Part 3: Political Economy, Economic
Policy And Socialist Construction

Introduction

As pointed out in the two previous articles in this series
(Revolution April-May and June, 1978 dealing with:
Mao’s line on revolution in colonial and semi-colonial
countries and on revolutionary war and military line
respectively) one of the specific features—and specific
advantages—of the Chinese revolution was that from
a very early stage the revolutionary forces, led by the
Communist Party, established liberated areas which
served as a base for waging war against the reactionary
enemy. In order to maintain these liberated base areas
and make them as powerful as possible a foundation
Jor waging revolutionary war, in order to unleash the
activism of the masses in these areas—and ultimately
in the whole country—in the revolutionary struggle
and as the backbone of that struggle, and in order to
unite all real friends against the enemy at every point,
it was necessary not only to have a correct political line
generally, and not only to have in particular a correct
military line; it was also necessary to forge and apply a
correct line on questions of political economy, eco-
nomic policy and construction.

As pointed out in the first article in this series, at a
very early point in the Chinese revolution (1926) Mao
made a basic analysis of classes in Chinese society, ex-
actly for the purpose of determining friends and ene-
mies in the revolution at that stage. Such elass analysis
is an important part of Marxism and Marxist political
economy in particular as well as an urgent task at each
decisive stage in the development of the revolution.

And throughout the various stages (and sub-stages) of
e Chiinese revolution Mao devoted serious-attention

fo this probilem.

In addition, from the time of the establishment of
the first base area (1927) Mao, in leading the revolu-
tionary struggle, had to and did devote serious at-
tention to economic policy and to specific guidelines

for economic construction. And through the course of .

more than'20 years, from the time of theestablishment
of the first base area to the winning of nationwide poli-
tical power in 1949, Mao and the Chinese Communist
Party accumulated rich experience in carrying out re-
volution on the economic battlefront and on that basis
developing production. This was to serve as an impor-

tant part of the foundation for Mao’s development of -

a revolutionary line on these crucial questions during
the socialist period following the seizure of power.
Further, many of the basic principles of military line
and strategy which Mao  developed in leading the
Chinese people during the long years of revolutionary
war leading up to the seizure of nationwide political
power were applied by Mao (o the problems of eco-
nomic policy and construction both in the liberated
areas.during the period of the new-democratic revolu-
tion and in the country as a whole in the socialist per-
iod which followed.

All this is another aspect of the phenomenon that
the new-democratic revolution served as the prepara-
tion for and prologue to socialism in China. But, of
course, upon entering the socialist period new tasks
presented themselves, new problems which had to be
solved in order to continue to advance. As always, in
addressing himself to and providing solutions for these
problems, Mao not only applied the rich lessons of the
Chinese revolution but assimilated and applied the
lessons of the positive and negative experience of other
revolutions and in particuiar of the Soviet Union, the
world’s first socialist state. In this process he not only
applied and defended but developed and enriched
basic principles of Marxism-Leninism. This is certainly
frue with regard to the questions of political economy,
economic policy and socialist construction.

These questions and Mao’s great contributions in
these areas constitute of course a big subject. To go
fully into it is beyond the scope of this article. (The
closely related question of Mao’s great theory of ‘‘con-
tinuing the revolution under the dictatorship of the
proletariat’’ will be dealt with in a subsequent article in
this series.) Here attention will be focused on sum-
marizing main points, leaving further and more detail-
ed and specific analysis for other times and places.

Marxist Political Economy
As Mazao himself was to say, ‘‘Political economy

aims to study the production relations.’” (‘‘Reading
Notes on the Soviet Text Political Economy,’’ from A

Critique of Soviet Economics, three articles by Mao
Tsetung, Monthly Review Press, 1977, translation by
Moss Roberts, p.110) Karl Marx, with the collabora-
tion of Frederick Engels, in founding the revolu-
tionary science of the proletariat first developed social-
ist political economy as a key component part of this
science. Marx penetrated beneath the thousands of
surface phenomena of capitalism and analyzed the es-
sential relations that characterize this form of society.
As Mao pointed out, ‘“Marx began with the commodi-
ty and went on to reveal the relations among people
hidden behind commodities. ..’ (Ibid.)

Proceeding from this, in his famous work Capital

alnd elsewhere, Marx laid bare the basic contradiction
of capitalism between social production and private
ownership and the secret of capitalist accumula-
tion—the exploitation of the wage-workers in the pro-
cess of production by the capitalist owners of the
means of production to create surplus value
appropriated privately by these capitalists.
i Marx showed that this capitalist mode of production’
was not, as its apologists proclaimed, the highest, most
perfect and final stage of society, but merely repre-
sented the latest of “‘particular historical phases in the
development of production.’”’ (letter to J. Weyde-
meyer, March 5, 1852) It was bound to be superseded
by a new, higher mode of production—com-
munism—which would represent a qualitative leap for
mankind, characterized by the elimination of all class
distinctions and a tremendous and continuous advance
of the social forces of production.

Communism was bound to replace capitalism, Marx
demonstrated, not because communism represemted a
more ‘‘just” or a “utopian’ form of society, but be-
cause the progress of mankind through all previous
historical phases in the development of production, up
to capitalism, had prepared the basis for communism,
and because the fundamental contradiction of
capitalism would continually throw society into ever

greater chaos and crisis, with the development of the:
social productive forces straining to burst the confines:

of the relations of production—in particular private
capitalist ownership—until this contradiction was re-

solved in the only way it could be: through the aboli-,

tion of the capitalist system of private ownership and
the conversion of all means of production into the
common property of society.

To accomplish this required, Marx further showed,.

a political revolution in which the exploited proletariat
overthrew the capitalist class, smashed the capitalists’
state machinery, established its own state—the re-
volutionary dictatership of the proletariat—and ad-
vanced to ““‘the abolition of class distinctions general-
ly, to the abolition of all the relations of production on
which they rest, to the abolition of all the social rela-
tions that correspond to these relations of production,
to the revolutionizing of all the ideas that result from
these social relations.’’ (Karl Marx, ““The Class Strug-
gles In France, 1848 to 1850,”" in Marx and Engels Se-
lected Works, Vol. 1, p. 282; also quoted in On
Khrushchov’s Phoney Communism And Its Historical
Lessons For The World, by the Chinese Communist
Party, under Mao’s leadership, p. 15)

Unfortunately, however, neither Marx nor Engels
lived to see the period when the proletariat, having
seized power, began the process of carrying out this
unprecedented transformation of society. With the ex-
ception of the Paris Commune in 1871, no proletarian
state was established during their lifetimes and the

Paris Commune itself lasted only a few months before

it was smashed by the forces of counter-revolution.
Lenin’s Contribution to Political Economy

But at that very time capitalism was, in a number of
countries, beginning to develop towards its highest and

final stage—imperialism. It was Lenin who thoroughly

analyzed this development and proved in opposition to

various opportunists—including Karl Kautsky, who '

had been a close collaborator of Engels but had turned
into a counter-revolutionary in the latter part of his
life—that imperialism did not eliminate or somehow
dilute the basic contradiction of capitalism but raised
it to a higher level. Imperialism, Lenin showed, was
not only the highest stage of capitalism, it was also the
eve of proletarian revolution. And Lenin led the prole-
tariat of Russia in making the first successful prole-
tarian revolution, in establishing the first socialist state

which began the process of transition to communism.

Lenin developed Marxism—and, as a key compo-
nent part of this, Marxist political economy—to a new
and higher stage. Marxism became Marxism-Lenin-
15m.

Further, for the brief period between the seizure of
power in Russia in 1917 and his death in 1924, Lenin
applied these scientific principles to the concrete prob-
lems confronting the new socialist state, including in
the crucial sphere of economic policy and construc-
tion. Lenin set forth the basic orientation and direc-
tion that would guide the proletariat of the Soviet
Union'in carrying out the transformation of ownership
from capitalist to socialist in town and countryside and

* lead to the high-speed development of the socialist eco-

nomy.

During the Civil War and the imperialist interven-
tion following the October Revolution, Lenin develop-
ed the policy of War Communism.. This immediately
concentrated ownership and the lifelines of the econ-
omy-in the hands of the proletarian state and enabled
the victorious proletariat to maintain a sufficient
material base to defeat the domestic and foreign reac-
tionaries that had ganged up against it and to lay the
basis for developing the economy following the war.
At the same time, it required tremendous sacrifice on
the part of the Russian workers and peasants and, with
regard to the latter in particular, put severe strains on
them in the form of state appropriation of their sur-
plus grain.

After the civil war, Lenin recognized that the policy
of War Communism, while it had contributed to vic-
tor§ in-the wary had also-raced-ahead of thematerialas
well as political, ideological and organizational condi-
tions. He called for a retreat, to prepare the conditions
for a future advance. This retreat was embodied in the
New Economic Policy (NEP). This new policy aban-
doned the surplus grain appropriation policy and re-
placed it with a tax (the tax in-kind) as the means for
the state to secure grain.

The NEP embodied considerable concessions to
capitalism—both domestic and foreign, in both city
and countryside. It allowed foreign capitalists to
operate in the country and even lured them with the
prospect of high profits. It permitted domestic capital-
ists to operate certain businesses. Even within state-
owned enterprises it involved the practices of one-man
management, reliance on bourgeois experts, specialists
and executives, and the widespread use of such things
as piece-work and many rules and regulations similar
to those in capitalist factories (many of these manage-
ment policies had actually been part of War Com-
munism as well).

All this was necessary to achieve in the shortest
possible time the rehabilitation of the economy, which
had been shattered and in many places brought virtual-
ly to a standstill during the course of the civil war, with
many workers dislodged from production and becom-
ing virtually declassed. It was necessary to strengthen
the proletariat and the proletarian state politically as
well as economically. At the same time, however, the
proletariat, through its state power, maintained con-
trol over finance and trade and placed restrictions on
the operation of private capital in town and country-
side, And Lenin stressed the importance during this
period of establishing and developing producers and
consumers’ cooperatives to lay the basis for collectiyi-
zation in the countryside and the general advance to
socialist relations in the near future. In this way, the
Soviet Union advanced economically through the state
capitalism of the NEP to socialism.

Lenin was very open about the fact that the NEP
represented a retreat and a concession in the short run
to capitalism. It was justified and necessary, he ar-
gued, because of the specific conditions in the country
at that time. It was not a grand plan for developing the
country into a powerful modern socialist state, nor
were its basic policies meant to apply to socialist con-
struction, as revisionists since Krushcheyv’s time have
been known to claim, It was the means for creating the

_ conditions in a brief period for the advance to a social-

ist economy, for an assault on strategic positions of
capitalism.

Socialist Construction Under Stalin

Duting the very last part of his life Lenin ﬂ;ll
seriously ill and was no longer able to give leadership

-
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to the day to day affairs of the Party and state. It was
Stalin who took the helm, carried forward the NEP
and led in the advance to socialist industrialization and
development of agriculture. In carrying this out, Stalin
also led the fierce and continuing struggle within the
Party against the likes of Trotsky, Kamenev, Zinoviev
and Bukharin, opportunists who opposed now from
one side and now the other the correct road forward.

Trotsky, and along with him Kamenev and
Zinoviev, peddled the ‘‘theory of productive forces,””
arguing that it was impossible to construct socialism in
the Soviet Republic because it was economically and
technically too backward. This line had, in part, a thin
*“left’* cover by insisting that immediate revolution in
Europe was required for socialism to survive in Russia.
However the rightist essence of this line was barely
below the surface. On the other hand, Trotsky oppos-
ed the NEP by clamoring for policies of exploiting the
peasants to achieve industrialization and organizing
military-like conditions in the factories to force the
workers to boost production; and he even called for
extending the granting of foreign concessions to strate-
gic plants and branches of industry, thus, as Stalin put
it, trying to ‘‘throw ourselves on the tender mercies of
foreign capitalists.”” (History of The Communist Party
Of The Soviet Union (Bolsheviks) [HCPSU], p.262)

Later, when the Party had formulated and embark-
ed on the policy of carrying out socialist industrializa-
tion of the country on the basis of a revived ag-
riculture, Trotsky, in league with Zinoviev and others,
charged that industrialization was not being carried
out fast enough. But in reality they were fully opposed
to socialist industrialization and tried to undermine it
by pitting the mass of peasants against the working
class, calling in fact for reliance on the rich peasants,
the capitalist forces in the countryside. From all this it
can be seen that the distinguishing feature of Trotsky,
and what enables one to recognize the real followers of
Trotsky, is the consistent absence of principles except
careerism and lack of faith in the masses and a fun-
damental unity with the right.

This was demonstrated in the fact that Trotsky’s line
of relying on capitalist forces with regard to industry
and agriculture was very similar. to that of Bukharin,
" who during the NEP and afterward pushed the line of
building up the bourgeoisie according to the notion of
“‘the peaceful growing of the bourgeoisie into
Socialism, amplifying it with a ‘new’ slogan—‘Get
Rich!” ** (HCPSU, p. 275) Bukharin especially cham-
pioned this right opportunism with regard to the coun-
tryside, arguing straight out for a policy which, like
the essence of Trotsky’s line, meant fostering and rely-
ing on the capitalist elements, the Kulaks.

Stalin led the Soviet Party in defeating these various
bourgeois lines and in carrying out socialist in-
dustrialization and the step by step collectivization of
agriculture. Neither of these, of course, had been ac-
complished before in history; and in particular the suc-
cessful collectivization of agriculture, involving the
most acute class struggle inside and outside the Party,
was a2 monumental task and of decisive importance for
the building of socialism in the Soviet Union. For
Russia at the time of the October Revolution was
largely a peasant country with a backward coun-
tryside, including large-scale survivals of feudal rela-
tions, even though it had been an imperialist country.

To bring about socialist collectivization together
with socialist industrialization and: transform the
Soviet Union from a relatively backward to an advanc-
ed country economically—all of which was ac-
complished in the two decades between the end of the
civil war in Russia and WW2—was a great achieve-
ment of the Soviet working class and people under the
leadership of Stalin. And it had much to do with the
Soviet Union’s ability to defeat the Nazi invaders in
WW2, another great achievement of the Soviet people
carried out under Stalin’s leadership.

At the same time, in giving leadership to an un-
precedented task of such tremendous propor-
tions—the socialization, transformation and rapid
development of the economy of such a large and com-
plex country as the Soviet Union under the conditions
where it was the only socialist state in .a world still
dominated by imperialism—Stalin did make certain er-
rors. To a significant degree this is explainable by the
very fact that there was no historical precedent for this
task, no previous experience (and previous errors) to
learn from. On the other hand, as Mao has summed
up, certain of Stalin’s errors, including in the sphere of
political economy, economic policy and socialist con-
struction, arose because and to the extent that Stalin
failed to thoroughly apply materialist dialectics to
solving many genuinely new problems that did arise.

Owing largely to this, especially in the period of the
1930s—after collectivization in agriculture and
socialist transformation of ownership in industry had
been essentially completed—Stalin himself adopted

aspects of the ‘“‘theory of productive forces.”” He.

developed first the slogan that “‘technique decides
everything’” and then the related concept that, with
modern technique, cadres capable of mastering this
technology decide everything.

This seriously downplays the question of politics, in .

fact goes against the line of politics in command, and
also downplays the role of the masses and specifically
the need to rely on the conscious activism. of the
masses in socialist production as in everything else.
Along with this, while he led in carrying out collec-
tivization in the countryside in the late 1920s, Stalin
tended to develop industry at the expense of
agriculture, leaving the peasants too few funds for ac-
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cumulation through their own efforts.

Stalin also continued many of the policies that had
been introduced during the NEP (or before, during
War Communism), such as extensive use of piece-
work, bonuses, one-man management, experts in com-
mand, and so forth. In essence Stalin put one-sided
emphasis on the question of ownership, which is the
most decisive but not the only aspect of the relations of
production. He failed to pay consistent attention to.
revolutionizing the other aspects of the relations of
production (relations between people in production
and distribution) and the superstructure,

To a large degree, Stalin proceeded from -the
assumption that once the question of ownership was
largely settled—that is once public ownership had
basically replaced private ownership—then all that was
necessary was to achieve and master advanced
technology and efficient management and in this way
socialism would continue to achieve a more powerful
material base and society would continue advancing
toward communism. This incorrect view went hand in
hand with Stalin’s erroneous analysis that by the
mid-1930s antagonistic classes had been eliminated in
the Soviet Union. It failed to recognize that the
bourgeoisie is constantly regenerated out of the con-
tradictions of socialist society itself—such as between
mental and manual labor, town and countryside,
worker and peasant, as well as disparities in income
arising from the application of the principle of ‘‘to
each according to his work’’—and that so long as these
inequalities left over from capitalism persisted there
would continue to be classes and class struggle, in-
cluding the antagonistic struggle between the pro-
letariat and the bourgeoisie which forms the principal
contradiction under socialism.

Stalin himself repeatedly and resolutely fought
against attempts to restore capitalism in the Soviet
Union. But errors such as those briefly summarized
above and the effects of these errors—which were
greatly magnified during the Great Patriotic War
against Germany, when a certain amount of com-
promise was necessary with bourgeois forces inside
and outside the Soviet Union who were opposed to the
fascist Axis—did take their toll. They allowed more
ground for bourgeois forces, especially the bourgeoisie
within the Soviet Party and state (those whose counter-
parts in China Mao was later to call ‘‘capitalist-
roaders’') to prepare the ground for capitalist restora-
tion while Stalin -was still alive and then to carry out
this retrogression not long after he died.

In his last few years Stalin did in fact address
himself to some of the basic questions arising from the
remnants of capitalism still surviving under socialism.
Specifically, in Economic Problems of Socialism in the
USSR Stalin pointesd out that, while it did not play a
regulating role in the economy, the law of value con-
tinued to operate within a restricted sphere. This was
due, Stalin said, to the fact that in the countryside the
form of socialist ownership was not state but collec-
tive, which was an important aspect of the continuing
disparity between the city and countryside, and
because commodity exchange hadn’t yet been entirely
réplaced by a higher form of exchange.

Further Stalin addressed some of the major con-
tradictions that would have to be resolved in order to
advance to.communism. Besides the disparity between
town and country, he called particular attention to the
mental/manual contradiction. Stalin stressed that in
order to advance to communism it would be necessary
to resolve these as well as other contradictions left over
from capitalism—to eliminate the essential difference
between town and country, mental and manual labor
and so on.

But, at the same time, Stalin tended to treat the
question of eliminating these differences almost entire-
ly from the standpoint of developing production and
raising the material and technical level of the masses
and not very much from the standpoint of politics and
ideology. In other words, Stalin did not put much em-
phasis on restricting these differences to the degree
possible at each point and how this was dialectically
related to the tasks of developing production, raising
the material and technical level of the masses, etc., nor
on the question of waging struggle in the ideological
sphere to combat the bourgeois ideology which is
fostered by these disparities.

One of the strongest points in this work by Stalin is
his refutation of the revisionist deviations of L.D.
Yaroshenko. ‘‘Comrade Yaroshenko’s chief error,”
wrote Stalin, *‘is that he forsakes the Marxist position
on the question of the role of the productive forces and
of the relations of production in the development of
society, that he inordinately overrates the role of the
productive forces, and just as inordinately underrates
the role of the relations of production, and ends up by
declaring that under socialism the relations of produc-
tion are a component part of the productive forces."
(Stalin, Economic Problems Of Socialism In The
USSR, Peking Foreign Language Press, 1972, p.
60) -

)Slalin went on to point out that the contradiction
between the relations and forces of production con-
tinues to exist under socialism, because ‘‘the develop-
ment of the relations of production lags, and will lag,
behind the development of the productive forces._"
(Ibid., p. 69) With a correct line in command, Stalin
stressed, this contradiction would not become an an-
tagonistic one, but the opposite would be the case if an
incorrect line were applied.

But a shortcoming of Stalin’s analysis of ‘this ques-

tion was that he still did not acknowledge the existence
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of the antagonistic class contradiction between the
proletariat and the bourgeoisie and the fact that the
correct handling of the contradiction between the
forces and relations of production depended principal-
ly on the correct handling of the contradiction between
the proletariat and the bourgeoisie, on the waging of
the class struggle against the bourgeoisie. In addition,
as Mao emphasized, while Stalin insisted on the
continuing existence of the contradiction between the
forces and relations of production, he did not make
the same point with regard to the contradiction be-
tween the economic base and the superstructure: ‘‘Sta-
lin speaks only of the production relations, not of the
superstructure, nor of the relationship between
superstructure and economic base. . . . Stalin mentions
economics only, not politics.”’ And ‘‘Stalin’s book
from first to last says nothing about the superstruc-
ture. It is not concerned with people; it considers
things, not people.’”” (Mao, A Critique of Soviet
Economics, ‘‘Concerning Economic Problems of
Socialism in the USSR,’" and ‘‘Critique of Stalin’s
Economic Problems of Socialism in the USSR,”’ pp.
130, 135)

In these criticisms, written in the late 1950s, Mao
was not only reflecting certain important differences
he had developed with the Soviet line even under Sta-
lin, but he was also beginning to forge a further ad-
vance in Marxist-Leninist theory and practice on the
question of political economy, in particular on the
relationship between revolution and production. This
was only forged, however, through sharp two-line
struggle within the Chinese Communist Party around
these same questions, struggle which was to continue
and deepen over the remaining years of Mao’s life.

In fact from the time that political power was won
there developed a struggle within the Chinese Com-
munist Party over what road to take—the socialist or
capitalist road. From the first there were those who
wanted to strictly apply the Soviet approach in
economic construction, just as there had been those
who earlier had wanted to blindly follow, the Soviet
model in the struggle leading up to the seizure of
political power. The struggle against this deviation
sharpened into an antagonism after the revisionist
coup of Khrushchev & Co. in the mid-1950s when the
Soviet model became a model for restoring capitalism.
This strengthened the forces within the Chinese Com-
munist Party who promoted a line that would lead
China down the capitalist road.

Econdmic Policy in Liberated Areas

In opposition to this Mao increasingly developed a

revolutionary line for building socialism, which was
rooted both in the long experience and lessons of the

Chinese revolution during the struggle for power and
in a deepening summation of the Soviet experience and
its positive and negative lessons, under Stalin’s lead-
ership and then with the triumph of revisionism. Some
who had sided with Mao during the period of the new-
democratic revolution came to regard his line and the
basic principles guiding it as ‘‘outmoded” once
political power was captured, and this became a more
marked phenomenon the further China advanced into
the socialist period. But Mao continued to fight for the
understanding that the basic principles that had guided
the successful, if protracted and complex, struggle for
power must also guide revolution and construction in
the socialist stage. Politics in command, reliance on
the masses, recognizing the crucial role of the peasants
and the importance of the countryside, combatting
elitism and tendencies to bureaucratism—these and
other points which reflected and flowed from the
ideological and political line representing the outlook
and interests of the proletariat continued to form the
foundation of Mao’s line.

From the first phases of the Chinese revolution,
Mao stressed that, with regard to economic policy as in
other fields, while carrying out the bourgeois-
democratic revolution as the first stage and resisting
t‘ultra-left’’ lines that would expropriate small-owning
middle forces and drive them into the camp of the
enemy, it was necessary during that stage to lay the
basis economically as well as in other ways for the
socialist future. In an article written in January, 1934,
addressing the question of the economic policy in _the
liberated areas, Mao formulated it this way:

““The principle governing our economic policy is
to proceed with all the essential work of
economic construction within our power and
concentrate our economic resources on the war
effort, and at the same time to improve the life of
the people as much as possible, consolidate the
worker-peasant alliance in the economic field,
ensure proletarian leadership of the peasantry,
and strive to secure leadership by the state sector
of the economy over the private sector, thus
creating the prerequisites for our future advance
to socialism.’’ (Mao, “‘Our Economic Policy,"
Selected Works, Vol. 1, p. 141)

Later, in his major work ‘‘On New Democracy”
written in January 1940 during the anti-Japanese war,
Mao stressed that *‘we must never establish a capitalist
society of the Eur0pcan-Amefican type or allow the
old semi-feudal society to survive.”” And he noted that
as far as the economy of the new-democratic period
was concerned, ‘‘In general, socialist agncn_:llure will
not be established at this stage, though various types
of co-operative enterprises developed on the basis of
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‘land to the tiller” will contain elements of socialism.”
(Mao, Selected Works, Vol. 2, p. 353)

As explained in the first article in this series
(RevoruTion, April-May 1978), in order to unite all
possible forces against the Japanese aggressors, for the
duration of the anti-Japanese war the Chinese Com-
munist Party adjusted its policy on agrarian economic
relations, pulling back from the policy of confiscating
the landlords® holdings in most cases and substituting
instead the campaign to reduce rent and taxes. But this
did not mean that such reduction could be achieved,
nor certainly maintained, without a struggle.

Mao emphasized that *‘rent reduction is a mass
struggle by the peasants,”” and that therefore ‘‘Party
directives and government decrees [of the government
in the base areas] should guide and help it instead of
irving Lo bestow favours on the masses. To bestow rent
reduction as a favour instead of arousing the masses to
achieve it by their own action is wrong, and the results
will not be solid.”” (Mao, “‘Spread The Campaigns To
Reduce Rent, Increase Production And ‘Support The
Government And Cherish The People’ In The Base
Areas,”’ Selected Works, Vol. 3, p. 131)

Mobilizing the masses was the key to carrying out
rent (and tax) reduction, which in turn served as the
basis for organizing the peasant masses to carry out
production to support the revolutionary government
and armed forces. And in this production drive,

mobilizing the masses was also decisive. While in->

sisting that **No one who fails to study production
carefully can be considered a good leader,”” Mao
sharply criticized those cadres who ‘‘take a conser-
vative and purely financial point of view which con-
centrates on revenue and expenditure to the neglect of
economic development. It is wrong to have a handful
of government functionaries busying themselves with
collecting grain and taxes, funds and food supplies to
the neglect of organizing the enormous TaBour power
of the rank and file of the Party, the government and
the army, and that of the people, for a mass campaign
of production.”” (tbid., p. 133)

Here a crucial guestion was at stake: how to ease the
burden that the peasants had been forced to bear
under the old rule while at the same time providing the
necessary material base for maintaining the new
regime and supporting the revolutionary armed forces
in the war of resistance against Japan. The solution
lay, Mao stressed, in mobilizing the Party rank and file
and Party and government functionaries (cadre) as
well as the army members as far as possible, together
with the masses of people in the mass campaign of
production. At the same time it was crucial to mobilize
the masses both to transform production relations as
far as possible—establish mutual-aid labor teams and
ather beglnning forms of cooperation—and ta Wake
breakthroughs in developing new techniques in pro-
duction, even with the still primitive means of produc-
tion they possessed. Without this it would be impossi-
ble to unleash the activism and creativeness of the
masses as the backbone of the war of resistance to
Japan.

The participation of the troops in production was an
important link in all this: it helped enable the burden

of taxation by the revolutionary government to be

lightened for the peasants. As Mao pointed out, if the
soldiers spent three months of'the year in production
and devoted nine months to fighting and training, then
the situation could be maintained where “‘Our troops

* depend for their pay neither on the Kuomintang
government, nor on the Border Region Government
[revolutionary government], nor on the people, but
can fully provide for themselves."” (Mao, “Get
Organized!,”” Selected Works, Vol. 3, p. 154) This re-
mained an important part of Mao's line on economic
policy and specifically the relation between economic
construction and warfare, resistance to aggression, in
the socialist period as well.

In this well-known speech to labor heroes in the
liberated areas (‘‘Get Organized!’’) Mao again gave
emphasis to the fact that there were two opposed
methods of dealing with production problems:

““To organize the strength of the masses is one
policy. Is there a contrary policy? Yes, thereis. It
is one that lacks the mass viewpoint, fails to rely
on the masses or organize them, and gives ex-
clusive attention to organizing the small number
of people working in the financial, supply or
trading organizations, while paying no attention
to organizing the masses in the villages, the ar-
my, the government and other organizations, the
schools and factories; it treats economic work
not as a broad movement Or as an extensive
front, but only as an expedient for meeting
financial deficits. That is the other policy, the
wrong policy.” (Ibid., p. 155)

Mado went on to show again the links between pres-
ent economic policy and the future advance to
socialism. *“The cooperatives,” he pointed out, ‘‘are
now the most important form of mass organization in
the economic field.”” They represented a cornerstone
in the bridge leading from the individual economy of
the peasants that had existed for thousands of years
under feudalism to the collective economy of
socialism. Mao noted:

““This scattered, individual form of produc-
tion is the economi¢ foundation of feudal rule
and keeps the peasants in perpetual poverty. The
only way to change it is gradual collectivization,
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and the only way to bring about collectivization,
according to Lenin, is through co-operatives. We
have already organized many peasant co-
operatives in the Border Region [base area], but
at present they are only of a rudimentary type
and must go through several stages of develop-
ment before they can become co-operatives of
the Soviet type known as collective farms. Ours
“is a new-democratic economy, and our co-
cperatives are still organizations for collective
labour based on an individual economy (on

private property).”” (Ibid., p. 156)

Here Mao charted the basic course that cooperation
in the Chinese countryside would undergo in advanc-
ing the peasant economy to socialist relations, with the
first step, appropriate to the new-democratic period,
being mutual-aid labor teams. As with everything else,
Mao stressed that the success of these teams depended
on the mobilization and conscious activism of the
masses. In fact, Mao pointed out, “These methods of
collective mutual aid are the inventions of the masses
themselves,”* and the task of the Party was to sum up
and popularize them. (Ibid.) '

Several years later, with victory approaching in the
anti-Japanese war, Mao emphasized again the impor-
tance of correctly handling economic policy. In par-
ticular, he criticized those comrades who did not base
economic policy on the concrete conditions of China’s
revolutionary struggle, specifically the fact that this
struggle was then centered in the countryside and must
proceed by advancing from the countryside to the
cities:

““We want to hit the Japanese aggressors hard
and make preparations for seizing the cities and
recovering our lost territories,”’ Mao affirmed.
““‘But how can we attain this aim, situated as we
are in a countryside founded on individual
economy, cut up by the enemy and involved in

(guerrilla warfare? We cannot imitate the
Kuomintang, which does not lift a finger itself
but depends entirely on foreigners even for such
necessities as cotton cloth. We stand for self-
reliance. We hope for foreign aid but cannot be
dependent onit; we depend on our own efforts,
on the creative power of the whole army and the
entire people. But how do we go about it? By
launching large-scale production campaigns
simultaneously among the troops and the
people.”’ (*“We Must Learn To Do Economic
Work,”” Selected Works, Vol. 3, p. 191)

This was akin to the principle Mao applied in war-
fare—concenirating forced for aBanie 'of anmBila-
tion—a principle he continued to:apply to economic
construction, in particular with regard to key links and
key projects in the economy, both in the new-
democratic and the socialist periods.

While he was specifically dealing with the situation
then facing the revolution, the emphasis Mao gives in
the quote above, on the importance of the countryside,
on mobilizing the masses, on the army taking part in
production as well as fighting and training, and on
self-reliance generally—all these were not only of vital
importance in the conditions of that time. They re-
mained basic principles even after nationwide political
power was won and the socialist period was entered.

Similarly, in the same article, Mao says, “‘Since we
are in the countryside, where manpower and material
resources are scattered, we have adopted the policy of
‘unified leadership and decentralized management’ for
production and supply.’’ (Ibid.) This was closely link-
ed with the military principle that Mao developed of
combining unified strategy and strategic command
with: decentralized command and flexibility and ini-
tiative in particular campaigns and battles. (See the
last article in this series, REvoLuTioN, June 1978, Sec-
tion 2, p. 4) And this principle, too, was upheld and
applied by Mao in the socialist period—though again,
not without sharp struggle within the Communist Par-
ty itself.

Immediately following the defeat of the Japanese
imperialists Mao again reminded the Party and the
masses that the victories won through their own efforts
could only be defended, and new victories achieved, by
continuing to practice self-reliance. Preparing for the
counter-revolutionary attempt of Chiang Kai-shek to
seize the fruits of this victory and re-establish reac-
tionary rule throughout China, Mao insisted that *“As
for the reactionaries in China, it is up to us to organize
the people to overthrow them.” (*‘The Situation And
Our Policy After The Victory In The War Of
Resistance Against Japan,’* Selected Works, Vol. 4, p.
19)

Using an example from an earlier period in the
Ghinese revolution, when a landlord in a particular
area refused to surrender and held out in his fortified

“village until the revolutionary army swept in and clean-

ed him out, Mao called attention to the fact that there
remained many such reactionary ‘‘fortified villages’’
in China and drew the lesson that ‘‘Everything reac-
tionary is the same; if you don’t hit it, it won’t fall. It
is like sweeping the floor; where the broom does
not reach, the dust never vanishes of itself.”” (/bid.)
What, then, could and must be relied on to sweep
China clean of reactionary rule? Reliance must be
placed, Mao said, on the masses of people led by the
Communist Party. “‘On what basis should our policy
rest?”’ he asked. ““It should rest on our own strength,
and that means regeneration through one’s own ef-
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forts.” (Ibid., p. 20)Again, this was also a basic princi-
ple that Mao fought for and applied not only in lead-
ing .the Chinese new-democratic revolution to com-
plete victory through successful revolutionary war
against Chiang Kai-shek, but also in carrying forward
socialist revolution and socialist construction follow-
ing this victory. And, again, this Mao did only through
waging sharp struggle within the Communist Party
itself against those who opposed the policy of self-
reliance and regeneration through one’s own efforts.

Mao Analyzes New Tasks

On the other hand, policies adopted in the coun-
tryside during the long years of revolutionary struggle
centered there could not be mechanically applied in the
cities. And even in the countryside a distinction had to
be drawn between agriculture and industry, between
policies that guided the anti-feudal agrarian revolution
and those that must be utilized with regard to capitalist *
production and commerce. To handle this correctly re-
quired more deeply arming the Party and the masses
with the far-sighted outlook of the proletariat and
educating them as to their general and long-term in-
terests. ;

Mao addressed these questions in an article written
in early 1948, when final victory in the war against
Chiang Kai-shek could already be seen on the horizon
and the question of capturing and administering larger
cities was already an immediate one. Mao warned that
“Precautions should be taken against the mistake of
applying in the cities the measures used in rural areas
for struggling against landlords and rich peasants.”
He further insisted that,

““A sharp distinction should be made between
the feudal exploitation practised by landlords
and rich peasants, which must be abolished, and
the industrial and commercial enterprises run by
landlords and rich peasants, which must be pro-
tected. A sharp distinction should also be made
between the correct policy of developing produc-
tion, promoting economic prosperity, giving
consideration to both public and private interests
and benefiting both'labour and capital, and the
one-sided and narrow-minded policy of ‘relief’,
which purports to uphold the workers’ welfare
but in fact damages industry and commerce and
impairs the cause of the people’s revolution.
Education should be conducted among comrades
in the trade unions and among the masses of
workers to enable them to understand that they
should not see merely the immediate and partial

_ interests of the working class while forgetting its
broad, long-range interests.”” (*‘On The Policy
Concerning Industry And Commerce,’” Selected
Works, Vol, 4, p. 203)

What Mao was upholding here was both the correct
policy for the present new-democratic stage of the
revolution and the correct basis for making the future
advance from this to the socialist stage. This was
directly in opposition to a line which would have made
the democratic revolution an end in itself and would
have promoted welfarism and economism among the
workers, pitting immediate short-term improvement in
their conditions—*‘relief”’—against their basic in-
terests in establishing the material as well as political
and ideological conditions for advancing to
socialism—including the achievement of final victory
in the war against Chiang Kai-shek.

Struggle against this kind of erroneous line was
becoming increasingly decisive exactly because the
seizure of nationwide political power was on the
horizon. And with the achievement of political power
the question of whether to take the capitalist or
socialist road came to the fore. In March of 1949, in a
most important speech to the Central Committee of
the Chinese Communist Party, Mao analyzed the
situation and the tasks immediately confronting the
Party with the capture of the big cities and the vic-
torious conclusion of the war of liberation against
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Chiang Kai-shek and his U.S. imperialist backers.

The central task after the seizure of power, Mao
said, must be production and construction. Why?
Because otherwise political power could not be con-
solidated and the advance to socialism would, of
course, also be impossible. As Mao bluntly pointed
out, *'If we know nothing about production and do
not master it quickly, if we cannot restore and develop
production as speedily as possible and achieve solid
successes so that the livelihood of the workers, first of
all, and that of the people in general is improved, we
shall be unable to maintain our political power, we
shall be unable to stand on our feet, we shall fail.”
(*‘Report To The Second Plenary Session Of The
Seventh Central Committee Of The Communist Party
Of China," Selecred Works, Vol. 4, p. 365)

Here Mao was following a policy similar to that
adopted by Lenin during the first few vears of the
Soviet Republic—the period of War Communism and
then the NEP—when the rehabilitation of the national
economy under the rule of the proletariat was decisive
in determining whether or not the new state power of
the proletariat would survive and be able to advance to
take up the socialist transformation and development
of the economy. But even under these conditions, as
Lenin had insisted in fierce battle against Trotsky,
Bukharin and other opportunists, the correct political
line must lead, or else state power would be lost
anvway by the proletariat and then of course it could
not solve its production problems either.

So, too, Mao fought against incorrect lines that
would either have given free rein to private capitalism
and elevated its position above state enterprise in in-
dustrial policy or would have too severely restricted or
even tried to eliminate private capitalism, not mdking
use of it in rehabilitating and beginning to develop the
economy. In opposition to both of these errors Mao
insisted that “‘all capitalist elements in: the cities and
countryside which are not harmful but beneficial to
the national economy should be allowed to exist and
expand. This  is not only unavoidable but also
economically necessary. But the existence and expan-
sion of capitalism in China will not be unrestricted and
uncurbed as in the capitalist countries, It will be
restricted from several directions—in the scope of its
operation and by tax policy, market prices and labour
conditions.” (Ibid., p. 368)

This policy of allowing but restricting capitalism
and of gradually transforming private ownershipin in-
dustry into socialist state ownership through a series of
steps was essential to make the transition from new-
democracy to socialism. During this process of transi-
tion and transformation, Mao:pointed out, ‘‘Restric-
tion versus opposition to restriction will be the main
form of class struggle. ..’ ({6id.)

Such a pelicy, while correct with regard to the na-
tional capitalists—the middle bourgeoisie—absolutely
could not be applied to the imperialists nor to the big
bourgeoisie in China, the bureaucrat-capitalists;
whose holdings constituted roughly 80% of China’s
capitalism. These had to be immediately confiscated,
both to break the economic and political basis of their
power and to liberate the productive forces and make
possible the rehabilitation and rapid development of
the economy. As Mao said, ‘‘The confiscation of this
capital and its transfer to the people’s republic led by
the proletariat will enable the people’s republic to con-
trol the economic lifelines of the country and will
enable the state-owned economy to become the leading
sector of the entire national economy. This sector of
the economy is socialist, not capitalist, in character.”
(Ibid., p. 367)

From New Democracy to Socialism

This, again, was crucial in making the transition
from new-democracy to socialism. As Mao was later
to sum up, ‘““The struggle against bureaucratic
capitalism had a two-sided character: it had a
democratic revolutionary character insofar as it
amounted to opposition to compradore capitalism,
but it had a socialist character insofar as it amounted
to opposition to the big bourgeoisie.”” (‘‘Reading
Notes on the Soviet Text Political Econony,” A Criti-
que Of Soviet Economics, p. 40. ‘‘Comprador
capital’” refers to Chinese capitalists, particularly in.
commerce, who served as agents of foreign imperialist
interests)

Establishing the primacy of the state sector and con-'
trol of the economy generally by the state led by the
proletariat and its Party—this was the essential condi-
tion for achieving the transition to socialism. It was
the key to resolving the main contradictions as they
posed themselves during the period immediately after
the seizure of nationwide political power,

At this point Mao made the all-important analysis
that with country-wide victory in the new-democratic
revolution, ‘‘two basic contradictions will still exist in
China. The first is internal, that is, the contradiction
between the working class and the bourgeoisie. The
second is external, that is, the contradiction between
China and the imperialist countries.”” (“‘Report To
The Second Plenary Session Of The Seventh Central
Committee Of The Communist Party Of China,”
Selected Works, Vol. 4, p. 369)

This analysis was to remain a decisive question of
line and a sharp focus of two-line struggle within the
Chinese Communist Party during the rest of Mao’s
life. Applying it then to the immediate situation and
the task at hand, victory in the new-democratic revolu-
tion and the transition to socialism, Mao pointed out

REVOLUTION

that “The two basic policies of the state in the
economic struggle will be regulation of capital at home
and control of foreign trade. Whoever overlooks or
belittles this point will commit extremely serious mis-
takes.” (/bid.)

_ At the same time Mao pointed to the tremendous
importance of the peasant question and of continuing
the agrarian revolution beyond the bourgeois-
d'emocralic step of land reform—which had been car-
ried out on a broad scale by the end of the war of
liberation. Providing ‘‘land to the tiller’* eliminated
the basis of feudal but not of capitalist relations in the
countryside, ‘“The serious problem is the education of
the peasantry,” he noted. ‘“The peasant economy is
scattered, and the socialization of agriculture, judging
by the Soviet Union’s experience, will require a long
time and painstaking work. Without socialization of
agriculture, there can be no complete, consolidated
socialism. The steps to socialize agriculture must be
co-ordinated with the development of a powerful in-
dustry having state enterprise as its backbone.” (*‘On
The People’s Democratic Dictatorship,”’ Selected
Works, Vol. 4, p. 419)

Analyzing this in the realm of politics, the concen-
trated expression of economics, Mao pointed out that
the people’s democratic dictatorship—the form of the
dictatorship of the proletariat corresponding to
China's conditions with the victory of the new-
democratic revolution—*‘is based on the alliance of
the working class, the peasantry and the urban petty
bourgeoisie, and mainly on the alliance of the workers

and the peasants, because these two classes comprise

80 to 90 per cent of China’s population. These two
classes are the main force in overthrowing imperialism
and the Kuomintang reactionaries. The transition
from New Democracyto socialism also depends main-
ly upon their alliance.”” (/bid., p. 421)

In a period of seven years from the founding of the
People’s Republic in October ' 1949 the socialist
transformation of ownership in both industry and.
agriculture was basically completed. But, of course,
this was not accomplished without fierce class struggle
both in society as a whole and within the Communist
Party itself. During this period the class struggle—the
struggle between the socialist and capitalist
roads—focused mainly on the question of ownership.
But there were also sharp struggles over questions of
management, investment priority and other essential
issues of economic policy. :

Following the basic guidelines set forth by Mao, as
outlined before, the Communist Party carried out the
line in industry of immediately confiscating the
holdings of imperialism and bureaucrat-capitalism.
while implementing;the step by step transformation of
national capitafism. This not only allowed the utiliza-
tion of the positive role of national capital in
rehabilitating and developing the economy but also the
utilization of the national capitalists in management in
the joint state-private enterprises that were set up as an
important link in this transformation. At the same
time-the state enterprises themselves received the bulk
of investment and were built up as the main sector.
This was crucial in establishing and maintaining the
dominance of the state component of the economy and
in carrying through socialist transformation in in-
dustry. :

Two Roads After Liberation

But of course all this gave rise to new contradictions
and new struggles. In addition to the national
capitalists who were made use of in managerial and
even planning positions, the former big capitalists and
other reactionary elements not only carried out
sabotage and direct resistance to socialist transforma-
tion but a number of them actually succeeded in in-
filtrating key positions in the economy, including in
the state sector. And as Mao had warned in his speech
at the Second Plenary Session of the Seventh Central
Committee in March 1949, a number of Party
members who had stood up heroically to the actual
bullets of the enemy during the long years of revolu-
tionary warfare found it difficult to resist the sugar-
coated bullets of the bourgeoisie in the new situation
where these Party cadre were in positions of power.

To counter this, and as an essential part of carrying
forward not only the rehabilitation of the economy but
the policy for socialist transformation, the Party
launched a struggle against the “‘three evils’’ of cos-
ruption, waste and bureaucracy in management and
administration and the *“five evils"" of bribery, tax eva-
sion, theft of state property, cheating on government
contracts and stealing of economic information for

private use. The seriousness with which these struggles

had to be undertaken is indicated by the following
statement by Mao in late 1951: *“The struggle against
corruption, waste and bureaucracy should be stressed
as much as the struggle to suppress counter-
revolutionaries.”” (‘‘On The Struggle Against The
‘Three Evils’ And The ‘Five Evils,” '’ Selected Works,
Vol. 5, p. 65) And Mao called for linking the struggle
against these *‘three evils”” with that against the “five
evils’’—*This is both imperative and very timely,”” he
insisted. (/bid.) ;

This did not mean that in every case such struggle
should be conducted as one between the people and the
enemy, though in some cases that was necessary.
Distinctions as to the seriousness of the cases should be
drawn, but nevertheless the struggle must be sharply
waged—*‘Only thus can we check the grave danger of
many Party members being corroded by the
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bourgeoisie,”” and prevent the disruption of economic
development and transformation in the direction of
socialism. (fbid., p. 64)

The successful waging of these struggles, however,
could not be carried out only “‘at the top.”” It required
the mob_ilizalion of the masses, And as Mao pointed
out, an important part of combatting the **five evils’
in particular was to *‘gradually establish a system
under which the workers and shop assistants supervise
production and management.”’ (Ibid., p. 69)

But an even more decisive struggle during this
period was that within the Party itself against those
who promoted and fought for a line in opposition to
carrying out socialist transformation. Such revi-
.fuonisls, including Liu Shao-chi and other similar types
in top Party leadership, argued that instead of making
the transition from the democratic to the socialist stage
after seizing political power the task was to ‘‘con-
solidate new democracy.”’

In the economic sphere, as against the policy of
utilizing but restricting and transforming those sec-
tions of capital that could contribute to the rehabilita-
tion and development of the economy, these
bourgeois-democrats turned capitalist-roaders insisted
that capitalism should be encouraged and promoted
without restriction, even arguing that “‘exploitation is
a merit."" They bitterly opposed Mao who, after
several years of successful rehabilitation of the
economy, in accordance with the basic orientation he
had set forth nearly four years earlier, formulated at
the end of 1952 the general line for the transition to
socialism, calling for bringing about the step by step
development of socialist industrialization and socialist
transformation of agriculture and handicrafts and
capitalist industry and commerce,

To rationalize their opposition, these revisionists,
represented in, the realm of theory and philosophy by
some reactionary scholars, most notably one Yang
Hsien-chen, “‘churned out the so-called theory of ‘syn-
thesized economic base,’ thereby provoking the first
big struggle on the philosophical front’’ in New China.
(See Three Major Struggles On China’s Philosophical
Front, Peking Foreign Language Press, 1973, in-
troductory article with the same title, p. 3)

This bogus, bourgeois theory argued that during the
period of transition the economic base should consist
of the capitalist and socialist sectors co-existing in har-
mony and that the superstructure should serve both of
these sectors and even serve the bourgeoisie. This
echoed Bukharin who, as noted earlier, argued in the

. Soviet Union in the 1920s that capitalism would

peacefully grow into socialism and that therefore the
former should be fostered without restriction.

Of.course., as.pointed out, during the period of tran-
sition to socialist ownership in China private capital
was allowed to play a certain role, but in order to ad-
vance on the socialist road it was necessary to establish
the primacy of the socialist sector through the pro-
letarian state and to wage class struggle to achieve the
triumph of socialist relations over capitalist relations
and bring about socialist transformation. To preach
some kind of ‘“harmony’’ between capitalism and
socialism and to even argue that the superstructure, in-
cluding state power, should serve both sectors and
even serve the bourgeoisie meant in fact to champion
the victory of capitalism over socialism and the
establishment of bourgeois state power enforcing the
exploitation of the proletariat and broad masses of
people.

With regard to agriculture specifically, Liu Shao-chi
and other revisionists opposed and actively tried to sti-
fle and sabotage cooperative transformation. They in-
sisted that any attempt to carry out collectivization
must depend on the prior development of heavy in-
dustry, which in turn could only be developed by rely-
ing on foreign technology according to this view, and
that in the meantime the peasants should go it alone in
private farming. This, of course, could only lead to
widespread polarization arid the strengthening of the
capitalist forces in the countryside.

Mao sharply criticized and vigorously fought
against this line. He showed that in China collectiviza-
tion must precede mechanization in agriculture and
that unless cooperative transformation was carried
out the worker-peasant alliance, which had been
built during the stage of new democracy on the basis.of
a bourgeois-democratic program, could not be main-
tained and developed on a new, socialist basis.

By 1955 this struggle had reached a crossroads. Mao
pointed out then that despite the step by step advance
from mutual-aid teams to small agricultural pro-
ducers’ cooperatives, ‘“What exists in the countryside
today is capitalist ownership by the rich peasants and
a vast sea of ownership by individual peasants. As is
clear to everyone, the spontaneous forces of capitalism
have been steadily growing in the countryside in recent
years, with new rich peasants springing up everywhere
and many well-to-do middle peasants striving to
become rich peasants. On the other hand, many poor
peasants are still living in poverty for shortage of the
means of production, with some getting into debt and
others selling or renting out their land. If ghls.ten(.iency
goes unchecked, it is inevitable that polarization in the
countryside will get worse day by day.”" (*‘On The Co-
operative Transformation Of Agriculture,” SW, Vol.
5, pp. 201-202). i

Mao answered those trumpeting the revisionist line
on this question by turning their arguments back
against them. In response to the attack that he was ad-
vocating a rash advance in the countryside, and
specifically in response to the statement “‘if you don’t
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get off the horse quickly, there will be the danger of
breaking up the worker-peasant alliance,”” Mao
replied: ;

“[This] is probably an ‘argument’ -relayed down
from the Rural Work Department of the Central Com-
mittee. This department not- only manufactures
rumours but also produces a lot of ‘arguments’. |
think that this statement is in the main ‘correct’—only
a single word needs to be changed, that is, the word
‘off’ be changed into ‘on’. You comrades of the Rural
Work Department do not have to feel discouraged, for
I have accepted almost all your words and changed on-
Iy one. The difference lies in a single word, our con-
troversy is over just one word—you want to get off the
horse while I want to get on. ‘If you don’t get on the
horse quickly, there will be the danger of breaking up
the worker-peasant alliance’, and danger there certain-
ly will be.”” (**The Debate On The Co-Operative
Transformation Of ‘Agriculture And The Current
Class Struggle,” SW Vol. §, p. 217)

The only road forward, Mao made clear, was to
mobilize the peasants *‘to combine further on the basis
of these small semi-socialist co-operatives  and
organize large fully socialist agricultural producers’
co-operatives.”” And there was every basis for this,
Mao said; in fact it was the erroneous line of certain
Party authorities that was holding things back. *“We
must now realize,”’ he declared, “‘that there will soon
be a nation-wide high tide of socialist transformation
in the countryside.” (Mao, op. cit., pp. 199, 202)

And Mao was correct. His line triumphed over the
revisionist line; in a tremendous upsurge, socialist
cooperative transformation triumphed over capitalist
ownership in the countryside.

It was through this kind of struggle in society as a
whole and in a concentrated way within the Com-
m}:nis{_ Party itself that socialist ownership was in the
main established in city and countryside, in industry
and agriculture—and also in the same way in hand-
icrafts and commerce—by 1956. But this did not mean
the end of class struggle in society or in the Communist
Party; it merely advanced socialist revolution and
socialist construction and the struggle between the
socialist and capitalist roads to a new stage.

Learning From Negative Experience of Soviets

By this time the People’s Republic of China was well
into its First Five-Year Plan, initiated in 1953. This
plan was largely modelled after and incorporated ex-
tensive aid from the'Soviet Union. It put too much em-
phasis on the development of heavy industry at the ex-
pense of agriculture and light industry and on highly
centralized planning at the expense of local intiative. It
catled far such (hings as one-man management,
reliance on specialists, and other measures such as ex-
tensive rules and regulations which suppressed rather
than unleashed the activism of the workers—who were
supposed to memorize and strictly abide by scores of
such rules and regulations. :

This was all to the liking of the revisionists in the
Chinese Communist Party who refused to learn from
and insisted on repeating the negative experiences of
the Soviet Union. But it was increasingly not to the lik-
ing of Mao, who insisted on summing up these errors,
while learning from the positive experience of the first
sacialist state.

In opposition to the Soviet model Mao had already
begun to develop a different path for China’s socialist
development, one which was suited to its own condi-
tions and, more than that, one which would avoid the
errors and shortcomings of the Soviet Union even
under Stalin’s leadership.’ Significant steps in this
direction were embodied in a speech by Mao to an
enlarged meeting of the Political Bureau of the Com-
munist Party’s Central Committee in April 1956, “‘On
The Ten Major Relationships.”

In this speech Mao criticized the one-sided emphasis
on heavy industry which still characterized planning
and investment in China. He stressed that while the
development of heavy industry should overall have
priority, ‘‘the proportion for agriculture and light in-
dustry must be somewhat increased.” (SW Vol. 5, p.
286) Light industry and agriculture, he pointed out,
bring about faster accumulation than heavy industry,
and therefore an increase in investment in these
spheres, on the basis of an overall and long-range
priority to heavy industry, would actually ““lead to a
greater and faster development of heavy industry and,
since it ensures the livelihood of the people, it will lay a
more solid foundation for the development of heavy
industry."” (Ibid.)

Here Mao was characteristically applying materialist
dialectics in a throughgoing way. If too much priority
was given to heavy industry at the expense of
agriculture and light industry then both raw materials
and the market for industry would be undercut and the
cost of labor power in industry—in particular the cost
of food—would be shoved up, and the release of labor
power for industry would be obstructed by the retar-
ding of agriculture. On the other hand, of course, if in
the final analysis priority were not given to deve-
lopment of heavy industry, to the production of means
of production, then agriculture and light industry
would both suffer and stagnate, which in turn would
further cripple the development of heavy industry, and
the whole economy would be dragged down.

Mao expressed the dialectic this way:

““Here the question arises: Is your desire to develop
heavy industry genuine or feigned, strong or weak? If
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vour desire is feigned or weak, then you will hit
agriculture and light industry and invest less in them.
_lf your desire is genuine or strong, then you will attach
importance to agriculture and light industry so that
there will be more grain and more raw materials for
light industry and a greater accumulation of capital.
And there will be more funds in the future to invest in
heavy industry.”” (Ibid.)

This was the basis for the policy that was to be express-
ed in the formula that agriculture was the foundation
of China’s economy and industry the leading factor.

Mao was to apply the same kind of dialectical ap-
proach later in determining priorities within industry
and agriculture. He developed the policy of taking
steel as the key link in the former and grain as the key
link in the latter, while ensuring on this basis all-
around development in both industry and agriculture.
This was also an example of politics in command, for
left to spontaneity and the pursuit of profit both steel
and grain and therefore ultimately the whole economy
would suffer at the hands of more immediately ‘‘re-
warding’’ pursuits.

In ““On The Ten Major Relationships’’ itself Mao
specifically criticized the policy in the Soviet Union
which took too much of the product of the peasants
and left them too few funds for further accumulation
through their own efforts. ““This method of capital ac-
cumulation,’’ Mao said, ‘‘has seriously dampened the
peasants’enthusiasm for production. You want the
hen to lay more eggs and yet you don’t feed it, you
want the horse to run fast and yet you don’t let it
graze. What kind of logic is that!*’ (Ibid., p. 291)

Although there had been errors in China in the
direction of developing heavy industry at the expense
of agriculture (and light industry) Mao said that
overall China’s approach to agriculture had been more
correct than the Soviet Union’s: *'Our policies towards
the peasants differ from those of the Soviet Union and
take into account the interests of both the state and the
peasants.” He pointed out that the agricultural tax in
China was relatively low and that in the exchange be-
tween agriculture and industry (through the state) con-
scious attention was paid to lowering the cost of
machinery sold to the peasants and raising the price
for their products, in order to begin reversing the
dominance of town over country, industry over agri-
culture, inhérited from the old society. But sharply
combatting tendencies within the Party and state to go
against this correct policy, he warned that ““In view of
the grave mistakes made by the Soviet Union on this
question, we must take greater care and handle the re-
lationship between the state and peasants well.”
(Ibid.)

In a similar way Mao criticized the policy of putting
too much stress on military construction and thereby
undermining economic foundation construction.
Again applying materialist dialectics to this question
he pointed out that it was necessary to cut back the
proportion spent on military construction and give
more emphasis to basic economic construction or else
not only would the economy suffer overall but, as a
consequence, military construction would actually suf-
fer in the long run as well.

In this same speech Mao also criticized overem-,

phasis on central control of the economy at the ex-
pense of local initiative. What was developing in China
then was the tendency for the central ministries to ex-
ercize tight control over the sector of the economy they
were reponsible for, right down to the local level. This
not only stifled local initiative but actually undermined
unified leadership over the economy as a whole,

In opposition to this Mao argued that *‘Our ter-
ritory is so vast, our population is so large and the con-
ditions are so complex that it is far better to have in-
itiative come from both the central and the local
authorities than from one source alone. We must not
follow the example of the Soviet Union in concen-
trating everything in the hands of the central
authorities, shackling the local authorities and denying
them the right to independent action.”’ (/bid. p.292)

All this was to be carried out, of course, on the basis
of—in dialectical unity with and not as an antagonism
to—"‘“strong and unified central leadership and unified
planning and discipline throughout the country...”
(Ibid., p. 294) In fact, if handled correctly, the kind of
local’ initiative Mao was calling for would, as noted
above, strengthen not weaken what must overall be the
main thing—centralized leadership and unified plan-
ning, with the Party as the guiding force.

“On The Ten Major Relationships’’ began to chart
a clearly different course from the Soviet Union—and
from much of economic policy in the first few years of
the People’s Republic of China, which was heavily in-

" fluenced by Soviet methods. But while this speech ad-

dressed new problems arising in socialist construction
and economic relations emerging with the basic
transformation of ownership, it did not specifically
deal with the fundamental question of class relations

" After the transition to socialist ownership. This was a

problem Mao was to begin to write about within the next
ear.

: In the meantime, at the 8th Congress of the Chinese

Communist Party in 1956, Liu Shao-chi and other re-

visionists in top leadership of the Party prgmptcd and

actually got adopted the theory that the principal con-

tradiction in China had become that *‘between the ad-

vanced socialist system and the backward soeial

productive forces.”” This was the application of Ehgir
revisionist line to the new situation where socialist

ownership had been in the main established and it was
no longer possible to oppose socialist revolution on the
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" basis of promoting: the theory of the ‘‘synthesized

economic base.”” This new theory of the principal con-
tradiction represented “‘only another expression of the
reactionary ‘theory of productive forces’ in the new
circumstances.”” (**The Theory of ‘Synthesized Econ-
omic Base'/ Must Be Thoroughly Criticized,”* Three
Major Struggles on China’s Philosophical Front, p.27)

What this theory said was that the class struggle was
over, socialist relations had been established and the
thing now was to concentrate on raising the level of
technology and economic development of the country.
The role of the masses was simply to work hard. This
merged nicely with the line on economic policy that
these revisionists had all along pushed, promoting
reliance on bureaucratic methods of management,
specialists in command and the treatment of the work-
ers as mere labor power.

Mao, other revolutionaries in the Communist Party
and the Chinese masses struck back at this counter-re-

volutionary line both in theory and in practice. In early

1957 Mao made two very important speeches in which,
for the first time in the history of the international
communist movement, it was explicitly pointed out
that even after the basic achievement of socialist
ownership the bourgeoisie continued to exist in
socialist society and ‘‘Class struggle is by no means
over. Theclass struggle between the proletariat and the
bourgeoisie, the class struggle between the various
political forces, and the class struggle between the pro-
letariat and the bourgeoisie in the ideological field will
still be protracted and tortuous and at times even very
sharp. In this respect, the question of which will win
out, socialism or capitalism, is not really settled yet."
Again, what Mao was emphasizing was that **While
we have won basic victory in transforming the owner-
ship of the means of production, we are even farther
from complete victory on the political and ideological
fronts. In the ideological field, the question of who
will win out, the proletariat or the bourgeoisie, has not
vet been really settled.”” (On The Correct Handling of
Contradictions Among The People,’”” and “‘Speech At
The Chinese Communist Party’s National Conference
On Propaganda Work,”" SW Vol. 5, pp.409, 434)

Here Mao gave tremendous emphasis to the role of
the superstructure and struggle in this realm, politics
and ideology in particular. At the same time he point-
ed not only to the continued existence of the contradic-
tion between the economic base and the superstructure
but also between the forces and relations of produc-
tion. But he did not here give the same emphasis to
continuing revolution on the economic front—to fur-
ther transforming the relations of production—as he
was to give in the next few years, both in theory and in
practice.

Mao was clearly developing his thinking.on contra-
diction and struggle in the socialist period in opposi-
tion to the revisionists in the Chinese Party and their
counterparts in the Soviet Union who had already
usurped supreme power there. The next year, 1958,
saw these two fundamentally opposed lines and the
two opposed roads come into even sharper conflict.

People’s Communes and the Great Leap

That was the year that throughout the Chinese coun-
tryside the movement to establish people’s communes
erupted. Mao, in opposition to the revisionists in the
Party, gave all-out support to and championed this
earth-shaking event and the great leap forward of
which it was a decisive part. Not only was the scale and
scope of land ownership raised to a higher level, butin
the people’s communes masses of peasants took up
small scale industrial production, including of such
basic materials as steel, as well as many and varied
construction projects. This was a completely unprece-
dented event in the countryside of China—or any
other country for that matter. It was of great impor-
tance not only in narrowing the differences between
town and country and workers and peasants but also
in regard to the question of waging people’s war in
resistance to aggression according to Mao’s revolu-
tionary line, which required the greatest possible
degree of local self-sufficiency, especially in the face of
invading enemy forces that might initially occupy
significant parts of Chinese territory and cut off dif-
ferent parts of China from each other,

It was during this same time that Mao formulated
the general line for socialist construction—which
along with the great leap forward and the people’s
communes came to be known as the “‘three red ban-
ners.”’ This general line"was one of ‘“‘going all out,
aiming high and achieving greater, faster, better and
more economical results in building socialism.”’

This was not an abstract exhortation that everyone
should try hard to get the best results. It gave concrete
expression and support to the upsurge of the masses

- themselves as represented by the great leap forward

and the people’s communes and upheld these in op-
position to the line that the only way to develop the
economy was through the big, the foreign, the advanc-
ed and the centralized, and that as for China and the

Chinese people they could only ‘“‘crawl behind at a

snail’s pace.”’

Further, this general line was an expression of poli-
tics and ideology in command, As Mao was to point
out, the first two parts of the general line—*‘going all
out’’ and “‘aiming high”’—refer to ideological ques-
tions, to the subjective factor, to conscious initiative.
The last part—‘‘achieving greater, faster, better and
more economical results in building
socialism’’—refers to the results from the conscious
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