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NOT BY BEGGING

N April 1980 the Sino-Soviet Treaty of Friendship, Alliance and Mutual

Assistance will lapse. It was signed go years ago, after negotiations between
Mao and Zhou on one side and Stalin and Molotov on the other. China
has announced that it will not be extended, though in reality it has been
a dead letter ever since 1960, when the Soviet leaders repudiated all their
agreements and withdrew support from China.

For 20 years the Soviet Union has behaved like an enemy of the Chinese

people and their government, seeking to undermine their independence
and sap their capacity for self-reliance, even encouraging and participating
in aggression against them and coordinating a massive campaign of anti-
China propaganda. China prefers, as the record shows, to coexist peacefully
with all states on the basis of the Five Principles adopted at Bandung in
1g55. Through all these years the Chinese have maintained state and trade
relations with the Soviet Union while refusing to appease social-imperialism
and those who aid its aggression, as in Eritrea and Kampuchea. No one
wants. peace more than they do, but they believe, in Premier Hua’s words,
that peace is not won by begging.
. Only hypocrites could claim that in recent years the Soviet Union has
observed the principle of mutual respect for territorial integrity and
sovereignty, still less that of non-interference in the internal affairs of
other countries. A superpower seeking world domination cannot ‘submit’
to the Five Principles. The USSR is today the main threat to world peace,
so how could China proclaim a treaty of ‘Friendship, Alliance and Mutual
Assistance’ with its present leaders? '

Nevertheless, ideological differences should not stand in the way of nor-
mal state-to-state relations which help to reduce conflicts. That is why China
has taken the initiative in offering the Soviet Union discussions on issues
outstanding between them. China has basic differences with the govern-
ments of, for instance, the US, Japan and Britain, but when attempts at
interference and dictation have been abandoned friendly and peaceful
relations have quickly followed. This is something which the Soviet govern-
ment should ponder if it is sincere about normalising state-to-state relations.

Only those are worthy of the mame of
Communists who understand that it is im-
possible to create or introduce socialism
without learning from the organisers of the
trusts. For socialism is not a figment of the
imagination, but the assimilation and ap-
plication by the proletarian vanguard, which

- has seized power, of what has been created

by the trusts. We, the party of the pro-
letariat, have no other way of acquiring
the ability to organise large-scale production
on trust lines, as trusts are organised, ex-
cept by acquiring it from first-class capita-
list experts. ;

Lenin: ‘Left-Wing’ Childishness and Petty-

Bourgeois Mentality, quoted by Hu
Qiaomu (Peking Review, 10 Nov. 78).
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ECONOMIC PROBLEMS OF SOCIALISM IN CHINA

IN terms of technology, productivity and growth-——still
the yardstick employed in the West—China moved
into the twentieth century during the fifties and sixties.
A generation later she has to prepare to move into the
twenty-first century.

Economic growth is only one of the goals nations may
set themselves and for China it was never the first. The
transformation of social attitudes and the transition to
a more equitable social system were the hallmarks of
China’s emergence as a world force. But socialist China
is not immune from shortages, and is suffering from
them today. She is not immune from unemployment. If
consumption outstrips production—to take the most
obvious case, if population growth outstrips new invest-
ment—there will be concealed unemployment in the
countryside and unconcealed unemployment in the
cities. This is the situation at present. China must in-
crease productivity.

The issue was brought to the forefront by the State
Planning Commission in its statement of the ‘Great
Guiding Principle for Socialist Construction’ in Septem-
ber 1977, and has not receded. Now it shows every sign
of attracting even greater emphasis.

Great efforts must be made to adopt advanced techniques,
make technical innovations and the technical revolution and
raise labour productivity. ‘Constantly raising labour produc-
tivity while keeping to the socialist orientation is a funda-
mental task in socialist construction.

Lenin said: ‘In the last analysis, productivity of labour is
the most important, the principal thing for the victory of the
new social system. Capitalism created a productivity of labour
unknown under serfdom. Capitalism can be utterly van-
quished, and will be utterly vanquished by socialism creating
a new and much higher productivity- of labour’. Chairman
Mao proposed to achieve greater, faster, better and more
economical results in building socialism. In the final analysis,
this means the need to raise China’s labour productivity
greatly and to modernize China’s industrial and agricultural
production in the quickest possible way. If we expand pro-
duction not by raising labour productivity but by increasing
the work force alone, this will limit the rate of development
of production and state accumulation.

Raising productivity is not a problem that solves itself under
socialism any more than under capitalism.

Will China really set about raising productivity and
go through with it, or will other priorities come along
and deflect her before the disciplines of modernisation




have taken hold? Chinese pronouncements allow no
ambiguity on this subject. Even making all allowances
for political hazards it seems that the point has now
sunk in that to shrug off the increasingly insistent de-
mands of modernisation, would be to lapse once again
into small-producer mentality and condemn the Chinese
to a static or declining standard of living.

Recognition of what industrialisation would entail, in
the shape of borrowing experience from those who had
already industrialised on a different basis, was never
lacking. As early as June 1949 policy statements were
emphasising the need “to resume and expand inter-
national trade in order to develop production and pro-
mote economic prosperity”. By 1956 this had become
more explicit. In The Ten Major Relationships, one of
the basic documents of the Chinese revolution, Mao
Tse-tung wrote:

In technology I think at first we have to follow others in most
cases, and it is better for us to do so, since at present we are
lacking in technology and know little about it. However, in
those cases where we already have clear knowledge, we must
not follow others in every detail.
...In the industrially developed countries they run their en-
terprises with fewer people and greater efficiency and they
know how to do business. All this should be learned well in
accordance with our own principles so that our work can be
improved. ... We must not only learn from other countries
during the period of our first five-year plan, but must go on
doing so after the completion of scores of five-year plans.

The shortfall was in carrying Mao’s precepts into

practice. China’s present leadership is making no bones

about this, across the whole range of economic policy.
They do not always quote his words but they base them-
selves on his thesis in the first of the Ten Major
Relationships: “To develop heavy industries requires an
accumulation of capital. Where does capital come from?
Heavy industries can accumulate capital; so can light
industries and agriculture. However, light industries and
agriculture can accumulate more capital and faster. ...
If you really want heavy industries badly, you should
invest more in light industries” In April an economic
article in the People’s Daily contained warning to the
planners that investment in some branches of heavy
industry, such as iron and steel, must be cut in order to
guarantee a bigger share for light industry.

For a long time, it pointed out, only about 10 per
cent of national expenditure was allotted to agriculture.
Although the proportion has been increased this year it
is still insufficient, and instead of tailing off in the years
to come it will need to go on rising steadily. Two decades
of lip service to the primacy of agriculture—‘the foun-
dation of the economy’—have not ensured the necessary
attention to its development. The fruits of this neglect
are now being reaped in recurrent shortages of food
supplies for the urban population and an insufficient
flow of raw materials from the farms to the light in-
dustries which depend on them. ‘Modernisation will
quite simply be out of the question if this state of affairs
continues’, the article concluded.

The searchlight was then switched to light industry,
where again investment was shown to have been grossly
inadequate. For thirty years the state had earmarked,
on average, only 2.04 per cent of its total capital con-
struction budget for light industry, the figure dropping
steadily during the period of political instability and
being restored to no more than 2 per cent in 1977-78.

Finally, there was imbalance within heavy industry. It
originated with the acute shortage of fuel, power and
raw materials—aggravated, though this was not stressed
to the same extent, by failure to keep the transport in-
dustry abreast of the demands made on it.

Translating a plan into organisation of production at
enterprise level is not achieved by ‘putting politics in
command’ in the abstract. It demands management ex-
pertise, no less than technical expertise.

During the first Five Year Plan, the Chairman of the

State Economic Commission remarked on one occasion,
China had no experience in large scale industry and
could only copy the Soviet Union. When she became dis-
satisfied with this and had to put into practice some
ideas of her own, there were big achievements but also
many errors. Production management was at that time
being learnt from the Soviet Union, not perhaps the
most advanced of possible teachers but the one that was
prepared to trade its know-how. In point of fact the
standard of production management demanded by
China’s problem in the fifties bears no comparison to
her requirements today. That was a generation ago;
China had less industry then than the Soviet Union in-
herited in 1917, and for all but a handful of her engin-
eers the technology of the thirties was modern beyond
their wildest dreams. Mechanisation of production, even
when not carried out in the most judicious way, meant
a huge leap in industrial output, which gave the first
decisive impetus to economic growth.

For very many friends of China, however, several
other questions are raised by the overriding priority now
being given to the drive to “Observe Economic Laws
and Speed up the Four Modernisations”’—the title of a
five-part article by the President of the Chinese Academy
of Social Services (Peking Review, No. 10, 17 and 24,
1978). The article deals extensively with the reward for
labour, the organisation of production, and manage-
ment.

The inevitable question, whether China will become
so preoccupied with expanding the forces of production
that her progress in transforming the relations of pro-
duction will be slowed down or halted altogether should
be scrutinised in the light of her actual experience since
liberation. The laying of the first industrial base in the
fifties, the Great Leap Forward, and Dazhai/Daqing
campaigns of the seventies, were all periods of concen-
trated effort to extend the productive forces. They were
also the periods of most intensive education in trans-
forming the relations of production. It is not the nature
of the task being tackled, but the political leadership
under which the nation tackles it, that matters here.

A more pertinent question is whether the material
inducements that have to be offered, and the greater dis-
cretion and authority conferred on those with higher
training (‘the professionals’), will sap the social motiva-
tion of the Chinese revolution instead of heightening it.
This is always a danger, averted only by subtlety in
applying the policy of incentives, by mass vigilance and
by the ceaseless re-education of the professionals.

China is now being reminded that the principle of
unequal rewards for unequal work contributions is no
organisational detail but a matter of politics during the

eriod of socialism. ‘To each according to his work’ has
geen the pervading text of the post-Gang-of-Four phase.
Making use of the law of value to strengthen socialist
development entails economical employment of time
and materials, strict business accounting and reduction
of unit costs of production. The yardstick by which
efficient use of time and resources is measured must be
the rate of profit on funds invested. The alternative is
to risk wasting time and squandering resources. Despite
the oft-quoted warnings of mentors from Marx to Mao,
Chinese experience in the seventies abounds with ex-
amples of this. Several thousand workers on a construc-
tion site could be working only a five-and-a-half hour
day through gross over-manning and yet be receiving
full pay because there was no proper cost-accounting.
In a society in transition this is as detrimental to the
workers’ attitude to labour, and to the revolutionary
potential of the working class, as it is to production
itself. Hence it is vital to link the material interests of
workers and staff directly with success or failure in the
management of the enterprise. Failing that there will
be retrogression, because ideology will not have been
geared to daily practice.




One other problem is obvious even from a cursory
glance at the 1978 article and a succession of other arti-
cles since. New emphasis is being put on the advantages
of having production, as well as trade, regulated by con-
tract. Specific contracts between enterprises, and between
enterprises and the state, reduce the burden on the
administrative organs at various levels. That means less
bureaucracy and probably less steamrollering by Cadres.
Does it also mean less shop-floor initiative, less incentive
to show where easy options could be tightened up and

roductivity improved, less flexibility and innovation,
in a word less social incentive and less politics?

It may be that the contract system is the only way of
resolving management problems at different levels dur-
ing the readjustment period, and can be modified or
superseded when this has been done. Trade must ob-
viously be regulated by contract, but the control of pro-
duction by contracts between organisations may be a
temporary expedient. There could be a similar debate
about another of the proposals for expanding the role
of purely economic controls, namely the setting up of
more specialised companies concerning themselves with
only a part of a manufacturing process, or with a very
narrow range of operations or merchandise.

Hitherto China has been closest to the socialist vision-
aries (e.g. William Morris) in this respect. Now the view
expressed is that ‘the integrated, self-contained enter-
prises, whether big or small, are a backward form of
'organisation in production’.

Some methods which are beginning to be brought
into use for the first time in China have very well-
known antecedents. Mao followed Stalin in pointing
one contrast between the capitalist and socialist systems

that could in certain circumstances impose a heavier
burden on those responsible for the management of a
socialist economy. In a capitalist, market economy when-
ever unbalanced development appeared it was adjusted
by a crisis—commercial, financial or economic, some-
times minor but often cataclysmic. A socialist, planned
economy on the other hand was not self-adjusting and
every hitch or miscalculation might hit the whole eco-
nomy. Why then should a developing socialist country
expect to learn much about management techniques
from capitalism? Because even though capitalist produc-
tion is not planned as a whole, it certainly is planned
within enterprises, some of them quite large. This echoes
Lenin’s conclusion in 1920 that the proletariat could not
maintain its rule by dictatorship alone but must adopt
the whole technical experience of capitalism so long as
it was playing a progressive role. Basing themselves on
this the Chinese leaders have spotlighted the deficiencies
of past and present economic management as candidly
as Mao but in more detail. They have also quoted
Lenin’s dictum about the need to ‘enlist the services’ of
capitalist production managers.

There is no doubt that the Four Modernisations are
being taken seriously and that management is accepting
the discipline entailed. It is also clear that the conse-
quentials are being looked at with unblinkered eyes. If
they were not, there would have been no chance of rele-
gating steel to the second rank of priorities and raising
consumer goods and energy to the first, as the NPC has
now done in one of the most emphatic returns to Mao’s
teachings for many years. Yet it would be foolish to pre-
tend that principles of socialist policy are unaffected, or
that no critical problems are raised about the nature of
socialist transformation.

Nationalism & Revisionism in ‘Socialist’ Vietnam

WHILE there can be two opinions about the wisdom

of the Chinese defensive counter-attack in Vietnam,
there can be no two opinions about the recent reprehen-
sible conduct of the Vietnamese authorities towards their
Chinese residents and their Kampuchean neighbours, as
well as their attacks across the Chinese border into pro-
vinces which were for so long life-lines of the Vietnamese
revolution. The root of the present turmoil in and
around Indochina is Hanoi’s conduct, and it simply
wont wash to ‘equate’ Vietnam and Kampuchea, ie.
aggressor and victim, or China and Vietnam (for, of
course, China’s counter-attack was a limited and short-
lived affair, while Vietnam’s invasion of Kampuchea was
an all-out attack to take permanent control of the coun-
try). Both by their occupation of Kampuchea and their
persecution and massive export of the ‘Hoa’ people in
Vietnam, the Vietnamese authorities are proving their
chauvinism, which they try to justify in the name of in-
ternationalism and socialism. In condemning Chinese
residents en masse as ‘subversives, degenerates and crim-
inals’, and now as a ‘fifth column’—regardless of their
formal legal status or social class position—the Viet-
namese authorities are practising a calculated xonopho-
bic chauvinism of the most blatant kind. Their conten-
tention that the present outflow of refugees from Viet-
nam is being instigated and masterminded from Peking
in order to sabotage the building of socialism in Viet-
nam is even more outlandish than their claim that Heng
Samrin’s National United Front for the Salvation of
Kampuchea is a genuine, home-grown representative of
the Kampuchean people!

The question is, how can a self-professed socialist
country and upholder of proletarian internationalism,

be doing these things? As the article on Vietnam in the
June-July 1979 issue of BroapsHEET hinted, there must
be a long background of revisionist degeneration to
account for the present behaviour of its rulers. There are
today many serious gaps in our understanding of the
experience, both positive and negative, of post-revolu-
tionary socialist construction, and in particular of the
way in which the ‘muck of ages’ handed down from the
pre-revolutionary past continues to impede the building
of a new society.

Nationalism and the “Indochina Complex’

In my opinion nationalism is the principal source
of the revisionism of the Vietnamese Communist Party.
It may seem odd to speak thus, for to judge for instance
from their official documents the Vietnamese Com-
munists would appear to assume an orthodox position
of support for proletarian internationalism. Yet this in-
ternationalism 1s certainly not applied to neighbouring
people or national minorities (Chinese and other), which
are instead made the victims of Vietnamese national-
chauvinism, i.e. domination and oppression either by
the ‘majority’ over minority nationalities or by the
stronger over weaker countries.

The source of this chauvinism is nationalism, or
rather the darker, negative side of it. The Vietnamese
Communists have long shown a marked nationalist bias,
that is to say, a preoccupation not only with Vietnam’s
national identity and independence (which was under
attack by imperialism), but also an obsession with Viet-
nam’s national power and greatness (which was, and is,
directed necessarily against neighbouring countries and
minority nationalities). In this negative aspect, this nat-
ionalist bias has hardened into what can only be de-







