russian Communist Party (RCP) (March 19, 1919)


  Report on Work in the Countryside. The Eighth Congress of the RCP (March 23, 1919)


  Great Action (June 28, 1919)


  Economy and Politics in the Era of Proletarian Dictatorship (October 30, 1919)


  The Fight to Overcome the Fuel Crisis, Circular Letter to Party Organizations (November 13, 1919)


  Speech Delivered at the First Congress of Agricultural Communes and Agricultural Artels (December 4, 1919)


  Report on Subbotnicks Delivered to a Moscow City Conference of the RCP (December 20, 1919)


  Remarks on and Addenda to Drafts for “Rules for the Workers’ and Peasants’ Inspection” (Early 1920)


  From the Destruction of the Old Social System to the Creation of the New (April 8, 1920)


  The Land Question, A Draft Outline for the Second Congress of the Communist International (July 20, 1920)


  3. The Period of Transition to the Peaceful Work of Economic Recovery


  Lenin


  Summing-Up Speech on the Tax in Kind at the Tenth Congress of the RCP (March 15, 1921)


  The Importance of Gold Now and After the Complete Victory of Socialism (November 5, 1921)


  The Role and Functions of the Trade Unions under the New Economic Policy: Decision of the Central Committee (CC) of the RCP (January 12, 1922)


  Political Report to the CC of the RCP at the Eleventh Congress of the RCP (March 27, 1922)


  Five Years of the Russian Revolution and the Prospects of the World Revolution. Report to the Fourth Congress of the Communist International (January 13, 1922)


  On the Cooperative System (January 4–6, 1923)


  Less but Better (March 2, 1923)


  Stalin


  Questions Concerning Peasants, Chapter 5 of “On the Basis of Leninism” (April 1924)


  The Results of the Work of the Fourteenth Conference of the RCP: Report Delivered at a Meeting of the Activists of the Moscow Organization of the RCP (May 9, 1925)


  The Internal Situation in the Soviet Union: Excerpts from The Political Report of the Central Committee, the Fourteenth Congress of the CPSU (December 18, 1925)


  Stalin on the NEP and State Capitalism: Excerpts from the Summary Report of the Fourteenth Congress of the CPSU, the Central Committee’s Political Work (December 23, 1925)


  Volume 6


  4. Struggle for the Socialist Industrialization


  Stalin


  Excerpts from “On Several Questions of Leninism” (January 25, 1926)


  The Soviet Union’s Economic Situation and the Party’s Policies (April 13, 1926)


  The Question of the Soviet Working Class and Peasantry: Excerpts from “The Opposition Bloc in the CPSU” (October 26–November 3, 1926)


  Reply to the Discussion on the Report on “The Social-Democratic Deviation” (November 1–3, 1926)


  Excerpts from the Interview with the First American Labor Delegation (September 8, 1927)


  Excerpts from the Interview with Foreign Workers’ Delegations (November 5, 1927)


  The Success of Socialist Construction and the Internal Situation in the U.S.S.R.: Excerpts from the Fifteenth Party Congress of the CPSU (December 3–7, 1927)


  The Grain Front: Excerpts from a Talk to Students of the Institute of Red Professors, the Communist Academy and the Sverdlov University (May 28, 1928)


  Lenin and the Question of the Alliance with the Middle Peasant. Reply to Comrade S. (June 12, 1928)


  Question Concerning Socialist Construction in the Soviet Union: Excerpts from “Report to a Meeting of the Activists of the Leningrad Organization for the CPSU,” Results of the July Plenum of the Central Committee of the CPSU (July 13, 1928) [N.B., the phrase “Question Concerning Socialist Construction in the Soviet Union” does not appear in the English translation published in the Soviet Union, though it does appear in the Chinese edition. I have translated the phrase from the Chinese and have included it here.]


  The Right Danger in the CPSU. Speech Delivered at the Plenum of the Moscow Committee and Moscow Control Commission of the CPSU (October 19, 1928)


  National Industrialization and the Right Tendency of the CPSU (November 19, 1928)


  The Right Deviation in the CPSU. Speech Delivered at the Plenum of the Central Committee of the CPSU (April 1929)


  A Year of Great Change (January 7, 1929)


  5. Struggle for Agricultural Collectivization


  Stalin


  Several Problems of Soviet Land Policies (December 27, 1929)


  Concerning the Policy of Eliminating the Kulaks as a Class (January 21, 1930)


  Dizzy with Success: Concerning Questions of the Collective-Farm Movement (March 2, 1930)


  Reply to Collective-Farm Comrades (April 3, 1930)


  The Increasing Advance of Socialist Construction and the Internal Situation in the U.S.S.R. (June 21, 1930)


  The Tasks of Economic Personnel (Speech on February 4, 1931)


  The Tasks of the New Situation and the New Economic Order (Speech on June 23, 1931)


  The Results of the First Five-Year Plan. Report Delivered on January 7, 1933, to the Joint Plenum of the Central Committee and CC of the CPSU


  On the Work of the Rural Areas (January 11, 1933)


  Speech at the First National Congress of Collective Farm Shock Workers (February 19, 1933)


  The Continuing Progress of National Economy and the Internal Situation in the U.S.S.R. Excerpts from the Report to the Seventeenth Party Congress of the Work of the Central Committee of the CPSU (January 26, 1934)


  Excerpts from the Report to the Seventeenth Party Congress of the Work of the Central Committee of the CPSU (January 26, 1934)


  6. Struggle to Complete Socialist Construction


  Stalin


  Speech to Graduating Class of Red Army Academy (May 4, 1935)


  Speech to the First All-Union Conference of Stakhanovites (November 17, 1935)


  The Internal Situation in the U.S.S.R.: Excerpts from the Summary Report of the Eighteenth Congress of the CPSU, on the Central Committee’s Political Work (March 10, 1939)


  Speech to Conference of the Foremost Combine Operators (December 1, 1935)


  Speech to Workers of the Higher Schools (May 17, 1938)
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  The Soviet Experience in Building Socialism: Selected Articles from Xuexi and New China


  

  


  BEGINNING IN MID-1953, as Mao was completing the general framework for his general line, a series of articles concerning the Soviet Union’s experience in building socialism appeared in a party publication called Xuexi (hereinafter as and in New China (hereinafter as XY). These articles were intended to educate the rank and file so that they could keep up with the party’s new initiatives. These articles are extremely valuable for the purpose of this study because they show what Mao and the CCP considered to be important at the time they were formulating the general line for socialist transition. Selected articles appearing in XX and XY relevant to this study are organized here by topic; the titles are arranged in chronological order by date of publication.


  Conditions in the Soviet Union: 1921–1925


  Chen Hanbo. “Cong zhanshi gongchanzhuyi zhengce guodu dao xinjingji zhengce” [The transition from “war communism” to NEP]. XX 5 (1953): 18–21.


  Zhang Xianchou. “Xinjingji zhengce de shizhi” [The essence of the NEP]. XX 5 (1953): 22–28.


  Zou Shumin. “Sulian 1921 nian dao 1925 nian de gongye zhuangkuang” [Industrial conditions in the Soviet Union between 1921 and 1925]. XX 5 (1953): 29–31.


  Ding Yu. “Sulian 1921 nian dao 1925 nian de nongye zhuangkuang” [Agricultural conditions in the Soviet Union between 1921 and 1925]. XX 5 (1953): 31–34.


  Deng Quan. “Sulian 1921 nian dao 1925 nian de shangye zhuangkuan” [Commercial conditions in the Soviet Union between 1921 and 1925]. XX 5 (1953): 34–36.


  


  Chen Dao. “Huifu guomin jingji shiqi de shangye wenti” [Questions concerning commerce during the period of national economic recovery]. XX 6 (1953): 17–23.


  Dong Sen. “Sulian 1921 nian dao 1925 nian de jinrong zhuangkuang” [Monetary conditions in the Soviet Union between 1921 and 1925]. XX 6 (1953): 28–30.


  Wen Zixu. “Sulian 1921 nian dao 1925 nian de caizheng zhuangkuang” [Financial conditions in the Soviet Union between 1921 and 1925]. XX 6 (1953): 30–32.


  Gao Zhengsheng. “Sulian 1921 nian dao 1925 nian de hezuoshe zhuangkuang” [Conditions in Soviet cooperatives between 1921 and 1925]. XX 8 (1953): 31–33.


  Luo Jinglan. “Sulian huifu guomin jingji shiqizhong wuzhong jingji chengfen de xiaozhang zhuangkuang” [The growth and decline of the five types of economic elements during the period of the Soviet national economic recovery]. XX 9 (1953): 31–32.


  Chen Maoyi. “Guodu shiqi ruhe duidai zibenzhuyi qiye” [How to deal with capitalist enterprises during the transition period]. XX 12 (1954): 12–15.


  Conditions in the Soviet Union: 1926–1929


  Hua Guangwu and Chen Tao. “1926 nian dao 1929 nian Sulian de guoji guonei zhuangkuang” [International and domestic conditions in the Soviet Union between 1926 and 1929]. XX 9 (1954): 18–20.


  Zou Shumin. “1926 nian dao 1929 nian Sulian de gongye zhuangkuang” [Industrial conditions in the Soviet Union between 1926 and 1929]. XX 9 (1954): 20–21.


  Gao Song. “1926 nian dao 1929 nian Sulian de yunshuye zhuangkuang” [Conditions in the transport industry in the Soviet Union between 1926 and 1929]. XX 9 (1954): 22–23.


  Hu Qilin. “1926 nian dao 1929 nian Sulian de nongye zhuangkuang” [Agricultural conditions in the Soviet Union between 1926 and 1929]. XX 9 (1954): 23–25.


  Deng Quan. “1926 nian dao 1929 nian Sulian de shangye zhuangkuang” [Commercial conditions in the Soviet Union between 1926 and 1929]. XX 10 (1954): 36–37.


  He Zhuo. “1926 nian dao 1929 nian Sulian de caizheng jinrong zhuangkuang” [Financial and monetary conditions in the Soviet Union between 1926 and 1929]. XX 10 (1954): 38–40.


  Luo Jinglan. “1926 nian dao 1929 nian Sulian wuzhong jingji de xiaozhang zhuangkuang” [The growth and decline of the five types of economic elements in the Soviet Union between 1926 and 1929]. XX 10 (1954): 40–42.


  Conditions in the Soviet Union: 1930–1934


  Hu Qilin. “1930 nian dao 1934 nian Sulian de nongye zhuangkuang” [Agricultural conditions in the Soviet Union between 1930 and 1934]. XX 11 (1954): 14–16.


  Zheng Rong. “1930 nian dao 1934 nian Sulian de gongye zhuangkuang” [Industrial conditions in the Soviet Union between 1930 and 1934]. XX 11 (1954): 17–18.


  Wang Yibin and Yu Weicong. “1930 nian dao 1934 nian Sulian de guoji guonei zhuangkuang” [International and domestic conditions in the Soviet Union between 1930 and 1934]. XX 11 (1954): 19–20.


  Deng Quan. “1930 nian dao 1934 nian Sulian de shangye zhuangkuang” [Commercial conditions in the Soviet Union between 1930 and 1934]. XX 2 (1955): 34–35.


  Liu Song. “1930 nian dao 1934 nian Sulian de jieji biandong zhuangkuang” [The change in class conditions in the Soviet Union between 1930 and 1934]. XX 2 (1955): 35–36.


  The Short Course


  Bianjibu [Editorial department]. “Sulian huifu guomin jingji shiqi de jingji jianshe wenti—gong zhongjizu xuexi liangong (bu) dangshi, dijiuzhang tigang yong” [Questions concerning economic construction during the period of the Soviet national economic recovery—providing middle-level cadres with a study outline of chapter 9 of History of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (Bolshevik): Short Course]. XX 9 (1953): 17–23.


  ––– . “Sulian wei shixian guojia de shehuizhuyi gongyehua er douzhengshi de jingji jianshe wenti—gong zhongjizu xuexi liangong (bu) dangshi, dishizhang tigang yong” [Questions concerning economic construction at the time of the Soviet struggle to achieve national socialist industrialization—providing middle-level cadres with a study outline of chapter 10 of History of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (Bolshevik): Short Course]. XX 5 (1954): 5–16.


  ––– . “Sulian wei shixian nongye jitihua er douzhengshi de jingji jianshe wenti—gong zhongjizu xuexi liangong (bu) dangshi dishiyizhang tigang yong” [Questions concerning economic construction at the time of the Soviet struggle to achieve agricultural collectivization—providing middle-level cadres with a study outline of chapter 11 of History of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (Bolshevik): Short Course], XX 11 (1954): 3–11.


  Industrialization


  Fang Yuan. “Shehuizhuyi guojia gongyepin de jiage zhengce” [The pricing policy of industrial products in socialist countries]. XX 7 (1953): 3–11.


  Chen Hanbo. “Shehuizhuyi guojia gongyehua de fangzhen” [The guiding principles of industrialization in socialist countries]. XX 10 (1953): 15–20.


  Wang Fu. “Sulian shehuizhuyi gongyehua de zijin wenti” [Questions concerning funding for socialist industrialization in the Soviet Union]. XX 10 (1953): 20–24.


  Li Qun. “Sulian gongyehua chuqi de liangshi wenti” [Grain problems during the initial stages of Soviet industrialization]. XX 11 (1953): 4–12.


  Chen Yuxiang. “Sulian shehuizhuyi gongyehua de sudu” [The pace of socialist industrialization in the Soviet Union], XX 12 (1953): 19–25.


  Fang Yuan. “Sulian renmin zai gongyehua chuqi zenyang wei jilei zijin er lishing jieyue” [How the Soviet people practiced strict economy in order to accumulate capital during the initial stages of industrialization]. XX 12 (1953): 25–31.


  Collectivization


  Li He. “Sulian nongye de shehuizhuyi gaizao de daolu” [The road to socialist transformation of agriculture in the Soviet Union]. Xinhua yuebao [New China Monthly] (hereinafter as XY) 3 (1954): 162–65.


  Wei Wei. “Sulian nongye jitihua de jiben fangzhen” [The basic guiding principles for collectivization in the Soviet Union]. XX 3 (1954): 33–36.


  “Liangong (bu) zhongyang 1930 nian yiyue wuri ‘guanyu jitihua de sudu he guojia bangzhu jiti nongzhuang jianshe de banfa’ de jueyi” [Decisions on the pace of collectivization and methods of state assistance in the construction of collective farms by the Central Committee of the Soviet Communist Party (Bolshevik) on January 5th, 1930]. XX 1 1 (1954): 11–12.


  “Liangong (bu) zhongyang 1930 nian sanyue shisiri ‘guanyu fandui waiqu dangde jiti nongzhuang yundong luxian’ de jueyi” [Decisions made by the Central Committee of the Soviet Communist Party (Bolshevik) on March 14, 1930, on how to combat misrepresentations of the party line guiding the collective farm campaign]. XX 11 (1954): 13–14.


  Li Fu. “Sulian gongchandang zenyang lingdao shixian nongye quanpan jitihua de douzheng” [How the Soviet Communist Party led the struggle to achieve comprehensive collectivization]. XX 12 (1954): 22–25.


  Soviet First Five-Year Plan


  Chen Chi. “Sulian diyige wunian jihua de jiben renwu” [The basic tasks of the Soviet Union’s First Five-Year Plan]. XX 1 (1954): 34–36.


  Soviet Party Congresses


  Chen Chi. “Jieshao ‘Eguo gongchandang (bu) shiyici daibiao dahuishang zhongyang weiyuanhui de zhengzhi baogao”’ [Introducing “The Political Report of the Central Committee delivered to the Eleventh Party Congress of the Russian Communist Party (Bolshevik)”]. XX 3 (1953): 32, 40–43.


  Hu Qilin. “Sulian gongchandang dishisici daibiao dahui de qingkuang” [The Fourteenth Party Congress of the CPSU]. XX 12 (1953): 32–33.


  Chen Tao. “Sulian gongchandang dishiwuci daibiao dahui de qingkuang” [The Fifteenth Party Congress of the CPSU]. XX 12 (1953): 34–36.


  Pan Peixin. “Sulian gongchandang dishiliuci daibiao huiyi de qingkuang” [The Sixteenth Party Conference of the CPSU]. XX 12 (1953): 36.


  Chen Wenzhuang and Yang De. “Sulian gongchangdang dishiliuci daibiao dahui de qingkuang” [The Sixteenth Party Congress of the CPSU]. XX 3 (1955): 36–37.


  Wu Jianfei and Hu Ping. “Sulian gongchandang dishiqici huiyi de qingkuang” [The Seventeenth Party Conference of the CPSU]. XX 3 (1955): 37–38.


  Ding Yu and Liu Jingmei. “Sulian gongchandang dishiqici daibiao dahui de qingkuang” [The Seventeenth Party Congress of the CPSU]. XX 3 (1955): 38–40.


  Yi Wen. “Sulian gongchandang dishibaci daibiao huiyi deqingkuang” [The Eighteenth Party Conference of the CPSU]. XX 3 (1955): 40.


  The Writings of Lenin and Stalin


  Sun Dingguo. “Sidalin tongzhi duiyu jianshe gongchanzhuyi de lilun de weida gong-xian” [Comrade Stalin’s great theoretical contribution to the construction of communism]. XX 4 (1953): 24–27.


  Fang Yuan. “Liening de tongyi jingji jihua—jieshao Su E dianqihua jihua” [Lenin’s unified economic planning: Introduction to SovietRussia’s Electrification Planning]. XX 5 (1953): 9–17.


  He Jun. “Jieshao Liening de Lun hezuozhi” [Introducing Lenin’s On Cooperatives]. XX 5 (1953): 37–40.


  Zhang Xianchou. “Liening de hezuohua jihua” [Lenin’s plan for cooperativization]. XX 6 (1953): 23–28.


  Chen Manyuan. “Xuexi Sulian shehuizhuyi jingji wenti jiajin women de jingji jianshe gongzuo” [Studying The Economic Problems of Socialism in the USSR and intensifying our economic construction work]. XX 7 (1953): 27–31.


  Zhang Xianchou. “Yiguo jiancheng shehuizhuyi shehui de Wenti” [Questions concerning the building of socialism in one country]. XX 8 (1953): 15–19.


  Ma Jibin. “Liening Sidalin lun Sulian hui f u guomin jingji shiqi de guojia zibenzhuyi” [Lenin and Stalin on state capitalism during the period of the Soviet national economic recovery]. XX 8 (1953): 28–30.


  Chen Chi. “Xuexi Sidalin tongzhi zhu Lun Sulian jingji zhuangkuang he dangde zhengce” [Study comrade Stalin’s Soviet Economic Conditions and Party Policies]. XX 10 (1953): 32–35.


  Wu Jiang. “Liening Sidalin lun lianhe zhongnong wenti” [Lenin and Stalin on the question of uniting middle peasants]. XX 11 (1953): 16–21.


  Fan Ruoyu. “Xuexi Liening guanyu guodu shiqi de lilun wei shixian woguo zai guodu shiqi de zongluxian er fendou” [Study Lenin’s theories concerning the transition period in order to achieve the goals of the general line for the transition period in China]. XX 2 (1954): 3–5.


  Yang Feng. “Liening guanyu cong zichanjieji minzhu geming zhuanbian wei shehuizhuyi de lilun” [Lenin’s theories concerning the change from bourgeois democratic revolution to socialist revolution]. XY 4 (1955): 39–43.
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