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AUTHOR’S NOTE

Whenever I am asked what nationality I am, I find myself hesi-
tating because nothing I can say would be really true.

I was born and educated in England—formally educated, that
is. My education about the modern world we live in began after
I left Cambridge and came to this country where for nearly two
years (it was during the Depression) I drove trucks, picked fruit,
and for a few painful months I tried to become interested in the
advertising business. I then went back to England where I ran
for Parliament (and was soundly trounced) and joined the B.B.C.
I did not live in America again until I returned to New York to
head the B.B.C. office there, which I did for five years.

Since those far-off days I have lived most of the time in the
U.S., but finding all kinds of good reasons for returning to Britain
at least once a year. Technically, I am still British. I traveled to
China on both my visits on a British passport and could not
have gone on an American. When I add it all up I find, how-
ever, that I have now lived almost half my life in America; my
wife is American, my home is here, my child goes to school here.
I am tied to America (as I am to Britain) by countless affection-
ate associations of friendship and work. So what am I?

This rather rambling personal note is necessary to explain what
might otherwise appear puzzling—why, though formally British, I
have written this book as if I were an American. I wrote it this way
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because the book is about America and because I feel so much "
a member of the family that I cannot bring myself to write about

this country as if I were merely a visitor looking in.

The truth is that I can never think of myself as exclusively
either American or British. I am both. If in a more enlightened }
period a dual Anglo-American citizenship is evolved for those in |
my predicament, I will be first in line to claim that passport— |

for that is what I really am.

FOREWORD

This book proposes to challenge the accuracy of some of the re-
ports about Communist China conveyed to the American people
by the press, the experts, and by public officials.

Most people in the United States—certainly the majority under
thirty—if they have relied on our press for their information about
China, can have come to only one conclusion: that China’s back-
wardness, her shortage of food, and what is thought of as the
prevailing misery of her people, are due to the Communists; that
during the civil war in China evil men threw out the good men;
and that though the good men were defeated and are now in
exile, it is America’s moral obligation to support them against the
ruthless and aggressive tyrants who have reduced the Chinese
masses to unspeakable indignities and suffering.

Having been twice to China in recent years, I believe this is
10t 2 true picture. It is not the picture accepted by others in the
Western world who have had a far closer and more continuous
contact with Communist China than we have had. It is a con-
cept that I believe the best intelligence in our own country
knows is not true. And yet this picture governs our actions. In
many significant ways we are basing mational policies on a con-
cept of China that is unreal.

1 Since this was written, I returned to China for a third visit. See “Postscript
from Peking,”
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To say that those who control our press, the specialists and
the politicians have misinformed the public in regard to events
in China, is a very grave charge. In this book I propose to give §
what I believe to be evidence in support of this charge. It does ;
not imply that these men have combined in any conscious con- §
spiracy. It does not imply that they are disloyal or unpatriotic. |
But it does imply in an area where great passions are aroused, those §
responsible for providing reasonably authentic information have §
failed in their duty. On an issue which involves our future se- f
curity, our lives, our commerce, our national honor, the Ameri- §

can people have been misled.
This is not a new phenomenon in our history.
In 1920 Mr. Walter Lippmann and Mr. Charles Merz sub-

mitted the news that readers of the New York Times were re-
ceiving about events in Russia to a very detailed scrutiny. (They |
chose the New York Times as being one of the best newspapers |
in the United States.) Their conclusion was that as far as pro- ‘
fessional journalism was concerned the reporting of the Russian |
Revolution was “nothing short of a disaster.” They thought that
on the essential questions the net effect of the reporting was “al-
most always misleading, and misleading news is worse than none §

atall. .. .2

This book will examine the reporting and interpretation of
events in China over a much longer period. The conclusions
reached are precisely the same.

Mr. William Lederer has called this country “A Nation of
Sheep.” I reject this title as a slander. I know of no other country
with as high a proportion of intelligent and concerned citizens as
the United States. The American people are basically generous,
genuinely wanting to find their way through the hazards that beset
them in the world in as decent a way as possible. The people of
America have responded to world events in a perfectly rational

2“A Test of the News,” a supplement to the New Republic, August 4,
1920.

FOREWORD XV

and predictable way given the information with which they have
been provided. Certainly in regard to China we are not a nation
of sheep, but a nation that has been profoundly misinformed.

The circumstance which impelled me to write this book can
easily be described. I am one of the very few American-based
correspondents who have been to China during the past fourteen
years. I am the only one who has been there twice. (Since this
was written I have been for the third time.) I went to China
first in 1957. As a correspondent I had kept myself—or I thought
I had—reasonably well informed of developments throughout the
world. I first went to China carrying with me all the assumptions
that any careful reader of the American press would have carried.
I went expecting to find a country of vast squalor and disease; I
prepared myself to see a people embittered and resentful, living
under the rigid coercions of a police state. I expected to see fear
as I had seen it in Russia and in Hitler's Germany. This was
the country I expected, but it was not the country I found. The
discrepancy between what I had been led to expect and what I
saw was bewildering and shocking.

I went to China again for a much longer visit in 1960. Between
these two visits great changes were taking place in China. Knowing
I was returning, I read carefully every account I could find of the
commune development and the “great leap forward.” I read Mr.
Joseph C. Harsch’s graphic accounts of the communes (written
for The Christian Science Monitor)—“the greatest mass sacrifice
of human heritage, human comfort and human effort in all time.”
I read about the barracks into which the peasants were being
herded. I read about the children being torn from their mothers’
arms. I read Mr. R. H. Shackford’s articles written for the Scripps-
Howard newspapers entitled “Chain Gang Empire”—the “first se-
rious effort in history to put a whole nation on what amounts to a
prison chain gang.” In Life I saw artists drawings of burning
villages and weeping mothers. After my experience of 1957 I read
these accounts with caution and skepticism, but I was nevertheless
influenced by them.

I returned to China in 1960 with anxiety as to the new devel-
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opments which I would find there. And again I experienced the
same bewilderment and shock at finding a country so greatly in
contrast to what I expected. I traveled widely through China,
thousands of miles. I saw no barracks, and found no Westerner
who had; I could see no evidence that children had been tom
from their mothers’ arms; and I learned that the foreign embassies
in Peking had no belief in these stories either. I found that in all
significant respects, the accounts of the commune development
appearing in the American press had been misleading. During the
five months I lived in China, American newspapers were sent to
me. It was a curiously disturbing experience to read reports, even
in some of our most responsible press, that seemed to bear so
little relationship to the country I was in and the people I was
moving among.

In the fourteen years since the Chinese Communists assumed
power, countless myths about events in China have been im-
planted in the public’s mind. This book has required a long and
meticulous examination of news reports, editorials, analyses, com-
mentaries, magazine articles, and books. Literally thousands of
items have been read and classified. And yet I cannot claim that
this is an exhaustive book. It is only a beginning. The sheer volume
of material prevents thorough analysis in a single volume. So here
I have dealt with only a handful of instances and examples.

I do not claim that my findings are completely free of error,
though the checking has been careful. Some readers may consider
that I have overstated my conclusion; others with more information
may think that I could have presented my case more effectively.
Whatever its failings, I hope that this book will succeed in es-
tablishing at least a prima facie case that reporting and expertise
on China in this country has been on a deplorably low level.

I wish to make one thing clear. It is not the purpose of this
book to examine the defects or virtues of the present system in
China. That examination I have made in another book.? It may
3 Awakened China: The Country Americans Don’t Know (New York:
Doubleday, 1961); published in paperback edition under the title, Ching,

the Country Americans Are Not Allowed to Know (New York: Ballantine
Books, 1962).
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appear to some that I am out to make a case for China—and they
would think this for an obvious reason. As almost all so-called in-
formation about China in the United States has been adverse, any
correction of information can very easily be misconstrued. The
examination of adverse reports may very easily appear as an attempt
to present China in a more favorable light, and I do not see how
this impression can be avoided. But if such an interpretation is
placed on this book, it would be a wrong interpretation. My pur-
pose is not to examine China but to examine ourselves; to show
how step-by-step misleading reports have created deeply set images
in our minds and established firmly held convictions that are often
unrelated to realities.

Readers of the press in every country must always remain skep-
tical and vigilant. It is certainly not my intention to suggest that
the Chinese press is presenting a less distorted picture of the
United States than our press frequently presents of China, and we
know how erroneous the statistical information in Chinese news-
papers has been (though these errors were often later admitted by
the Chinese). The ideas in the minds of the ordinary Chinese
about life in America are wildly inaccurate. But we can do nothing
about their ignorance while we can perhaps do something about
our own. If we do not we shall remain, in the words of the poet,
“strangers shouting lies to each other across a sea of ignorance.”

In examining reports about China, certain things became clear
quite soon. One is that newspaper writers and experts are very
prone to draw information from each other. They thus form a
kind of self-validating society. One consequence of this is that a
single news story can quickly be disseminated and may soon be-
come “hard fact” because of nothing but sheer repetition. For ex-
ample, millions of Americans today believe that Mao Tse-tung is
not only prepared to engage in a nuclear war, but would indeed
welcome one because “there would still be 300 million Chinese
left.” A thorough search through the Chinese press has not re-
vealed any speech or comment of this kind by any Chinese leader.
Its origin? A comment by Marshal Tito of Yugoslavia in 1958 at a
time when Belgrade and Peking were engaged in verbal assaults
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against each other. Of several Western correspondents present at
the time, only one apparently thought Tito’s remark sufficiently
interesting to report. But it was quickly seized upon and dissem-
inated. The original remark was embroidered and enlarged. I
found that before long it was being mentioned in literally hun-
dreds of editorials and newspaper articles and in analyses by the
China experts. It has now become unshakably embedded in our
over-all thinking about China.

1 had hoped originally to limit the range of my examination to
the years since the revolution. But another surprising fact emerged
as I began to look through the material. In all the thousands of
reports about Communist China appearing in the press there were
very few references to conditions in China before the revolution.
If there was a food shortage or a setback in industry or a change
in government policy, these were (if one was to judge by some of
the press and specialists) all new phenomena in China and there-
fore clearly a result of the blunderings or malevolence of the pres-
ent regime. Many of the correspondents who have been reporting
mainland China from Hong Kong and the United States since
1949 had witnessed—and understood the causes of—the downfall
of the Kuomintang. Yet it is an astonishing fact that few real
attempts have been made to compare the lot of the Chinese today
with their lot under Chiang Kai-shek. To the Chinese, a compari-
son of their standard of living with that in the far more prosperous
West is obviously meaningless—the only thing that matters to
them is whether they are worse or better off than they were before.
Such an avoidance of comparison with China’s past is itself a seri-
ous omission, for no understanding of China is possible unless we
see her in terms of her own historical development.

Finally, I have attempted (not always with success) to keep out
of this account a note of personal indignation. There is much to
be indignant about when one sees a people among whom one has
made one’s home and of whom one is fond and proud, given
misleading reports and being denied access to information to
which they have a right. “Misleading reporting,” Walter Lippmann
wrote, “is worse than no reporting at all” And I agree. Some-
thing large is at issue here—for the reliability of information is the

FOREWORD Xix

premise on which democracy proceeds. A democracy will not long
remain a democracy if the people are kept in ignorance. It is not
a question merely of an adjective here, a caption there—that in
itself would be of little consequence. But misleading reporting
if it continues and is consistent may have a cumulative effect
that is disastrous. Even small omissions and small distortions may
together result in a single large untruth that will mislead a whole
nation. And readers of this book will see that the omissions and
distortions have not always been small.
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BACKGROUND TO MYTHOLOGY




The United States is in danger of losing its memory. A nation’s
memory is its sense of history, and a sense of history cannot be
constructed on a basis of misinformation and great passions.

It is not Chind’s remoteness that makes her so difficult for us to
understand; it is the intense partisanship that China has always
evoked among ourselves. Dispassionate discussion of our relations
with China has always been rare. Some years ago almost nothing
could be said about the Chinese that wasn’t controversial unless it
was based on assumptions of their heroism. Today, discussion must
be based on assumptions of their malevolence. From our earliest
contacts, China has exerted a peculiar fascination for Americans,
a fascination compounded both of the highest admiration and the
deepest suspicion. Where China is concerned we have never, it
seems, been able to disengage our feelings and settle for some
middle course.

To understand why this is so we need to go back a little and
remind ourselves of our earlier relations with China. In this way
we may learn the causes of the intensity of feeling that China still
arouses in Americans. We will find too that the misleading report-
ing about China today has its roots in the misleading reporting
about China in the past.

Chapter 1

THE BIRTH OF A LEGEND

The nation which indulges towards another an habitual
hatred or an habitual fondness is in some degree a slave
to its animosity or to its affection, either of which is suf-
ficient to lead it astray from its duty and interest.
~George Washington

What is the cause of the deep-seated emotion which China
has always aroused in Americans? Why the unremitting hos-
tility toward China today?

China’s Communism? But why the difference in temper and
mood toward the Soviet Union—a much more powerful enemy?
Why trade with Russia and not with China? Why permit citizens
to travel to the Soviet Union and forbid travel to China? The
Korean War? Then why were the American people so quick to
forgive the Japanese—an enemy that inflicted infinitely greater
damage? Why for a decade has a citizen’s view of China almost
been a test of his loyalty to the United States? Why is it dangerous
tor any politician even to suggest that our China policy needs
re-examination? Why should a country so far away, so little known,
So incapable yet of imposing any threat to America’s military se-
curity or to her commercial interests, nevertheless have this unique
capacity of arousing in Americans such intense emotion?

There are answers to these questions but they will not be found
in logic. America’s exaggerated hostility to China today has grown
out of her exaggerated hopes of China in the past. They are
Opposite sides of the same coin.
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Only a look at the history of U.S-China relations can pro-

vide us with a clue.

American involvement with China reaches back almost to the ’
beginning of our history as a nation. The first American clipper }

ship sailed from New England to China in 1784, the year after the

United States was founded. The tea that was dumped into
Boston Harbor came off a British ship that had just arrived from

China.

It was merchants who made our first contact with China, but
these were quickly followed by the missionaries. At first they came

in two’s and three’s. By 1875 there were four hundred missionaries
in China; in 1gos, two thousand, by 1918 the number had risen to
six thousand and by 1925, eight thousand. Throughout these years
two parallel objectives dominated American hopes—to convert the

heathen and to exercise political and commercial ascendancy over

the affairs of China.

It would be hard indeed to overemphasize the extent }

of the influence of the missionaries in shaping and di-
recting the Far Eastern policies of the United States. . . .
Beginning with President McKinley, they received the
special recognition from the executive branch of the govern-
ment. . . . Taft and Wilson in particular were amenable
to their influence. What little Wilson knew of the Far East
came from his missionary friends. . . .

For many years missionaries, businessmen, and govern-
ment officials collaborated in the movement to implant
American social and economic institutions in China; and
of the three the missionaries were by far the most powerful.!

Americans represented a very high proportion of the total mis-
sionary population. It was not always easy going. Their efforts to
convert the Chinese to Christianity aroused the hostility of the
ruling classes of China who considered the activities of the mis-
sionaries intolerably arrogant—and a threat to the existing order.
The missionaries were frequently attacked by mobs even in the
treaty ports. The growing anti-foreign feeling in China during the

1 Richard Van Alstyne, The Listener (London: March 23, 1961).
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nineteenth century, however, appeared only to heighten the zeal
of the missionaries “to win China for Christ.”

By 1qoo the hatred and suspicion that the Chinese felt toward
the foreign missionaries exploded in what we think of as the “Boxer
Rebellion.” Two hundred foreign missionaries and thirty thou-
sand Chinese Christians were killed. The Western powers re-
sponded by inflicting savage reprisals upon the Chinese. Large
numbers of Chinese were slain by the allied armies that marched
to Peking;? great quantities of the finest of Chinese artistic and
historic treasures were, on orders of their officers, smashed by the
allied troops and indemnities amounting to $320,000,000 were ex-
torted from the impoverished Chinese people. It is horrifying, but
revealing of the temper of the times, to read the report of the
Rev. Mr. Ament, who had been sent to China by the American
Board of Missions to collect indemnities due to the missionary
societies.

In an interview on his return to America, reported by the New
York Sun on Christmas Eve, 1go1, Mr. Ament expressed satis-
faction that he had not only succeeded in collecting the agreed
indemnities, but also had assessed fines amounting to thirteen
times the amount of the indemnities. (This money, Mr. Ament
said, “will be used for the propagation of the gospel.”) The Cath-
olics, according to Mr. Ament, were more stringent in their de-
mands for they not only claimed monetary indemnities but also

2 Many people are confused by the use of the word “Peking” for “Peiping.”
These names refer to the same city. Peiping (meaning Northern Peace) was
the name the city was known by in the Ming Dynasty, but in 1420 the
rame was changed to Peking (Northern Capital) which it retained until
1928 when Chiang Kaishek moved his capital south to Nanking and it
was known again as Peiping. In October 1949, the Communist government
testored the city to its former position as the national capital and it was
once more called Peking. It is known as Peking throughout the world except
In the United States, in deference to the myth that Chiang Kai-shek is still
the ruler of China. To call it Peking would imply that the capital of China
15 there and not in Taipei on the island of Taiwan.

In 1962, the New York Times decided that it was time to fall into step
with the rest of the world. The AP and most other papers followed suit.
The Voice of America still refers to it as Peiping and I have a letter dated
August 21, 1963, from the State Department in which Peiping is also used.
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a “head for a head” for each of the Catholics killed in the up-

risings.3 4

I raise these painful memories to remind us of what was then

the normal attitude of civilized Western people toward the

Chinese. It was based firmly on the conviction of Westermn, Chris-
tian, superiority. This assumption of superiority ate like a corrosive

acid deep into the sensitivities of a very proud and ancient people. §
To Westerners, the Chinese were uncivilized and almost less than
human. They quite clearly stood in need of God’s grace; it was

manifestly America’s destiny to lead them to it.

Paradoxically, these punitive expeditions and these reprisals
around the turn of the century ushered in what on the surface 4
appeared to be the flowering of missionary effort in China. With 4
the Boxer Rebellion and its aftermath, Chinese resistance to
foreign influence collapsed. They had learned that resistance with-
out strength was useless; from now on they would attempt to
leam from the technically more advanced nations the secret of

their strength. The new relationship between the triumphant for- !

eigner and the thoroughly defeated Chinese produced the kindlier, §
more sympathetic image of the Chinese which carried over for

almost half a century.

This new attitude toward the Chinese (Harold Isaacs called
this period “The Age of Benevolence”)* was sustained in part §

by self-delusion. The “remission” of the Boxer indemnity pro-
vides a good example of the mythologies that appear destined to
bedevil U.S.-China relations, an example too of how the belief
of “our kindness to the Chinese” continues to the present day.
It may be worth setting the record straight.

In 1908 the U.S. government agreed to remit the balance of
the Boxer Rebellion indemnities still due to America. Succes-

31 am indebted to Mark Twain for my knowledge of this interview with
Mr. Ament. When I read of it in Twain’s biting essay “To the Person
Sitting in Darkness,” I could not bring myself to believe that such an inter-
view had taken place. A search in the files of the New York Sun showed me
that Twain had copied the text with meticulous accuracy.

4 Harold R. Isaacs, Scratches on Our Minds (New York: John Day, 1958).
I am greatly indebted to this book for much of the information in this
and the following chapter. Mr. Isaacs’ book provides a very valuable account
of the varying images in the American mind of China and India,
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sive generations of Americans have been led to believe that this
[emission was a spontaneous gesture in which we were showing
unusual magnanimity to a defeated and contrite enemy. Even in
1959 a China scholar of Professor John K. Fairbank’s standing
still cites this remission as a matter of great credit to us. According
to Professor Fairbank, the U.S. “turned back the money that we
received as indemnity for the missionaries that had been killed.”
The facts could bear a somewhat different interpretation.

With the collapse of Chinese resistance to foreign influence
after the Boxer Rebellion, an increasing number of Chinese
realized that if their country was ever to establish itself as an
independent power it must move into the modern world. Japan,
by her victory over Russia in 1go5—the first modern Asian victory
over a Western power—gained enormous prestige among the
Chinese and an increasing number of upper-class Chinese (among
them a young man by the name of Chiang Kai-shek) flocked to
Japan to learn the secret of her success. It became apparent to
many Americans (both educators and businessmen) that unless
steps were taken, other countries (especially Japan, Britain, and
Germany) might reap the benefits of China’s “awakening.”

There was, as a result, a growing public demand that something
be done to attract Chinese students to the United States, so that
they might “act as commercial missionaries.” The most influential
appeal came from a college president who argued that had the
United States acted differently over the preceding years she would
“have been controlling the development of China in that most
satisfactory and subtle of all ways—through the intellectual and
spizitual domination of its leaders.”®

It was only under pressure that Theodore Roosevelt in 1908
reluctantly agreed to the remission of the unused balance of the
Boxer indemnity. The act passed by Congress the following year
provided that the sum of $11 million be set aside to finance
5A symposium, “Foundations of U.S.-China Policy,” broadcast on January
10, 1959, by radio station KPFA, Berkeley, California, and subsequently pub-
lished by the Pacifica Foundation, Berkglyey.

% Quoted by Jessie A. Miller, China in American Policy and Opinion, 1906~
1909 (Ph.D. thesis, Clark University, 1940).
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the education of Chinese students both in China and the Unit
States. It is usually forgotten that the money was Chinese mon
in the first place, exacted as a punitive indemnity for a historicallyy
understandable rebellion and that the sum remitted was the
balance remaining after all American damage claims had been]
more than amply covered. ]

The sense of kindly benevolence toward a backward peop
dominated American feelings throughout the earlier part of this/
century. We came to consider ourselves guardians whose duty]
it was to lead China toward the benefits of a Christian and of§
course a safely capitalist world. The missionary activity by this]
time was not limited to the saving of Chinese souls but had
expanded to include medical assistance and the establishment of
schools and colleges. By 1925 there existed in China no fewer |
than 27 mission colleges, and 560,000 Chinese children were be-
ing educated in Protestant and Catholic mission schools. There j
were in that year 700,000 Protestant and 1,400,000 Catholic com-
municants.? :

While Christians held many important positions, the influence 1
of the Christian missions on the Chinese people has usually been
greatly exaggerated. By 1949, after a century of effort, less than 1 §
percent of the population had been converted. 3

Although the missionaries spread more widely through China §
and in some areas were more intimately involved with the lives §
of the ordinary Chinese, the traders moved in too.

The United States never moved abroad with the same “empire ]
building” confidence of the British and the Europeans. American 4
diplomacy had therefore to be directed to preventing other nations |
from turning China into an exclusive preserve. The United States §
from the first insisted that any privileges China granted to other §
powers must be extended to her also. Throughout the nineteenth 1
century European nations were—by war itself or the threat of j
war—wresting from the helpless Chinese all kinds of commercial §
prerogatives and immunities. America also was able to reap the i
advantages of these, but with almost no military action and there-

fore with no qualms of conscience. “Hitchhiking” imperialism,
one writer called it.

This strategy, that had been insisted on throughout the nine-
teenth century, was finally formulated in the famous “Open Door
Policy” of 18gg. Its real intent was concealed beneath all kinds
of high-sounding phrases about insuring China’s freedom, in-
dependence, and integrity. With its primary purpose to see that
no one power should dominate China and that the fruits of ex-
ploitation should be shared, the Open Door Policy firmly estab-
lished America’s role as China’s “protector.”

China’s domestic development being greatly restricted by reg-
ulations imposed by the foreign powers for their own interests,
and being militarily impotent, it was a country ripe for exploita-
tion. Throughout the first two decades of the twentieth century
Western businessmen enjoyed an unparalleled freedom to es-
tablish highly lucrative commerce with China—and they made the
most of it.

In the minds of Americans at home during the twenties, the
image of the Chinese was nearly always as inferior people—dif-
ferent, dangerous, mysterious, “inscrutable.” In America, they ran
laundries, they wrote backwards, they didn’t go to church, and the
men sometimes still wore pigtails.

Chink Chink Chinaman sitting on a rail
Along comes a white man and cuts off his tail. .

The differentness of the Chinese prevented him from disap-
pearing into the crowd; his defense against a hostile environment
was to withdraw into his own communities.

Millions of Americans had the image of the Chinese as a sin-
ister figure, imprinted on their minds by a series of very popular
films about Dr. Fu Manchu. For Manchu (according to Holly-
wood publicity) had “menace in every twitch of his finger, a
threat in every twitch of his eyebrow, terror in each split-second of
his slanted eyes.”®

He was revengeful, merciless, adept at obscure forms of
slow torture, a master of unknown drugs, and the lord of

7 Ching Year Book, 1925-26, Shanghai. ® Isaacs, p. 116.
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a vast army of thugs and slaves ready to do his worst bid§
ding. He was so evil that he periodically had to be killeg
off, and was so mysteriously superpowerful that he alwayg
miraculously reappeared in time for the next episode.® i

While the popular image of the Chinese as a crafty devil
firmly established in the minds of Americans at home, American§

they were making money.

It is probably for these golden years up to the Second Wo
War that the “old China hands”—the businessmen especially—}
have the keenest sense of nostalgia. They recall with a wistfulf
longing the easy life in the treaty ports. For the Westerner it wag
a good life. He remembers his clubs, his profits, his polite servants
his ascendancy and superior position. Americans—and othe
Westerners—were members of an elite; they bore no responsibili
to the place or to the “natives”; they could ignore its laws. The
could afford to be expansively kind toward the people around
them. There was a general assumption that the Chinese w
quite incapable of orderly rule or effective administration—so theyj
should feel grateful to the foreigner for being there to help them,

An interview with a businessman which is recorded in Harold
Isaacs’ book summarizes this attitude: '

In my time everybody loved China. The white man was]
respected to a very high degree. We loved the way of life.}
Business was good. The white man was master. It was a
cheap place to live. There were varying views of the Chinese, |

y
B

but generally people were pretty fond of them. k'

There was, of course, another China and Richard Hughes, cor-‘“‘:‘

respondent for the Sunday Times of London, has reminded us’f
of it:

I knew Shanghai when it was the gayest city in the Far
East—gay, that is, if you were a foreigner or a Chinese }
millionaire. But there were corpses in the street every night.
20,000 died a year from hunger, cold and exposure. And

9 Ibid,, p. 117.
10 Ibid.,Pp. 1;71.
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there were swarms of beggars. And the childish street walk-
ers. And the sweating rickshaw coolies, with a professional
life-expectancy of eight years—if they didn’t smoke too much
opium. . . M

These disturbing glimpses behind the scenes did not discourage
the ever-growing number of Americans upon whom China cast
her spell. The future looked promising. A strong, united China,
grateful for American help, a firm ally across the ocean providing
an ever-widening market for American goods, became the national
goal. This seemed the natural, the inevitable progression of events.

And in China a generation desperate for Westernization, for
modernization, for progress, for some rescue from the miseries of
poverty and backwardness, began to see an answer in the
American ideal. It was a strangely symbiotic relationship. Its
strength lay in the promise each people held out for the other.
Its mortal weakness—that this friendship concealed ulterior mo-
tives on one side and repressed deeply felt humiliations and
grievances on the other. America was “kind” to China—but was
hoping for commercial and strategic benefits. The Chinese were
dutifully “grateful” to their benefactors, but below the surface
bitterly resented Western assumptions of superiority.

Not many of the thousands of Americans, however, living in
China during this golden period of the twenties and thirties—
the missionaries, the businessmen, the doctors, the teachers, the
reporters, and the many who lived there because they liked the
way of life and liked the Chinese—not many of these ever paused
to speculate whether their affection was reciprocated. Americans
were tolerant, easygoing, pleased with themselves for doing China
S0 much good. And there were those, of course, who watched
vith calculating eye the long-term military and commercial ad-
vantages of an alliance with an emerging Asian nation of so vast
a size,

That era for long was remembered as “the good old days,” but
below the surface a growing spirit of nationalism indicated that
China was preparing to exert her independence as a nation.

This is not the place to trace the confused political events that

" New York Times, July 6, 1958.
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between 1925 and 1927 brought Chiang Kai-shek to power.
we shall see Chiang had made his deal with the big Chinese a
Western commercial interests and had turned on his Commun
allies; but even so there were many foreign businessmen w
saw in Chiang the first real threat to foreign domination. Many
of them even appealed to their home governments to reasse
foreign influence, if necessary by strong-arm methods. :

But in 1931 the Japanese made their opening move to conqueg
China—and the whole picture was once more changed. Chiang]
who had begun to arouse Chinese nationalist feelings against fos
eign influence, was now forced to look to the West for support
against the invading enemy from Japan.

While Chiang Kai-shek was establishing his bona fides as the
proper recipient for American support, he became a Christian—
and a new legend was born.

Chiang had married the American-educated Soong Meili
whose family formed part of the Chinese power elite. He e
braced the Methodist creed in which she had been raised. To t
missionaries Chiang’s acceptance of Christianity raised limitl
hopes. Many even believed that China would now become
Christan nation. For the first time they could look forward tef
official support for their endeavors. And in return for this bright§
promise, the missionaries and their supporters at home gavey
Chiang Kai-shek and his wife, from 1930 on, their passionate and]
uncritical support. They were ready to accept his assurances that]
he was a believer in “democracy”—that his oneparty rule was|
merely a temporary period of “tutelage.” They closed their eyes]
to the ruthless extermination of political opponents, his savage|
reprisals on his former Communist associates, his intolerance ofj
all who did not give him total obedience, his disregard for the}
welfare of his people, his nepotism. He was a Christian, his wife
was a Christian, the upper ranks of his government were staffed
largely by the products of mission schools and American univer
sities—this was enough. From that time on, Chiang’s partisans in
America began to play a highly influential role in shaping
America’s China policies. i

Thus, during the thirties popular approval of the Chinese flour-|
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ished. This is the period of Pearl Buck's The Good Earth (this
novel of China has sold two million copies and was made into a
glm seen by an estimated 23 million people). Lin Yutang pub-
lished The Importance of Living and My Country and My People.
The title of Carl Crow’s book, 400 Million Customers, became
almost a national byword. The earlier (Boxer Rebellion—Dr. Fu
Manchu) image of the Chinese as a crafty, dangerous devil with
a knife between his teeth was now quite forgotten. The Chinese
were no longer a “faceless mass,” but a people

hardworking, strong, persevering, and able to withstand
the most severe adversities, kind towards children, respectful
towards elders, all in all an admirable warmly loving
character.}?

The initial Japanese invasion in 1931, in spite of this new
image of the Chinese, was met with a certain passivity on the
part of the American government and people. The Japanese were
engaged more in a2 “nibbling” operation than in large-scale war-
fare; and Chiang, instead of fighting them, preferred a policy of
“non-resistance” to the Japanese encroachments. President
Hoover thought there was something to be said for the Japanese
and that “we should in friendship consider her side also.” He
thought that: “Neither our obligations to China, nor our own
interests, nor our dignity require us to go to war. . .."*® And
meanwhile we were making money shipping war material to the
Japanese.

When the Japanese in 1937 began their large-scale attempt to
conquer the Chinese, American opinion was finally aroused.
Western interests in China were now in danger. Chiang, too,
began for the first time to fight back. Day after day the China
war was splashed across the pages of the newspapers in America;
dramatic newsreel shots of the bombing of Chinese towns were
seen by millions of moviegoers. The Japanese sacking of Nanking
In 1937, in which thousands of Chinese were slaughtered, revolted
;;Eorothy B. Jones, The Portrayal of_ China and India on the American
APP‘::er]’d :x 8%51—1 955 6(Center for International Studies, M.L.T., October 1955),
13 > P- 30,

: R. L. Wilbur and A. M. Hyde, The Hoover Policies {New York: Charles
Cribner’s Sons, 1937), p. 600.

ACI—g
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Panay on the Yangtze River gave the first chill intimation thatl
the United States herself might eventually be involved. Zv

From this time on, the legend of Chiang as the heroic leadeg
was immeasurably strengthened. Western hopes of noninvolve
ment were pinned on his capacity to resist the aggression of th
Japanese. During 1938 an intensive campaign, inspired by missio
ary organizations and their friends, brought the war to the noti
of the public. Committees were formed to boycott Japanese goods;3
to call a halt to our shipment of war material to Japan; to colle
money for medical aid to China. Large advertisements appealed §
to the conscience and sympathy of Americans. Dispatches from§
the front were full of accounts that gave a vivid, but usually highly }
exaggerated picture of the fighting. The Chinese were “fightin
against fantastic odds”; they “stood firm through long wee
while superbly equipped Japanese forces shelled and bombed the:
without cessation.” .

The flood of popular sympathy which these stories engendered
was focused on the figures of Chiang Kai-shek and his wife. They
became the very embodiment of all that was heroic, selfless, fear-]
less. Articles in great profusion about them appeared in the press, §
Missionary and press propaganda concentrated heavily on :

highly favorable accounts of the Chinese government and 1
high Chinese officials . . . they have never failed to point’ 1
with pride to the fact that a high percentage of the officia
of the government have been educated in Christian i
stitutions and that many of them are themselves Christians 4
including Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek. Madame Chiang |
has practically become a saint to them.* 4

Time Magazine named Chiang and Madame Chiang “Man an 4
Women of the Year” for 1937.
But while Japan launched her great adventure without
outstanding leadership, China, the victim of the adventure,

has had the ablest of leadership. Through 1937 the Chinese |
have been led—not without glory—by one supreme leader §

u “stsxonarg(lnﬂuenoe upon American Far Eastern Policy,” Pacific Histor-
(September 1941). b
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and his remarkable wife. . . . He is a salt seller’s son, she
a bible salesman’s daughter. No woman in the West holds
so great a position as Madame Chiang Kai-shek holds in
China. Her rise and that of her husband, the Generalissimo,
in less than a generation to moral and material leadershxp
of the ancient Chinese people cover a great page of history.

In China no great moral stigma had commonly attached
to graft. . . . For the colossal purchases Chiang had to
make he could not afford the normal luxury of graft. To
find someone he could trust to purchase war planes the
Generalissimo turned at last in desperation to his own wife.
She it was who pored over aircraft catalogs, dickered with
hard-boiled wire salesmen, and is reported to have had
several Chinese officials of her Air Ministry shot to reduce
thieving. . . .

If Chiang Kai-shek and Mei-ling can maintain their will
as China’s will—the same will which said that “any sacrifice
should not be regarded as too costly”—Chinese prospects
are good. '

This week an Associated Press correspondent “somewhere
in the Yangtze Valley” ... was permitted to flash that
influenza had bedded the Wife of the Year, quoted the
Man of the Year as saying: “Tell America to have complete
confidence in us. The tide of battle is turning and victory
eventually will be ours!”16

The peak of national heroine worship was not, however, reached
until 1943 when Madame Chiang Kai-shek came to the United
States to plead for more American aid. She had an enormous
public success. To millions she appeared to represent in her slight
figure all that was most noble, most virtuous, most self-sacrificing,
most courageous in the Chinese. When she addressed the U. S.
Senate, the Senators “rose and thundered” an ovation for her;
and after she had spoken to the House of Representatives, Time
reported, “tough guys wilted. ‘Goddam it said one grizzled
Congressman, ‘I never saw anything like it. Madame Chiang had
me on the verge of tears’.”

But by this time America was at war with Japan too. China
Was now our official ally. Thousands of GI's, OWI and OSS

15
e?m“ January 3, 1938.

tme, March 1, 1943.
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officials, State Department representatives, Air Force crews, cor-1
tespondents, advisers, “experts” of all kinds were swarming over j
China. For the first time Americans in large numbers were con-}
fronted with the facts. They were able to see for themselves how E
little the China legend, the image of Chiang’s China fostered by }
the press and official apologists at home, corresponded to realities,

Chapter 2

DOUBLE EXPOSURE
(1941-45)

. . . The image-makers in their simple-minded enthusiasm
had turned China at war into a movie set and had made
the Chinese into plaster saints, including Generalissimo and
Madame Chiang Kai-shek. But China was not a movie set
and the Chinese were not saints, plaster or any other kind,
least of all the Chiangs. This mythology could hardly survive
any live experience, and its passing for many was quite pain-
ful.

—Scratches on Our Minds, p. 176.

Before World War II ended, two hundred thousand GI’s had
become aware that the picture of China presented to Americans
at home was grossly untrue. They arrived in China expecting
to fight side by side with a people united and disciplined by five
years of war. Instead they found a country of vast disorganization
and disunity. Americans hoped that their military presence would
be welcomed by a people struggling desperately against the
Japanese. But they found themselves involved with greedy civil
aud military officials, brutalized policemen, and cynical bureau-
crats living off a pauperized population,

The “valiant” Chinese army was not at all as pictured by the
Politicians and editorial writers at home, but a ragged, exploited
atmy of conscripts with little spirit to fight for a regime which
they had come to detest. Americans discovered quickly enough
that Chiang Kai-shek was more concerned with maintaining his
Position than with fighting the Japanese; that his government was
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corrupt, inept, and appallingly insensitive to the sufferings of it
people. So little were the leaders able to arouse any widespr
popular support that in order to recruit an army at all they w
frequently reduced to rounding up young men in the villa
and roping them together as in the days of the press gangs if
Europe.

There were numerous descriptions of some of the “recruitin,
practices which took place in wartime China written by America
who were there at the time. William J. Lederer has written:
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. as early as 1941 I personally have seen long li
of conscripts chained together on their way from their vil§
lages to training camps. . . .

And the veteran wartime correspondent Jack Belden reported

The basis of all conscription was graft, bribery and in
fluence. Sons of the rich never entered the army; sons of
the poor could never escape. An impoverished widow’s ¢n
son was always drafted; the numerous offspring of the land#
lord, never.?

Two other American reporters—Theodore White and Anna
Jacoby—give us an idea of what conditions in Chiang’s army w
like during the Second World War:

China seethed from end to end at a recruiting drive thaty
in brutality, callousness, and corruption matched the worstg
in her dark record. The suffering was made all the mo
pitiful by the pious protestations of the government that
now at last all things were mending. So many bought their]

way out of the draft that village heads could not meetg
their quotas; in order to supply the requisite units of humanij
flesh, organized bands of racketeers prowled the roads toj
kidnap wayfarers for sale to village chieftains. Army officials
engaged in the traffic on their own, and they made no§
protest no matter how decrepit the recruits’ health. Inj
Chengtu a black-market recruit, a trussed-and-bound victimy
of the press gangs, was sold for $50,000 to $100,000 Chinese
the equivalent of the purchase price of five sacks of whit
rice or three pigs. :
1 A Nation of Sheep (New York: Norton, 1961), p. 44. Z’»I
2 China Shakes the World (New York: Harper, 1949), p. 338.
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The Chinese did not fear to fight for their country; there
was no deficit in patriotism. But they knew what recruiting
camps were like. Government regulations could be read with
a mirror. Officers were forbidden to mix sand with the
rice they fed the recruits; they were forbidden to seize any
clothes, baggage or personal possessions a conscript carried
with him; they were forbidden to torture, tie up, or lock
their recruits in barred rooms at night; they were forbidden
to ask families of deserting recruits to pay for the uniforms
and feed the soldier got at the induction center. Conditions
in combat units were horrible, but by comparison to con-
ditions in induction centers they were idyllic. Recruits ate
even less than the starving soldiers; sometimes they got no
water. Many of them were stripped naked and left to sleep
on bare floors. They were whipped. Dead bodies were al-
lowed to lie for days. In some areas less than 20 per cent
lived to reach the front. The week that the stories of Belsen
and Buchenwald broke in Europe coincided with the height
of the conscription drive in China; the doctors who dealt
with the recruit camp about Chengtu refused to be excited
about German horrors, for descriptions of the Nazi camps,
they said, read almost exactly like the recruit centers in
which they were working. Near Chengtu one camp had re-
ceived some 40,000 men for induction. Many had already
died on the way; only 8,000 were still alive at the camp
at the end of the drive. One batch of 1,000 inductees was
reported to have lost 8co recruits through the negligence
of its officers.

And on all sides the Americans were cheated. Graham Peck,

who was in China on the staff of the Office of War Information,
wraote:

I think every American who came to Kuomintang ter-
Ttory on war duty has bitter memories of the do-nothing
attitudes, and the profiteering which ranged from the prices
the U. S. Army had to pay for air fields to the prices GI's
were charged in restaurants.

Peck spells out some examples of the fantastic profiteering:

hunder Out of China (New York: William Sloane, 1947), pp. 273~75.

wo Kinds of Time (Boston: Houghton Miflin, 1950), p. 387.



20 A CURTAIN OF IGNORANCE

A trading company agreed to sell the SOS [Service of
Supply] twenty bicycles for the equivalent of US $704
each. Before they were delivered, the company told thy
SOS the bicycles had been bought by a Kweilin bank, Late
the bank offered them to SOS for US $1350 each.

A company contracted to sell SOS forty auto batteri
at US $450 each, delivery within five days. At the e
of two weeks the company admitted the batteries had b
sold to a bank, which later offered them to SOS for U
$750 each.

By oral agreement, SOS arranged to buy twenty-fivl
alternators, at US $8ooco each, for an electrical factory i
Kweilin. Two days later the plant told SOS that the pricd
was now US $12,000. SOS got other alternators from &
firm in Hengyang. Later when it tried to buy more equipf
ment from the Kweilin factory, its manager said SOS hady
broken one contract with them and “felt indisposed to fil§
any more American orders.”s ;

A month or so after these incidents had come to light, Pec]
was invited to a dinner party for Lin Yutang (author of the b
selling The Importance of Living and other books on China g
Lin was visiting his native land after an absence of so many yea A
that wags said his next book about China should be called Th¢
Importance of Living Somewhere Else. He was, Peck repo
the object of bitter attack by most other Chinese writers for havin
avoided the tribulations of modern China. He was now back in hig}
own country lecturing his people reprovingly, telling them tha‘,
any criticism of the Kuomintang played into the hands of the]
Communists. .

When I talked to him about profiteering in Kweilin, hej
sounded very official. . . . “No wonder the young Americans;
get in trouble” he said in effect. “They have no unde
standing of Chinese life or culture. . . . I suggest they d
their business through authorized government organizations
When I told this to the SOS officers they blew up. “Sonof-§
abitch” said one. “We didn’t think we ought to mention§
it but those banks we talked about to the press are allf
Chinese government outfits and the companies we hav

5Ibid., p. s15.

wept.
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most trouble with are government-controlled. The private
firms give us a much fairer deal. We used to ask for govern-
ment help in buying, but we found the bastards were just
using our information to screw us some more. How’s that
for culture?”®

Peck gives a bitterly memorable description of Madame
Chiang’s return to China after her triumphal visit to Washington,
where “grizzled congressmen,” so moved by her speeches, almost

. . . She must have known enough about conditions in
China to be conscious that her American triumph was
based on fraud. When she returned to China, she seemed
to have become a pathologically pretentious woman who,
under the surface, was so distraught, uneasy, and at odds
with herself that she could no longer make much sense
either on the political or personal level. . . .

She was travelling in an American plane. . . . She had
been loaned some cargo ships for her baggage, and at the
Assam field her things had to be transferred to other planes
to go over the Hump. This was done in a rather remote
part of the field and the GI's who were doing it happened
to drop one crate, It split open and its contents rolled
out . .. it was full of cosmetics, lingerie, and fancy gro-
ceries with which Madame Chiang planned to see herself
through the rest of the war. The GI's were furious, for
this was one of the times when the Hump transport was in
a bad state, with many American fliers losing their lives
to get war supplies to China. The soldiers dropped and
broke all the other crates they transshipped. When they had
kicked every fur coat and trick clock around in the dust as
thoroughly as time would permit they threw the mess into
the waiting planes.”

At home in America, these stories never reached the public.
Nf)t, that is, until the war was almost over. The myth was main-
tained. Chiang and his wife continued to be the embodiment
of heroism,

On the official level, of course, the U.S. government was well
appraised by its representatives about the real conditions in China.
2 Did, p. 517,

Ibid,, pp.”477-78.
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In February 1942, the head of the first American military mig
sion to China, Brigadier General John A. Magruder, was reporti
to Washington as follows (a report not made public until afte
the war):

. . referring to the marvelous achievements and abili
of the Chinese army. Such reports are absolutely withou
foundation. . . . China’s military successes are being highl
exaggerated by what is being given out in American ne
papers. . . . There is grave danger that such continued
tortions of fact as to the prowess of China’s military for
are spreading about a false sense of security. . .. Sud]
propaganda could lead to grave defects in American wa
plans, if our own officials should be influenced by it €
to the slightest extent.®

And, in July, from the American Ambassador in Ching
Clarence Gauss, came the following (also not published until§
after the war): |

. .. It is unfortunate that Chiang and the Chinese haveg
been “built up” in the United States to a point where§
Americans have been made to believe that China has beeny
“fighting” the Japanese for five years, and that the Gen
eralissimo, a great leader, has been directing the energeti
resistance of China to Japan and is a world hero. Lookin
the cold facts in the face, one could only dismiss this as§
“],'Ot,”o

In the very month that this report was received from Ambassador 4

Gauss, the Secretary of State issued a widely publicized message §
to Chiang:

The American people have watched with deep sympath
and admiration the heroic fortitude and tenacity with which
for five long and bitter years the Chinese have fought on
against heavy odds.®

Wendell Willkie visited China during his wartime whirl
wind tour around the world. He, too, added his influence
to the myth. His brief visit (wrote Peck),

9 Ibid.
10 Ibid.

8 Foreign Relations of the United States, Diplomatic Papers, China, 1942.
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summed up the character of the Chinese capital in 1942
with gaicty and comedy in appearances and tragedies just
under the surface, with fine words being spoken about the
war and the peace to follow, while both the war and the
peace were already being shaped by forces not so mention-
able.

. never before—not even for the great friend of the
Kuomintang, Henry Luce—had surface saving and face-
making been attempted on such a scale. Long before
Willkie’s ‘arrival, the police tore down the worst of the
pauper’s shacks in the suburb where he was to stay; nat-
urally the squatters were not paid for the homes they lost.
In the last few days before he came, the police herded
out of the city any beggars and peddlars who looked too
wretched to be a credit to the capital of a modern democracy
—a great disaster for people who led such a hand-to-mouth
existence., . . .

I saw nothing of the later Willkie shenanigans except
a plunging of cars through downtown streets. . . . He was
kept so busy with banquets, inspection tours and inter-
views that . . . thoughtful interpretation and analysis were
almost impossible. And everywhere he went, the things he
saw and the people he talked to had been carefully pre-
pared to make a favorable impression.

. . . Conceming China [in his book One World] Will-
kic presented opinions which can now be seen as a dis-
service to America and China . . . his view was almost
exactly what the Kuomintang wanted and had so briskly
arranged to get. He used his prestige to preserve the old
propaganda picture . . . the heroic wartime West and the
New China building; the well-trained and loyal armies which
needed only arms and air support from America to win;
the monumental Generalissimo, his charming Madame, and
all the rest of it.1*

The U.S. all this time, of course, was pouring billions of dollars
into China for military and financial aid. In 1942 gold was shipped
to Chiang’s government as part of a $500 million Treasury loan.
A memorandum to the President from Secretary of the Treasury
Morgenthau (not published until after the war) provides an in-
sight into how such funds were used and why they were able to do

" Two Kinds of Time, pp. 428-30.
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After a struggle with himself, Stowe eventually decided to report
what he had found, although he “knew it would come as a
tremendous shock to an American public which had come to look
upon all Chinese as Sir Galahads and patriots.”4

It was obvious to those in China that Chiang was more con-
cerned with resisting the growing strength and influence of the
Communist Party than he was in fighting the Japanese. Over and
over again it was the Communist army that took the initiative
against the invading Japanese, and the reluctance of Chiang to
engage his army fully against the invaders only further diminished
his popular support.

so little to help the Chinese people. Most of this loan apparent
was sold on the black market for the benefit of officials in th ‘
know:

The Chinese Government issued gold and dollar securi
for yuan [the Chinese currency] setting aside $200 million
of the aid granted by this country for the redemption off
the securities. (These securities were sold at an exorbitant}
profit to the buyers.) I believe the program made no sigd
nificant contribution to the control of inflation. /8

. . . China could use these funds in selling gold or dollar}
assets for yuan although in my opinion such schemes in th
past have had little effect except to give additional profi

to insiders, speculators and hoarders 12 . . . Increasingly it had become apparent that the Chi-
4 e s e @

nese war effort had largely ceased to be an effective factor
in China and that to a disturbing extent the Chinese will
to fight had vanished. The main Nationalist effort was being
concentrated on containment of Communists in the north
and in internal political squabbles in Chungking [the war-
time capital]. . . 2®

With the real truth about conditions in China known to official
Washington (though not by many of the American people), all
thoughts of using Chiang’s army for a major military operation
against the Japanese were indefinitely shelved.

There were Americans in high places who knew the true con-
ditions in China and tried to do something to correct them. One
of these was General Joseph Stilwell, who had been sent to China
to be Chiang’s Chief of Staff. General Stilwell never lost his
confidence that the Chinese would make good soldiers if they
were propetly treated, effectively led, and given something to fight
for. But less than a month after his arrival, he was writing in his
Cary:16

It is an extraordinary testimony to the power of the “Chian
legend,” and to the effectiveness with which it was being main
tained in America, that an experienced foreign correspondent suc
as Leland Stowe should arrive in China and be so profoundl
disturbed by what he saw. A certain skepticism is part of th
essential equipment for any newspaper correspondent, as well a
a sophistication that doesn’t allow official statements to be taken
at face value. But the conditions of China had been so in
accurately presented in the U.S. press that even as shrewd
reporter as Stowe could be appalled at what he found, when he |
went to China in 1941, just before Pearl Harbor. y

Few disillusionments of mine had ever been greater or }
more acid than this which I suffered behind China’s front

I discovered that my vision, like that of almost all Amer
icans, had been seriously blurred by my enthusiasm for th
Chinese people’s magnificent and incredible resistance t
Japan. Somehow you did not pause to reflect that people
who fought on and on so marvelously could still be hand
icapped or betrayed by corruption, selfishness, or indif
ference among a considerable portion of their governin
class. . . .13

What a commentary on the Chinese general staff—no
preparations, no concern, they just sit and let me go to
it. Through stupidity, fear and defense attitude they lost
a grand chance to slap the Japs back at Toungee (Burma).
The basic reason is Chiang Kai-shek’s meddling. . . . I told

4 Ibid,

15 Department of State “White Paper,” p. 66.
hicago Tribune Press Service, San Francisco Chronicle, March 3, 1963.

12 United States Relations with China, Department of State, 1949, p. 489
Henceforth this will be referred to as Department of State “White Paper,
the name by which it is commonly known.

13 They Shall Not Sleep (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1944), p. 4-
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him in plain words . . . the (Chinese) army and division§
commanders had failed to obey and I had insufficient]
authority to force them to obey. . . . They are chislers and

grafters. . . .
Chiang Kai-shek has been boss so long, so many yes men;
he has the idea he’s infallible on any subject.”. . . It i

patently impossible for me to compete with the swarm
of parasites and sycophants that surround him,
That was on March 21, 1942.
On May 10, Stilwell was writing:

CKS. double-crossed me at every turn the —117
On June 15:

C.K.S’s ignorance and fatuous complacency are appalling,
the little dummy.18

But it wasn’t only the little dummy that bothered General
Stilwell. On March 4, 1943: :

The Chinese Red Cross is a racket. Stealing and sale/]}
of medicine is rampant. ... Higherups in army steal §
soldiers’ food.*®

As we shall see, Chiang Kaishek’s partisans and friends in
America were by this time well established and were able to exert
a very powerful influence upon America’s China policy.

Informed of Chiang’s insistence that he be recalled, Stilwell §
noted in his diary (October 3, 1944): 1

CK.S. said that I refused to obey orders. The real reason §
is that I knew too much about conditions. 4
On October 19 Stilwell was relieved of his command and re-
called to the United States. Thus, for all intents and purposes,
ended the carger of one of America’s finest soldiers. 4
With Stilwell’s dismissal, there was some protest. On October }
31, 1944 the New York Times printed a dispatch from its cor- if
respondent Brooks Atkinson, who said that the removal of General
Stilwell represented in China 4
17 Ibid.

18 Ibid.
18 [bid.
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the political triumph of a moribund, antidemocratic regime
that is more concerned with maintaining its political suprem-
acy than in driving theJapanese out qf China . . . reliev-
ing General Stilwell and supporting his successor has the
effect of making us acquiesce in an unenlightened, cold-
hearted autocratic political regime.

But the few and isolated reports from men such as Leland Stowe

and Brooks Atkinson could do little to awaken the American
people, so deeply and consistently had the “Chiang legend” been
impressed upon their minds.

While the legend of Chiang was maintained for public benefit,

Washington was receiving accounts of the growing disillusion-
ment of the people and the mounting popularity of the Chinese
Communists. Civil war was now reported as a probability. A
series of assessments by experienced Foreign Service officers were
warning the government of what might be in store.

One such report was made by John P. Davies, Jr. Dated

November %, 1944, it was not made public until 1949:

Only if he is able to enlist foreign intervention on a
scale equal to the Japanese invasion of China will Chiang
probably be able to crush the Communists. But foreign
intervention on such a scale would seem to be unlikely.
Relying upon his dispirited shambling legions, his decadent
corrupt bureaucracy, his sterile political moralisms and such
nervous foreign support as he can muster, the Generalissimo
may nevertheless plunge China into civil war. He cannot
succeed, however, where the Japanese in more than seven
years of determined striving have failed. The Communists
are already too strong for him. .

If the Generalissimo neither precipitates a civil war nor
reaches an understanding with the Communists, he is still
confronted with defeat. Chiang’s feudal China cannot
coexist along with a modern dynamic popular government
[the Communist Government] in North China. L

The Communists are in China to stay. And China’s
destiny is not Chiang’s but theirs.?0

(Never were truer words written; but for this honesty in apprais-

ing events in China as they really were, Davies was later to pay

* Department of State “White Paper,” p. 573.
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heavily during the McCarthy period, and in 1954 he was dismissed
from the Foreign Service.)

Thus, for a brief period before his defeat, the “Chiang legend”
in America was deeply stained. Some of Chiang’s supporters still
felt that the Generalissimo was not too greatly to blame, that he
was the victim of historic forces beyond the control of any single
man; or that he was betrayed by a small group of corrupt and
grasping politicians. Some clung to the belief that it was lack of
real support from America that betrayed him. While each of these
causes may have contributed to his final downfall, the real root
of his failure lay within himself.

Routine official hypocrisy we will always have, especially
time of war. But this consistent misleading of the American pub
about the situation in China went far beyond the routine, and
far beyond what the necessities of war required. The people of
America have a right to feel indignant that they were so misled
and with consequences that have been so momentous. .

With no protest from the press, indeed with the active assistance
of the press, the nation was presented with an account of the watd
in China that was preposterously unreal and which the govern-
ment from its official reports should have known was unreal. A {
picture was painted of Chiang and his wife which concealed the/
true character of the regime and the wretchedness of the people.
who suffered under it. The grossly exaggerated claims made on '}
behalf of Chiang and his “heroic struggle” hid from the American’
people the angry determination of the Chinese people to bring
an end to Chiang’s social system—to root it out at whatever cost.i
The information we were given left us as a nation quite un-;
prepared for the depth and force of the hatred which Chiang!}
had engendered among his own people and which finally brought
him to defeat. i

Those few who warned us were suspect. Some, like General
Stilwell, were publicly repudiated and dismissed. And most ironic
of all, our official uncritical support for Chiang only enlarged the }
scope of his ineptitudes and tyrannies by silencing the critics 1
among his own countrymen who might otherwise have amelio- ‘4
rated the worst features of his rule. 1

After the Japanese defeat, Chiang ruled China for less than §
five years before his collapse and retreat to Taiwan. These years -
saw the final corrosion of a whole social system. For a few years,
mostly between 1947 and 1949, press reports out of China revealed * §
some of the causes of this corrosion—corruption, graft, nepotism, §
inefhciency, and military bluster. Books by long-time China cor- §
respondents such as Belden, White and Jacoby, Peck and others, §
probed deeply into the nature of the coming collapse of the j
Kuomintang,.

Chiang could not understand the revolution whose crea-
ture he was except as something fearful and terrible that
had to be crushed. He had every favoring grace on his
side—the support of powerful allies, the cause of justice,
and in the beginning the wholehearted and enthusiastic
support of all his people. The people whom he led felt
instinctively that this war against Japan was a war against
the entire rotten fabric of time-worn misery. When Chiang
tried to fight the Japanese and preserve the old fabric at
the same time, he was not only unable to defeat the Jap-
anese but powerless to preserve his own authority. His his-
toric enemies, the Communists, grew from an army of
85,000 to an army of a million, from the governors of
1,500,000 peasants to the masters of go,000,000. The Com-
munists used no magic; they knew the changes the people
wanted, and they sponsored those changes. Both parties
lied, cheated, and broke agreements; but the Communists
had the people with them, and with the people they made
their own new justice.2!

o

Of all this the American public were almost to the end kept in
1gnorance,

Conditions of disaster, hunger, and squalor had for so long
been an accepted and normal part of our news from China that
it never occurred to anyone to lay the blame for these on Chiang.
But in the last few years of his rule the truth from China was at
last being reported. The curtain for a short time was lifted. And
Iooking through the pages of our newspapers of those years, we
€an recapture the dreadful realities of Chiang Kai-shek’s China.

2
! Thunder Qut of China, Introduction, pp. xv-xvi.




Chapter 3

CHIANG’S CHINA

—the Communists cannot meet the genuine needs and d
sires of the Chinese people for economic and social progress
The President . . . noted that in contrast with the dis
regard for human rights manifested by the Chinese Com
munist regime, the record [of Free China] was accomplishe
without violence to the great traditions and human values §
which have been cherished throughout history by the §
Chinese people. 1
—Communiqué issued 5y President Kennedy and |
Vice-President Chen Cheng of Nationalist China,

August 2, 1961. ‘

With these words, President Kennedy, like all Presidents since }'
1949, added his support to a myth. Chiang Kai-shek is identified
with freedom and humanity and the historical tradition of China 4
as against the ruthless dictatorship of the present regime, )

Chiang, of course, helps this myth along with his annual 7
promises to “regain” freedom for his people on the mainland. 4
Editorials, articles by “experts,” news analysts, and so on, have also §
helped preserve it. It is only Chiang—so the line goes—who can
restore “human dignity” to his people. As recently as mid-1963 §
newspapers were still talking about “restoring” China to the free
world. ;

Since 1949 mention has seldom been made of what China was
really like under Chiang’s rule.

And for this very good reason. If we wish to delude ourselves
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that Chiang tepresents freedom and democracy, we must not re-
mind ourselves about his past.

Here are some of the facts, and the press did report them.

Chiang started his political life as a close associate of the Rus-
sian Communists. In the early twenties he went to Moscow to
“meet Lenin, Trotsky and Chicerin, to study Bolshevist strategy,
ideology, and revolutionary technique, and to seek aid of a
material nature from Moscow.”?

By 1927 the growing appeal of the Communist movement in
China had begun to alarm the bankers and the powerful com-
mercial interests in Shanghai. They offered Chiang a deal. They
would finance him and support his political aspirations if he
would eliminate his Communist colleagues and break the Com-
munist Party. Chiang accepted. Without warning, his troops
turned on their former associates and savagely butchered tens of
thousands of them. The “free China” of Chiang Kai-shek, rep-
resenting “the great traditions and human values” of Chinese
history, came to power on the wave of some of the most bloody
political reprisals.

Canton has been quite aptly described as a “city of the
dead” since the suppression of the Communist peasant and
labor uprisings of Sunday. ,

Photographs confirm the ruthless slaughter that occurred.
There are pictures available of trucks loaded with bodies,
piled three and four deep, as they were driven through the
streets to burial places.

Long rows of bodies on pavements provided gruesome
evidence of the vengeance wreaked upon those suspected of
Communist leanings when the Nationalists recaptured the
cty later in the week.

—New York Times,
December 12, 1927.
That is how Chiang’s “free China” began; that is how it con-
tinued to the end.
Time goes by quickly and memories fade. Today in our news-

YH. F. MacNair, China in Revolution (University of Chicago Press, 1931),
P. 99.
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papers and magazines we see the aging Chiang smiling benev
lently for the photographers. It is difficult to recall that under th
man’s rule millions were killed and a whole social system went t
pieces. To go back as I have done, to read the newspaper
ports from China during the days of Chiang’s control, is to looky
into a world of darkness and terror and vast human sufferin
matched by a callousness and disregard for human welfare that
staggering. It only needs a glance at a few headlines, a few

ports, to give us a glimpse into the realities of Chiang’s Chin:

horror as cannot be read without a shudder. ... 20,000
people (in an area on the outskirts of Hankow) fully half
of whom are sick, have no place to sleep except upon the
soggy ground. Flies are almost as thick as swarming bees.
Most of the sick people are suffering from dysentery, and
there is no water to drink except what can be dipped from
the river and this is stagnant and foul. . . .
—New York Times,
October 11, 1931.

CHOLERA KILLS 150,000 CHINESE

—New York Times,
September 7, 1932.

THE NATIONALIST TROOPS ARREST
DROVES, ROPE WOMEN TOGETHER AND
TERRIFY HOSPITAL PATIENTS.

. . . stringent methods are being used to see that every NEW NANKING LAW FREES CHILD SLAVES

suspicious character, man, woman or child, is placed in cus-
tody. Gruesome tales continue to permeate through from
Canton. . . .

The new anti-slave statute is recognized, even by the
Chinese-language press, as merely another of the idealistic
enactments so frequently promulgated by the Nanking
{Chiang Kai-shek] Government. With virtually all of the
provinces and cities unable to pay operating expenses, and
with thousands of schools already closed because there is
no money to pay the teachers, there is no money available
for the founding of institutions to care for the ex-slaves even
if they could be set free.

. . . always on the verge of starvation, there seems to be
no way to prevent parents from selling their children into
slavery. . . . Since only the wellto-do can afford to keep
slaves, the children are probably better off than they would
be if they had to starve in the mud huts of their parents.

—New York Times,
October 2, 1932.

—New York Times,
December 16, 1927.

PEOPLE OF SHANTUNG STARVE
AS ARMY PREYS ON PROVINCE

Famine stricken residents of Shantung province, where
babies are selling for a dollar apiece while their parents eat
bark from trees to sustain life. . . .

and a subhead

LITTLE INTEREST SHOWN BY WEALTHY CHINESE

—3San Francisco Cull,

April 22, 1928, 30,000 CHINESE SLAIN IN MOSLEM REVOLT

.+ - . at least 30,000 Chinese in Northwestern Kansu prov-
Ince had been massacred . . . by roving bands of Moham-
medans attempting to start a revolution against the Nation-
alist Government.

MILLIONS FIGHTING FOR LIFE IN CHINA
CONDITIONS IN REFUGEE CAMPS OF FLOODED
DISTRICT ALMOST BEGGAR DESCRIPTION.

HEAVY DEATH TOLL FEARED. —AP, December 28, 1932.

Conditions in some of the refugee camps . . . have been
revealed by official reports are, in the main, tales of such
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ensability” and his determination to have around him men
distinguished for nothing but their unquestioning obedience.
China’s perennial disasters appeared in Chiang’s eyes to be an
;jmmutable law of nature. Drought and flood, death and disease—
that was China’s fate. It had always been so. No vision of a new
China emerging could energize him or communicate itself to his
followers—a China that with the united efforts of her people and
with the aid of modern technology might finally overcome her
immemorial destiny of suffering.

Chiang’s weaknesses were by now well known. His incapacities
were blatant and obvious. The ineptitude of his regime was
there for all to see. And yet, extraordinary though it may be, the
“Chiang legend” continued to exert its spell. Even as shrewd and
careful a politician-observer as Congressman (now Senate Ma-
jority Leader) Mike Mansfield, who was sent to China by Presi-
dent Roosevelt toward the end of World War 11, failed to grasp
the depth and extent of the hatred for Chiang that was develop-
ing in China; or that his eventual downfall was only a matter of
time. Chiang was still China.

Reporting to Congress on his return, Mansfield said he thought
the Generalissimo’s “newly reorganized Government showed
promise of accomplishing sorely needed reforms.”

36,704 DEAD CHINESE FOUND IN SHANGHAI

Bodies Buried Last Year by Public Benevolent Society In- 3
cluded 33,616 Infants. b
—New York Times,

March 19, 1933.

In 1935, twelve million were suffering from famine in eigh
provinces, the victims being reduced to eating bark and 1o0ts
And in 1942: ‘

Chinese are dying by the thousands in the battlefield prov-
ince of Honan where 6,000,000 persons are reported to be
on the verge of starvation as a result of one of the worst
famines in modern times, missionaries and Chinese officials
reported yesterday. . . .

Some 18,000,000 have become famine refugees, and the
roads from Honan to Shensi and Hupeh provinces are strewn §
with the dead and dying. Many are eating grass and the §
bark of trees and selling their children to persons who can |
care for them, or leaving them to starve. !

“Missionary reports give a stark tragic picture of thousands

_of stupefied refugees moving along roads in a hopeless
search for food and shelter who are likened to a locust
scourge as they sweep through drought villages and cause f
the villages to join them in their tragic trek.” writes Harrison

. ‘ hi . d
Forman of the New York Timos. Chiang is the one man who can make Chinese unity an

independence a reality. His faults can be understood when
the complexities of the Chinese puzzle are studied . . .
and they are no more uncommon than the faults of the
other leaders of the United Nations. We are committed
to Chiang and we will help him to the best of our ability.
He, and he alone, can untangle the present situation be-
cause in spite of some of the things he has done he is
China.2

With the defeat of Japan in 1945 there was a brief period of
Optimism. British and American businessmen bustled back to
Shanghai to reopen their offices and resume their trade, T. V.
Soong, Madame Chiang’s brother, was in charge of financial ad-
Ministration and the exchange rates set by him enabled these

—San Francisco Cadll,
October 1.

In 1943 Honan was hit again, with more than a million dying
and five million reduced to eating grass, straw, and certain kinds |
of earth. In 1944, two million were starving in Hupeh province. §

Year after year, in one area or another, catastrophe woul
overwhelm the lives of millions—and the government did nothin
We should not minimize Chiang’s problems, they were heavy
and complex. After 1938 the Japanese were occupying a large f
area of the country; the Communists gradually came into effec- §
tive control of sizable areas of the north and northwest—and §
they were appealing to an everincreasing number of adherents. '

Chiang was handicapped also by the sense of his own “indis- | *Time, January 22, 1945.
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foreign enterprises to make enormous profits for a year or
Large assets (mostly derived from U.S. aid) had been accumuyg
lated in China during the war and generous amounts of foreigy
exchange were granted for the importation of consumer goodyg
largely from the United States, and mostly luxury or semi-luxury
goods for the wealthier people in the port cities. As China’s pos
war exports were negligible, this policy resulted in a heavy adve
balance of trade and eventual national bankruptcy.
While it lasted it was good. It was almost like old times.
But it wasn’t like old times. For the Chinese by now had ha
enough. China was getting ready to rid herself once and for alf
of Chiang and all his gang. "
The Chinese are essentially conservative by nature. Once
tablished, a leader in China can count on the support of th
people who will give him their loyalty unless he very clearly dem
onstrates by his ineptitude and injustice that he has forfeited th
“mandate of Heaven.” For millions Chiang was the nationa
leader, they accepted him as the symbol of national unity. Buij
more and more Chinese were in their hearts deciding that Heaveny
was no longer on his side. ]
Just when it was that the people’s loyalty to Chiang began tof
crumble it is difficult to say. By the end of 1943 there was open
discontent within his army; but the extent of this disaffection wasj
minimized because of the greater menace of the Japanese. j

The peasants too had their fill of Chiang Kai-shek’s gov-§
ernment by 1944. His picture hung in government offices ]
in every village, and his name was still a magic symbol,;
but the men who did his will among the peasants were
hated and excoriated. As early as 1942 reports of peasan
uprisings began to seep into the capital. These reports—
half gossip, half fact—came from everywhere, from areas’
remote from Communist influence. Discontent was spread-
ing through the hundreds of thousands of villages still unde
Kuomintang administration.?

And it was not only among the peasants . . .

. . . The universities were suffering the heavy hand of §
the “te wu,” the special secret police of the regime. Sudden §

8 Thunder Out of China, p. 131.
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and secret arrests, mysterious disappearances, assassinations,
a covert teign of terror prevailed in academic circles. Stu-
dents were suspect, professors watched, freedom of thought,
of publication and of speech suppressed. In so far as the
choice between totalitarian and democratic government was
concerned, it did not exist; the Chinese people groaned
under a regime Fascist in every quality except efhiciency.
The Kuomintang had long lost the peasants; now they
had cast away their only asset, the support of their schol-
ars. . . 2

The civil war between Chiang and the Communists that fol-
lowed Japan’s defeat can now in retrospect be seen as historically
inevitable. And its outcome, too. But at the time the Communist
cause appeared hopeless. Chiang, it was thought, could deal with
the Communists now that the Japanese were no longer there.
His armies were large and well equipped with American weapons.
And at first things went well.

Everywhere Chiang had victories. With the aid of Amer-
ican ships and planes, he quickly transported his best troops
to all the large cities of North China and Manchuria while
Red guerrillas raged at the gates. With ridiculous ease he
cleared the countryside around Shanghai and Nanking and
drove the vaunted Communist troops north of the Yellow
River. “The Communists are babies; they don’t know how
to fight,” said one Kuomintang officer. “The war will be
over in three months,” Chiang’s topranking generals de-
clared. American publications echoed these sentiments. . . .5

The optimism was soon spent.

Now in 1946 the tune changed. And, ironically enough, it was
Time with an article on June 10, 1946, which was one of the
first to confront the American public with some of the unpleasant
facts,

BAD GOVERNMENT

« . . the news from China was bad—appallingly bad. China
Wwas hurtling into economic disaster and political anarchy. Its

: ;3 §> Fitzgerald, Revolution in China (New York: Frederick A. Praeger,
52}, p. 103.
* China Shakes the World, p. g.
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causes: (1) Communist rebellion; (2) failure of the US.
to send enough prompt aid; (3) the corrupt inefficiency of
the National Government. . . .

The most important truth about China is that hardly any- §
body in China seems to have any faith in the ability of the |
present Government to run the nation wisely, well or hon-
estly. 3
E}::onomically, China is decadent, living by an incestuous
economy in which public officials sanction, if they are not
leaders in, all depraving business practices of the day. It §
is an economy of printing-press inflation and Government-
supported black markets. The inflation’s effect on national '§
morale was seen today in Nanking, when China’s Supreme
Court judges decided to strike for higher wages. They asked §
the Government to raise the basic pay of civil servants 1,000
times. . . .

The question finally starting to bother Americans in China
is “sovereignty for what?” The sovereignty so far is one of
greed, ineptitude and Government preserved by force. .

An ardently anti-communist American lawyer in Shanghai
remarked to me the other night: “The Government is not
a government. It is a dirty, venal lot of officials, trying to
get what they can while the getting is good. . . .”

The Kuomintang has the military power to preserve itself
now, but it cannot forever hold the lid on 400,000,000 un-
happy people. If the Americans cannot somehow bring a
liberal revolution within the Kuomintang, then it had better
clear out. . . .

The present Government has been dissipating, selfishly and
with utter callousness, American supplies and money. . . .
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That was Time’s account of Chiang Kai-shek’s China in mid-

1946.

were more and more impossible.

In that year, also, there occurred an event that illuminated, for
a short and ghastly moment, the character of Chiang and his

regime.

When Taiwan was liberated from the Japanese in 1945, the
people there greeted their reunion with the mainland with im- 1
mense enthusiasm. The islanders were very quickly disillusioned.

In 1947, conditions were worse and by the end of that year

)

Americans in China were complaining that business conditions '§

N
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Beset by a carpetbagging administration, they found themse'lves
virtually excluded from all govemment posts, which were given
to Chiang’s friends from the mainland. And here, as on the main-
Jand, smuggling and black marketeering began to be widespread.
Health services, which had been excellent under the Japanese,
broke down under Chiang’s inefficient rule. Cholera epidemics
broke out for the first time in thirty years.
Resentment against Nanking’s dictatorial regime became more
and more intense. In March 1947 it broke out in widespread
demonstrations. The government initially prevented general dis-
order by agreeing to several “temporary demands’—at the same
time secretly sending troops over from the mainland. On March g
the “Formosan Massacre” began. For nine days Kuomintang
troops poured onto the island to take part in a brutal and pro-
longed attack against defenseless people.
The official account of the massacre, made by the American
Ambassador J. Leighton Stuart (printed in full in the State De-
partment’s “White Paper,” pp. 926-38), makes sickening reading.
According to Stuart, on March 8 a Nationalist military com-
mander on the island agreed that “the demands for political re-
forms in this province are very proper.”
Continuing, the White Paper reveals: “Beginning March g,
there was widespread and indiscriminate killing. Soldiers were seen
bayonetting coolies without apparent provocation in front of a
Consulate staff residence.”
Ambassador Stuart’s report describes the systematic search and
beheading of high school students; the machine-gunning of civil-
fans, the numberless bodies floating in the harbor (“during the
¢ad of March and the first part of April. . . . The continuing
presence of fresh bodies in Keelung Harbor and other evidence
indicate that the elimination of the informed opposition is con-
tinuing”), the shots and screams that were heard at night . . .
That was an example of how Chiang Kai-shek dealt with those
Who asked for “very proper” reforms.

.BY 1948 American disenchantment with Chiang and his re-
§ime was virtually complete—with the exception of the extreme
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right wing.® On May 21, 1948, U.S. News & World Report e
pressed what many others had finally come to understand:

The Kuomintang Party Government of Chiang consist
exclusively of landlords, propertied warlords and general
of one military clique or another, bankers who profit fron
wartime speculation and professional politicians vying fof
power. 2

As 1948 neared its end, Business Week, on November 20, ca
ried an article by a correspondent in Shanghai who wrote:

Over the years Chiang has alienated almost every
nomic group in China—peasants, labor, businessmen, and}
even his own soldiers. He has refused to undertake lan
reforms, has been unable to establish a sound currency, andj
is leader of an incompetent and graft-ridden civil admin
istration and army. All these things have combined tof

deliver China into the waiting arms of the Communistsj

The correspondent went on to report that some longtime resid
dents in China—both businessmen and diplomats—hoped for]
something like the following five-point program for a new U.S.{
China policy: 4

“1. Use what's left of ECA funds for food relief wherever
necessary.
2. Tell Chiang that he is finished, and that the U.S. is}
finished with him. 1
3. Make contact with the Communists as they take over,}
to see whether it is possible to do business with them. §
If so, begin trading. !
4. Maintain similar contact with non-Communist areas, |
but keep relations on a strictly commercial basis. ]
5. Create a fund to finance legitimate reconstruction proj- §
ects on a non-discriminatory basis. This fund should §
be held ready pending evidence of a sincere Communist §
desire to play ball.” |

8The period of disenchantment did not last long. Soon after Chiang’s '}
defeat and flight to Formosa in 1949, the very journals who had been most 3
critical of him once more began to speak of him as “representing the real §
China,” and encouraging the popular belief that the masses in China }
would welcome his return.

CHIANG’S CHINA 4

Thus, even some of the more conservative American observers

finally had come at last to see what had been obvious to many in
China for years.

It has become popular today to describe China falling to the

Reds by default—a picture of a war-weary people ready to accept
anything in place of the last chaotic days of a victimized and
ineffectual Nationalist Government. Whatever element of truth
this simple interpretation of the Chinese Revolution has, it fails
to look at the causes of the revolutionary tide which was over-
whelming China by 1949.

Some idea of what had caused the sweeping away of Chiang

Kai-shek and all that he represented is to be found in the words
of Jack Belden, a man who looked at China from his own ex-
perience—not only in the port cities, but among the peasantry
in the vast hinterland:

. . . Where Chiang Kai-shek had been successful previ-
ously in maintaining his rule over the Chinese people, it
had been because the despair and the hate of the masses
had not been sufficient to stir them out of their traditional
apathy. When new conditions arose and the peasantry rose
angrily with them, it was necessary that Chiang Kai-shek
try to understand both the conditions and the emotions of
the peasantry. He failed in both respects; in fact, he did
not even try to understand the hearts of his own people.
That is part of the inner history of Chiang Kai-shek’s defeat
and it is also part of the history of American policy in
China. Neither the American government, the American
press, nor the American people, nor many of their repre-
sentatives in the Far East in the embassies, the military
establishments and the business offices sought to look beyond
their own narrow or personal interests toward the heart of
the admittedly ignorant, but terribly emotional, bitter men
and women of China.”

To suggest, as some of our leaders and press have continually

Suggested since 1949, that Chiang Kai-shek embodies all that is
best in Chinese culture and tradition, is a grotesque distortion.

It is an insult to the Chinese people, most of whom loathe

" Ching Shakes the World, P- 5.
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his name. It is an insult to Chinese culture and tradition. And i:
is an insult to the intelligence of Americans who know the facts

How did it come about that the United States within a brief}
time after his defeat could once more be supporting a man sof
thoroughly discredited? And be backing him with all the moral}
military, and financial influence of our great nation? 3

To find the answer we must recall the emotional climate
those days and look, however briefly, at a powerful group off
Chiang’s partisans in America who became known as “the Chinaj
Lobby.” :

Chapter 4

THE CHINA LOBBY

No one who knows anything about the way things work

here doubts that a powerful China lobby has brought ex-
traordinary influence to bear on Congress and the Executive.
It would be hard to find any parallel in diplomatic history
for the agents and diplomatic representatives of a foreign
power exerting such pressures—Nationalist China has used
the techniques of direct intervention on a scale rarely, if ever,
seen.
—Marquis Childs, Washington Post,
May s, 1950.

! had forgotten, until I re-read the newspapers of that period,
the extent to which Chiang Kai-shek had forfeited the confidence
of some of his stanchest supporters in America. I have already
Guoted the scathing reposts by Time and U.S. News & World
Report, and the article in Business Week reporting a suggestion
that we “Tell Chiang that he is finished, and that the U.S. is
finiched with him.”

One result of this wide disillusionment with Chiang was that
by early 1950 an increasing number of influential voices were
Openly urging the recognition of Communist China, and (until
the Korean War altered everything) it was generally taken for
granted that the new Chinese government, rather than Chiang’s
group, would represent China in the United Nations.

Secretary Acheson has again assured Secretary-General Trygve
Lie that the United States will not use its veto power to
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keep Communist China out of the United Nations. This

has been our government’s position from the start of the §

present controversy . . . we have at all times been willing

to abide by a majority decision of the Security Council as !
to who shall represent China in the U.N.

—New York Times, editorial,

May 31, 1950.

ernment in China was a Communist government. This made it
casy for Chiang and his friends to complain that any criticism
of the Nationalists was only aiding the Communists. It is only a
small step from that to charge that those who voiced such
criticism must themselves be Communist sympathizers.

The second circumstance in Chiang’s favor was that he had
already set up in America a wellfinanced group of Chinese
officials and a number of paid agents who for nearly a decade
had made it their business actively to promote the interests of the
Nationalist government. Around these representatives and paid
agents under Chiang’s control, there had gathered an assortment
of Americans who for a variety of reasons had sponsored Chiang’s
cause, and who now, at the moment of his defeat, were more
passionately his partisans than ever.

It is not my intention to deal at great length with the activities
of the pro-Chiang groups, which collectively have been known as
“the China Lobby.” But no understanding of our present relations
with China is possible without some knowledge of the immensely
powerful, usually secret pressures that this lobby was able to exert.
The activities of the China Lobby constituted an dlien inter-
ference with the processes of government and the formation of
public opinion in the United States that had never before or
since been attempted on so ambitious a scale.

What is the China Lobby?

Essentially it is a partnership between agents of the Chiang
Kai-shek government and Americans who share the belief that
Chiang should be given full support by the United States and
Who, collectively and individually, have exerted political pressure
to gain their ends.

The Chinese partners are representatives of a government that
telies for its very life on the continued financial and military
aid of the United States and which could never hope to regain
control of the mainland unless America can be persuaded to
champion an all-out war against the Communist regime. Closely
controlled and lavishly financed by the Nationalist government,
the Chinese partners employ paid lobbyists, public relations ex-

ACI—¢

Even John Foster Dulles, that arch foe of Communist Chma,z
in his book published in 1950, wrote: ,

If the Communist Government of China in fact proves§
its ability to govern China without serious domestic re-
sistance it, too, should be admitted to the United N
tioms. . . . ;

Communist Governments today dominate more than 30*
per cent of the population of the world. We may not like}
the fact; indeed, we do not like it at all. But if we want
to have a world organization, then it should be representative |
of the world as it is? .

Only by recalling these attitudes prevailing before mid- 1950i
can we grasp the magnitude of the change that later took place. ]
in public sentiment toward China. ,

What caused such a tremendous shift of public opinion? In,
whose interests was it that such a change should take place? |

With the loss of the mainland, Chiang Kai-shek became wholly -
dependent on the United States. From that moment he was a §
leader without a constituency, a head of state without a country. |
From then on, his regime had to play at being a great power t
though it had no power of its own. Chiang Kai-shek had lost |
his war in China. But one more battle confronted him, and the
battlefield this time was in the United States. Chiang’s very §
survival depended on his success in persuading Congress, the §
Executive, and the American public that it was in their interests §
to give him money, moral support, and military equipment. ‘

This battle in America he won decisively. :

Chiang had two circumstances in his favor. The first: that how- 4
ever rotten his own regime had become, the only alternative gov- ]

1War or Peace (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1950), pp. 190-91. ,
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perts, and personal persuasion at the highest levels of th
American power structure. :
The American partners are an assorted lot—honest men deepl
concerned with the plight of the Chinese people; businessmen
whose aim is to regain the lucrative commercial interests that they]
lost with the defeat of Chiang; fanatics; and politicians who are}
ready to use any issue, especially the fear of international Com-§
munism, in their hunt for personal power. Never closely knit,}
but bound by common objectives, these Americans form an
amorphous group that on one level has all the skill of the pro-
fessional manipulator, and on another, can rely on the goodwill of
well-intentioned and innocent amateurs.
There has been a consistent attempt, of course, on the part of
the supporters of Chiang Kaishek to deny the existence of any
pressure groups acting on his behalf. Taking note of these denials,
Cabell Phillips, in a Washington dispatch to the New York Times,
wrote: “That such a thing as a ‘China Lobby’ exists is indispu-
table in the minds of most observers.” i
Documentary evidence of a China Lobby to meet even the most |
rigid technical definition is found in a special report issued by §
the Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report? This authoritative |
journal listed ten registered agents of the Nationalist Chinese §
government and seven more whose registration had recently been
terminated. (There are as we shall see, many other organizations, |
businesses, and individuals in the United States not registered as |
foreign agents but actively promoting the cause of Chiang.) ]
One of the surprising features of the China Lobby is how little
has been written about it. Many of its operations, of course, are |
secret, but even during the years when the Lobby was most in- §
fluential, much of the American press remained silent. Though
sporadic articles by Drew Pearson and others about the Lobby |
do from time to time appear, there has never been, in any large- |
circulation journal, anything in the way of a full exposure. The
Reporter magazine in April 1952 devoted two issues to a very |
full account of the Lobby’s structure and activities, but otherwise, ]

2 April 30, 1950. 3
3 A special supplement, “The China Lobby: A Case Study,” June 29, 1951.
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as far as I know, no largecirculation newspaper or popular
magazine apparently has brought these alien activities to the at-
tention of the American public in an extended form.*

There were two stages in the development of the China Lobby.
The first, the World War II phase, was born in 1940 when China
stood alone against the invading Japanese. In the summer of that
year T. V. Soong, brother of Madame Chiang Kai-shek, arrived
in Washington where he remained until 1943. Soong, educated
at Harvard and Columbia, had earlier been Minister of Fi-
nance in China and later was to become Foreign Minister. By
1940, Soong had already amassed a personal fortune. (By 1944 a
former friend estimated his holdings in the U.S. alone at $47
million.) He was a man of great social charm and intelligence,
with a flair for exotic and expensive gestures. For example, in the
spring of 1946, his wife, to whom he was devoted, fell ill. Soong
chartered a private plane in Nanking to fly to Connecticut to
pick up a cargo of dogwood of which Madame Soong was
particularly fond. The bouquet must have cost between twenty
and thirty thousand dollars.

Soong, on his arrival in Washington in 1940, held no official
title. But his mission was clear enough—to get more American
help for the Chinese government. His major assistant was Ludwig
Rajchman, a Pole who had been a League of Nations health
expert.

T. V. Soong and Ludwig Rajchman sized up Washington
rapidly when they amived in 1940. Each of them had a
highly developed genius for understanding how the disparate

4 The Reporter magazine ran these articles in their issues of April 1 Z; and
*9, 1952. These were in large part part written by Charles Wertenbaker,
who was previously Foreign Editor of Time. . .

A longer account of the activities and structure of the China Lobby is
contained in a book by Dr. Ross Y. Koen, assistant professor of Political

Science at Humboldt State College, California. This book, The China Lobby

n American Politics, was published in 1960 by Macmillan but has not yet
¢en made available to the public. . .
Though it has still, nearly three years later, not been reissued for public
sale, copies can occasionally be found in libraries.
Both The Reporter articles and Dr. Koen's book indicate very careful
Tesearch and both are profusely documented.
8 The Reporter, April 15, 1952.
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parts of a complicated structure like a government bureauc-‘f
racy fit together. They soon saw that official Washington ]

was a jungle of departments, often with overlapping func-.
tions and the usual hostility toward one another. The best

way to get something done was to collect influential friends §

who could circumvent or overwhelm opposition.

Soong made many “influential friends.” He developed close §
contacts with Harry Hopkins (the White House), Henry Mor-
genthau (the Treasury), and powerful journalists such as Henry |
Luce (Time, Life, etc.), Roy Howard (Scripps-Howard news- 4
papers), and the columnist Joseph Alsop. So close were Soong’s
associations with important people that he was reported to have 1
once told a State Department official: “There is practically noth- }
ing that goes on in your government of which I do not leam
within three days.” Though he had at this time no official title, }
he often acted for the Chinese government. There is a story that |
when an American official questioned Soong’s authority to sign 4§

a document for his country, Soong replied: “I am China.”

The activities of Chiang’s representatives and agents did not ‘
go unnoticed. On May 7, 1947, for example, Representative George ]
Bender (later Republican Senator from Ohio), during a debate |
on the Truman Greek-Turkey aid program, told Congress of the 4

“intense pressure placed upon our State Department.”

I charge here on the floor of the House that the Chinese |
Embassy has had the amrogance to invade our State De- §

partment and attempt to tell our State Department that
the Truman Doctrine has committed our Government and

this Congress to all-out support of the present Fascist Chi-

nese Government.”

And on August 25, 1949, Representative Mike Mansfield, in the
course of a long speech (which I will refer to again later), in
which he discussed the misuse of U.S. aid funds by Chinese
officials, demanded that the Lobby Investigating Committee:

- - investigate the activities of the lobby now brazenly
being conducted in this country in behalf of the National

8 The Reporter, April 15, 1952,
7 Congressional Record.
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Government of China and certain personalities connected
with it.8

A second and far more active phase in the development of the
China Lobby had already begun at the end of 1948 when the
Chiang regime was beginning to fall apart.

Madame Chiang arrived in the United States on December 1,
1948. It was her job to reorganize Chiang’s partisans in this
country. Until she left, more than a year later, to join her defeated
husband on Taiwan, her task was to mobilize the most influential
Chinese in the United States and to promote all the American
support that she could.

Operating from the pleasant Riverdale home (near New' York,
where many wealthy Chinese had homes) of her brother-in-law,
H. H. Kung (head of the Bank of China and one of the wealthiest
men in the world), Madame Chiang held weekly strategy mee.t-
ings. The men who attended these sessions fell into two main
groups. One, to which H. H. Kung and her brother T. V. Soong
belonged, operated from and in New York, and included men of
wealth rather than government officials. The other, which worked
in Washington, was composed of Chiang’s most trusted chiefs
of missions.

These two groups represented the innmer core of the China
Lobby.

This was no ordinary group of political refugees. The
Formosa regime was something more than a standard
twentieth-century government-in-exile and something a good
deal less than a real national government. It had found
shelter on the island of Formosa, but it didn’t want and
couldn’t hope to stay there forever. It had to go back to
China or out of existence. The Kuomintang was eager to
resume the fight, and its only hope was U. S. assistance on
a gigantic scale. . . . )

Peace for them was unendurable and unthinkable; at
all costs, America too had to be made to see that a third
world war was inevitable.?

8 Ibid.
®The Reporter, April 29, 1952.
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The Riverdale meetings hammered out the line of action tha J‘
the re-energized China Lobby would follow. Chiang’s defeat on
the mainland must by now have been seen as mescapabla
With reports from China bringing almost nothing but news of]
military disasters, the meetings in Riverdale must often have bee;
held in an atmosphere of tense urgency.

The strategy that was worked out was the only one possible }
in the circumstances: First and above all, Chiang had to go back}
and if Chiang was to go back, it was necessary to persuade
Americans that a strong and friendly China under Chiang was }
essential to their own security. To make this acceptable, it would i
be necessary to convince the American people that Chiang’s de-§
feat by the Communists was not due to his own ineptitudes. §
Chiang was defeated because the American government had failed
to give him adequate support, and this because of “treachery” and
“betrayal” in the American government itself. |

It is probable, judging by subsequent actions, that more pre- i
cisely defined objectives were also hammered out at these strategy 4
meetings. ]

Dean Acheson, who as the Secretary of State was resisting the §
pressures of Chiang’s partisans, must go. It was important, also, to |
discredit General Marshall, for it was Marshall who on his mission |
to China in 1945-46 had, they believed, attempted to bring about
a settlement between the Nationalists and the Communists; it §
was on Marshall’s recommendation that in 1947 $500 million ear-
marked for China by the Export-Import Bank was allowed to |}
lapse. Then there were the China specialists (both in and out of |
the State Department)-—they, too, had to be removed from
positions of influence. These experts had seen the true conditions |
of China under Chiang. It was they who had urged that Chiang :
be made to institute basic social and economic reforms, if defeat |
was to be avoided. These experts, especially those in the State }
Department, were in a position to exert great influence on national
policy. So they, too, had to be removed.

Those, then, were the large and ambitious objectives of the
inner core of the China Lobby.
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Among the seventeen registered agents paid by the Chinese to
help further their plans were the following, according to the Con-
gressional Quarterly: . .

Allied Syndicates, Inc., a New York public relations firm that
received $50,000 in fees and $10,000 in expenses from its client,
the Bank of China. (The Bank also retained David B. Charney,
another public relations expert, at an annual fee of $75,000.)

The Universal Trading Corporation, whose purpose ostensibly
was to promote trade between the U.S. and Nationalist China,
was listed as a foreign agent working for the Nationalists, This
corporation had assets of $21,674,751 in 1949. Another regist.ered
agent working for Chiang’s government was the China Institute
in America, Inc. Henry R. Luce (of Time, Life, etc.) was listed
as a trustee and an officer of the organization. The Chinese News
Service (with headquarters in New York and offices in Washing-
ton, Chicago, and San Francisco) was another agent. Its functions
included “disseminating of news and information through press
releases including This Week in Free China.” Its operations in
the U.S. were under direct supervision of the Ministry of In-
formation of the Nationalist government. The Central News
Agency was another registered agent, which was wholly owned
by the Nationalist government. It listed total expenditures be-
tween 1945 and 1951 as $1,114,355; but Senator Wayne Morse,
during the MacArthur hearings, drew the attention of Congress to
this agency which, Morse said, between 1946 and 1949 was alleged
to have “spent in the neighborhood of $654 million to influence
American public opinion.”

The Nationalists supported two Chineselanguage newspapers
n the U.S. One of these, Chinese Nationalist Daily, stated that
its purpose was to serve as the “official organ” of the Kuomintang
and answer all criticisms of the Chinese Nationalist government
by newspaper editorials and articles.

An individual listed by the Congressional Quarterly as being
an agent of the Nationalists was William J. Goodwin, who in
1New York Times, April 30, 1950.

uy,s. Congress, Senate Committee on Armed Services and Committee on
Forexgn Relations. Hearings, Military Situation in the Far East, p. 2117.
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1948 worked for the National Resources Commission of China, §
His salary was $30,000 and he received $28,857 in expenses. From
July 1949 to March 1950 he received $25,000 as an agent for the
Chinese News Service, plus $9,776 in expenses. He was also listed }
as a lobbyist with Congress. The Washington Post of September

18, 1049, threw some light on Mr. Goodwin’s activities:

In less than two years, according to Justice Department §
records, Goodwin has contracted for $65,000 from the Na- 4
tionalist Government, first to get help from the United ]
States, then to influence leaders of thought and urge them |
to approve larger measures of American support and material §

aid.
The Reporter, too, discussed Mr. Goodwin’s activities:

In an interview with Edward R. Harris of the St. Louis j
Post-Dispatch . .. Goodwin estimated that he had en-
tertained about a hundred Congressmen a year, converted §
at least fifty of them to support more aid for Nationalist |
China. . . . At one of Mr. Goodwin’s dinners for Con- 4
gressmen, a high [Chinese] Embassy official briefed a group }
of Senators on the reasons why W. Walton Butterworth . . . |
should not be confirmed as Assistant Secretary of State.!? |

Some of these paid agents injected themselves directly into the |
political life of America. For example, Mr. Leo Casey, an employee }
of Allied Syndicates, Inc., a registered Chinese Nationalist agent, $

went to California to help Richard Nixon in his campaign against |

Helen Gahagan Douglas in the race for U. S. Senator from Cali-

fornia.

Mr. Casey organized an “Independent Voters Commit-
tee for Nixon.” He worked hard, he says, to attract the }
Negro vote, on which Mrs. Douglas, a liberal, was counting |
heavily. Since Mrs. Douglas had also been a sharp critic
of the House Un-American Activities Committee, he also ]
played up Mr. Nixon’s part in the investigation leading |
to the conviction of Alger Hiss. His job well done and §
Mr. Nixon elected, Mr. Casey went back to New York.® §

According to The Reporter Mr. Casey was shocked when he “

12 The Reporter, April 15, 1952.
18 The Reporter, Apriil 15, 1952.
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learned after his return that his trip to California was for “the
China account.”

One of the busiest American members of the China Lobby
was the late Mr. Alfred Kohlberg. Mr. Kohlberg was the head of
a successful, $1 million a year, business that imported textiles
from China. Kohlberg in time became an important figure in
the China Lobby. He, too, gave support to politicians with the
“right” views about Chiang. The Congressional Quarterly Special
Supplement reported that he made a large campaign contribution
to Styles Bridges (R.-N.H.) in 1948. Kohlberg subsidized a
journal called Plain Talk (later the Freeman), through which he
attacked the Institute of Pacific Relations, of which he was a
member, the “pro-Soviet group” in the China section of the State
Department, General Marshall, Owen Lattimore, General Stil-
well, Henry Wallace, and others. After withdrawing from the
Institute of Pacific Relations, he set up a competing organization:
“The American China Policy Association.”

Through his China Policy Association and his magazine
Plain Talk (later the Freeman), through his friends and
fellow enthusiasts . . . Alfred Kohlberg was rapidly becom-
ing a principal peddler of pro-Nationalist propaganda. Above
all, he was spreading . . . his uninhibited version of the
State Department “conspiracy.” And so, in the winter of
1949-1950, not long before Senator McCarthy’s first barrage,
T. V. Soong sought out Mr. Kohlberg.!*

And money for all this?

There was never a shortage of funds as far as the China Lobby
was concerned. Before Chiang’s defeat enormous sums of money
were being transferred from China to the United States and were
made available for pro-Chiang activities.

And—ironically—most of this money came from the United
States in the first place!

On August 25, 1949, Representative Mike Mansfield addressed
himself to this issue on the floor of the House of Representatives.

14 The Reporter, April 29, 1952.
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Into the Congressional Record he read an article from the U.S, f’

News & World Report to be published the following day:

“The effort to find out what really happened to the
$4,350,000,000 of American taxpayers’ money given to China §
since 1941 is leading investigators to great personal fortunes

amassed by a few Chinese.

“Story behind the White Paper is that a few Chinese |}
highly placed in Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek’s Govern- §
ment have built up fortunes running into hundreds of mil- §
lions of dollars. They are fortunes comparable to those 4
made by Americans in the period of this country’s indus- §
trial growth. But Americans, owing to United States law,
no longer can acquire wealth in the amounts amassed by 4

Chinese who profited from United States aid to China.

“On the receiving end of the aid was a one-party gov- '§
emment dominated by Chiang Kaishek and small cliques

of his relatives and friends.

The US. News article cited the case of the $220 million ship-
ment of U.S. gold which turned up in the hands of insiders who
made hundreds of millions in profits. It also referred to $200 §
million in U.S. currency sent to redeem Chinese savings cer- |
tificates—insiders grabbed up the savings certificates and got hold |
of the U.S. dollass. Its story as read into the Congressional Record §

continued:

“Automobile and truck parts, radio and electrical equip- 4
ment, blankets and GI rations even blood plasma, which 7%
was sent from the United States to the Chinese Army were 1
sold by and to civilians. Wealthy Chinese whose connections l

inside the Nationalist Government enabled them to divert
these supplies from military channels reaped handsome prof-
its. Some of the Material was actually purchased by Com-
munist agents.

“United States relief supplies and economic aid to Chinese |

cost American taxpayers more than $2 billion. But much
went to profiteers. . . . Rice supplied by the U.S. for famine
relief was resold to rich Chinese.

“Taking out the profits made from United States aid to
China was an operation that began about 1946 and still
continues. Hundreds of millions of dollars in gold and
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foreign currency were smuggled out through British Hong
Kong and Portuguese Macao. More was carried by Chinese
with diplomatic passports carmrying Chinese government
pouches. Huge fortunes were assembled in Zurich, Buenos
Aires, New York, San Francisco and other cities out of reach
of the Chinese people whom the United States sought to
help. Most owners of the fortunes have fled China too.”

Having quoted this article, Mansfield demanded an investiga-
tion:

I suggest that this committee seek to determine whether
American money, originally appropriated to aid the Chinese
Government, illicitly diverted to private use by the method
described above, is actually used to promote new legisla-
tion for aid to China by which more money would be
made available.

I suggest that this committee inquire into whether Ameri-
can money provided to help China, but siphoned off for
private use by the method described above, is being used
to finance attacks on our Secretary of State and other of-
ficials charged with continuing our relations with China %

Other critics also asserted that the China Lobby may have been
using U.S. aid funds to further its purposes. Senator Morse, dur-
ing the MacArthur hearings (p. 2117), spoke about the Nationalist
officials and generals who made fortunes in graft on American
loans and that it was:

reasonable to assume that some of this money is being
used to finance propaganda . . . chiefly to promote more
money going to Chiang and Chiang forces. This suggests
to some a closed circuit of American dollars flowing from
Congress to the Nationalists and back again in the form
of alleged activities for still more money for Chiang.

Senator Morse in this speech also referred to the $654 million
alleged to have been spent by the Central News Agency to “in-
fluence American public opinion.”

In the summer of 1949, $800,000 was transferred from Formosa
to New York for financing the work of the China Lobby. And
further funds were made available not long after that.

15 Congressional Record, August 25, 1949.
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Ever since 1949, the official financing of the Lobby 4
has centered largely in Washington. . . . Before Madame
Chiang left the United States early in 1950, she arranged §
for a fund of more than a million dollars, then under the o
direct control of the Chinese National Resources Com-

mission, to be put at the disposal of Counselor of Embas

Chen Chih-mai. General Pee, the military attache, who re-
ports directly to Chiang Kai-shek, also draws large funds

independently of the Embassy. s

The China Lobby, it is quite clear, was never short of cash. "

Thus Chiang Kai-shek, though defeated by his own country-
men, could look with some confidence toward America. His wife’s
presence there for over a year had brought new vitality to his |
supporters. Objectives had been defined, strategy planned. The !
members of the inner core, many of them Chinese of exceptional

intelligence and of high standing, some of them Chiang’s own

relatives, had established close contacts with men at the very |
pinnacle of the American power structure. His agents, public re- §
lations experts, and lobbyists, skilled in the methods of influencing
people, were employed and busy—and there was almost limit- 4
less money available for their activities. And around this inner |
core of Chiang’s supporters were Americans of all kinds—well in- |
tentioned private citizens, publishers of large circulation journals, §
writers, businessmen, politicians—ready and anxious for all man- |
ner of reasons to promote the cause of Chiang and his Nationalist 1

regime,

But Chiang in his moments of wildest optimism could never |

have dreamed how successful his Lobby would be. Nor would
they have been so successful if their period of supreme effort had
not coincided with a mood of bewilderment and bitter recrimi-
nation that just then was sweeping the United States.

While it is true that in the last few years of his regime there
was growing disenchantment with Chiang, the “loss” of China
nevertheless came as a tremendous shock to the American people.
Americans simply could not bring themselves to believe that the

16 The Reporter, April 29, 1952.
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Chinese, however rotten their leadership, could have preferred a
Communist government. .

With Chiang’s defeat came tumbling a century of An'lencan
hopes. The years of service of so many well-meani-ng Amenca}ns—
all for nothing. The bright dream of one day bringing the Chinese
into the Christian community—gone for good. The carefully cal-
culated expectations of building a friendly China a a bulw?rk
against Russia—now meaningless. The banks, the oil companies,
the special commercial privileges, the profits, all now to be aban-
doned. And the vast China market made available to our Com-
munist enemies rather than ourselves.

The true nature and deep roots of the Chinese revolutionary
movement had never been fully grasped in America. Lack of in-
formation had left the American people unprepared either to in-
tervene in sufficient strength to thwart the revolution, while that
was still possible (if it ever was), or to accept the final result
when it came. Americans had for so long accustomed themselves to
thinking of the Chinese as their friends, they felt they had done s0
much for China, they had such high hopes of her future, that it
had never really entered their minds that one day the Chinese
might have other plans of their own.

How true was it that we could have “saved” Chiang if we had
tried harder and had given him more? .

Walter Lippmann summed up the opinion of the generals this
way:

On the prospects of Chiang and his government, the judg-

ment of all the generals was the same. None thought that

Chiang would win, all were convinced that Chiang was,losmg

the civil war. Marshall’s estimate supported Stilwell's and

Wedemeyer's supported Marshall’s and Barr’s report con-

firmed the estimate. The generals differed, however, on what

to do about Chiang, Stilwell’s conclusion was that we should
abandon him, . . . Wedemeyer’s conclusion . . . was that we
should take charge of the Chinese government and of the
civil war. Marshall’s decision . . . was that we could not aban-
ﬁpn Chiang but that neit.helr. cl:)oilld we take over his powers,
1s responsibilities and his lia 1_1 Il\Ie:w Yotk Herald Tribune,
September 8, 1949.
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But whatever America might or might not have done—it was
now too late. Our friends had now become Communists, and to
Americans at this time all Communist movements were mere ex- 4
tensions of Soviet power. So to disappointments and bitterness
there was added a component of fear. The defection of a quarter §
of the world’s population to the camp of the enemy was a shatter- 4

ing national blow,

Within a year of Chiang’s defeat G.I’s were dying in Korea }
before Chinese guns, with sixty-five thousand American casualties
in the first year. As hopes of a quick victory in Korea faded and 4
bitterness and frustration grew, an ever-larger number of Ameri- i
cans tumed their anger on their own officials. The spokesmen for g
the China Lobby they felt were right after all. Chiang’s defeat, §
and all that flowed from it, could have had only one cause—
betrayal and treason in Washington. The conviction of Alger
Hiss in 1950 (though he had been out of public service for four §
years and the activities about which he committed perjury had |
occurred thirteen years earlier) added to the fears of a Com- |

munist conspiracy within our own ranks.

And it was during this period of bewilderment and mutual re- Jf

crimination that Chiang’s partisans and expert manipulators gained
a powerful ally.

On January 7, 1950 an obscure Senator from Wisconsin by the
name of Joe McCarthy was dining with three companions (none
of whom knew him very well) at the Colony Restaurant in Wash-
ington. McCarthy had been elected in 1946. His reputation was
uninspiring,

He had got himself involved with some dubious lobbying prac-
tices.” He had had a brush with the Wisconsin Department of

17For example, one week before the Senate Investigating Committee began
investigating the Lustron Company, that had borrowed $ 7,500,000 from
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, Senator McCarthy (a member of the
Investigating Committee) received a check for $10,000 from the Lustron
Company. This was ostensibly for payment of a pamphlet (the rate of pay-
ment works out at $1.43 a word, something of a world record) which it
tumed out later McCarthy did not write. Full details of this and other Mc-
Carthy shenanigans can be found in the exhaustively documented book,
McCarthy: The Man, the Senator, the “Ism” by Jack Anderson and Ronald
W. May (Boston: The Beacon Press, 1952).
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Taxation.?® Word of his questionable practices was beginning to
circulate in Wisconsin. McCarthy, very rightly, realized that 1'1n1ess
he did something to endear himself to his constituents in Wiscon-
sin his election next time might not be as easy as his first had been.

Richard Rovere, in his excellent book Senator Joe McCarthy,1®
describes this dinner at the Colony and how McCarthy confided
to his companions that he stood in need of a dramatic issue for
the 1952 election. One of his companions

suggested that McCarthy come forward as a ch.am,pion.of
the St. Lawrence Seaway. McCarthy said he didn’t think
that would do. He asked the others what they thought about
some up-to-date variant of the Townsend Plan—a hundred
dollars a month pension, say, to everyone over sixty-five.
The others disapproved—too demagogic, they felt. Father
Walsh [one of the four] then suggested Communism—its
power in the world at large and its capacity for subversion.
McCarthy seized upon the idea at once and at gnce“begar’x,
according to one of the participants, to vulgarize. T’l’lats
it,” he said. “The government is full of Communists,” he
said. “We can hammer away at them.”2®

A month later, on February g, Joe McCarthy spoke to a group
of ladies at the Ohio County Women’s Republican Club at
Wheeling, West Virginia. And with that speech began McCarthy’s
brief and terrible passage across the pages of American history.

“While I cannot take the time (said McCarthy at Wheel-
ing) to name all of the men in the State Department who
have been named as members of the Communist l?arty and
members of a spy ring, I have here in my hand a list of two
hundred and five that were known to the Secretary of
State as being members of the Communist Party and who
nevertheless are still working and shaping the policy of the
State Department.”%!

18 McCarthy had filed no retumns with the Wisconsin ]?epartment.of Taxa-
tion on stock market eamings in 1943, claiming that in that year he was
not a resident of Wisconsin but a tail-gunner in the South Pacific. The
Department forced him to pay up $2677.

19New York: Harcourt, Brace, 1959, pp. 122-23.

201bid., p. 122.

#Ibid, p. 125.
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The witch-hunt was on! 1
The speech, based on a brazen falsehood, was itself an extraor- g
dinary performance, and it seems that no one was more surprised
than McCarthy at the furor it caused. Challenged to justify his §
charges, he attempted to do so on the floor of the Senate. 3
It was, Rovere wrote,

a flabbergasting performance, lasting from late afternoon :
almost until midnight . .. McCarthy, growing hoarser, ‘8
redder, and less coherent, shuffled about the idiotic “dossiers” '
that were spread untidily over two desks and that were plainly
as foreign to him as they were to other Senators. Scott Lucas ]
interrupted sixty-one times, mainly in a futile effort to make 1
McCarthy straighten out his mixed-up figures. Brian Mc-
Mahon . . . made thirty-four vain attempts to have Mec-
Carthy submit to a testing of his claims against reason and °
evidence. . . . Other Senators tried, too, but it was useless.
He would not explain, he would not amplify, he would not

qualify. . . .22

It was this man who, incredibly, from then on for four fateful 1
years, dominated the American political scene. “No bolder sedi-
tionist,” wrote Rovere, “ever moved among us—nor any politician  §
with a surer, swifter access to the dark places of the American |
mind.” He stamped with his name a whole appalling era of our }
history, and many of the suspicions and fears which he kindled 3
are smoldering with us still. Abroad his name became associated |
with all that was considered evil in our American society. By |
riding roughshod over accepted practices, all established values,
MecCarthy in these few years inflicted incalculable damage to the
democratic structure and the decencies of American life. He dis-
regarded the Constitution. Operating within his senatorial immu-
nity, he dragged into the mud the names and reputations of some
of the finest and noblest of men. He usurped judicial authority and
executive function. Because of McCarthy innocent men and
women found their lives ruined, their careers in shambles. His
power was such that he was able to challenge, without basis, the
loyalty of men in the highest offices of the nation, and before his
threats even the mighty military establishment groveled.

221bid, pp. 133-34.
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He held two presidents captive—or as nearly captive as any
Presidents of the United States have ever been held; m_the
conduct of the nation’s affairs, Harry S. Truman and Dwight
D. Eiscnhower, from early 1950 through late 1954, could
never act without weighing the effect of their plans upon
McCarthy and the forces he led, and in consequence there
were times when, because of this man, they could not act at
all. He had an enormous impact on American foreign policy
at a time when that policy bore heavily on the course of
world history, and American diplomacy might bear a differ-
ent aspect today if McCarthy had never lived.®

‘What gave McCarthy his extraordinary power? He had thg ear
of the people. Though for four years he failed to identify a single
Communist, his voice expressed the hidden suspicions and un-
conscious frustrations of millions. McCarthyism was bipartisan
and McCarthy had more admirers among manual workers than
any other group. To many (in the words of one of his great sup-
porters, Fulton Lewis, Jr.), “McCarthyism is Americanism.” At
one time 5o percent of the American people had a “favorable
opinion” of this bully and fraud, and another 21 percent had “no
opinion” of him. And with this fantastic support of the people
behind him, he managed to degrade the political life of his nation.
For four years attention was riveted on matters of “loyalty risks”
and “security clearances,” “loyalty oaths” and “treason,” and ad-
ministrations vied with each other to see which would dismiss
the largest number of unworthy civil servants.

“We are kicking the Communists and fellow travellers ang
security risks out of the Government . . . by the thousands,
the Vice-President of the United States said. It happened to
be a fact that not one certifiable Communist had been dis-
closed as working for the government—though quite possibly
there were a few. But this was not the worst of it. The worst
was that McCarthy and McCarthyism had led us to think
that the health of the state was war against clerks of dubious
patriotism. 4

The China Lobby and McCarthy needed each other. .
The pro-Chiang partisans had been denouncing Communism

231bid, p. .
21bid, p. 28
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for years, but they had never captured the public’s imagination,
Kohlberg had talked loudly and long about the “Communist con- §
spiracy in the State Department,” but he reached only a relatively :
small audience. Here at last was a man “with guts enough and |
dumb enough,” as Kohlberg was to phrase it later, “to accuse thef"
makers of foreign policy of being traitors.”2s ¢

Soon after McCarthy’s outburst at Wheeling, Kohlberg met the ,’
Senator for the first time. McCarthy had the headlines and needed '
ammunition. Kohlberg had never made the headlines but had all |
the ammunition that was needed. The Senator was soon furnished 1
with all of Kohlberg’s articles, releases, and charges. And McCarthy i
made use of them. And Goodwin, the foreign agent, also boasted ‘§
that he had “helped materially” to lay the groundwork for Mc-
Carthy’s attacks on the State Department.2¢

To right wingers of all shades all over the country, China §
suddenly, under Senator McCarthy’s impetus, became the §
magic issue that might finally provide the road to power. . . . |
Throughout 1950 and 1951 the chorus from the Right and
even from some sections of the Center and Left grew shriller
and shriller. Kohlberg could well be pleased with his part in 4}
preparing the score. “I am proud,” he declared, “to have 2
given Senator McCarthy a small part of the information he
gathered for his fight. . . .” A year later he had only one
Teservation about the Senator. “He doesn’t go far enough,” |
Kohlberg remarked. “He’s too cautious about using his in-
formation.”??

In their book, McCarthy: The Man, the Senator, and the “Ism,”
Anderson and May draw attention to the McCarthy-China Lobby "‘
relationship. The “press and the public were so blinded by the §
fireworks of Joe’s broadsides,” they wrote, “that no one seemed to
notice where he was getting his ammunition.”

With startling regularity, the key targets of Joe’s attacks
turned out to be State Department officials who had opposed |

the Open Pocketbook policy toward Nationalist China. Cer-

tain men had questioned the ability of Chiang’s demoralized
25 The Re; A&rﬂ 29, 1%52. ;
26 McCarthy: The Man, the Senator, and the “Ism,” p. 198.
3 The Reporter, April 29, 1953,
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armies to defend the Chinese mainland; they had reported
that American aid money was being diverted into the pockets
of corrupt Nationalist officials. And they ended up on Mec-
Carthy’s Red list.

As scraps of information bubbled to the surface, it became
clear that the campaign against Chiang’s critics had origi-
nated with the “China Lobby.”28

Those who were even remotely connected with the “loss” of
China were especially singled out. The campaign to discredit the
China specialists and scholars outside of government service was
carried on by McCarthy and the China Lobby unceasingly for
four years, and the reputation and influence of many of them
were destroyed.

Even more prolonged and bitter attacks were leveled at the
China specialists in the State Department. For having written, in
the course of duty in China, factual reports about the growing
strength of Communists, and the true conditions in the areas un-
der Chiang, career officers were pilloried for being “pro-Commu-
nist.” Some of the most highly trained and intelligent Foreign
Service officers were subjected to humiliating attacks and indigni-
ties. Some had to submit to as many as eight loyalty hearings. Be-
fore long nearly all the career officers in the State Department who
had been critical of Chiang Kai-shek were suspended or fired or
had resigned. Almost none of the China-trained experts remained
in positions where they could have used their knowledge and ex-
perience to modify U.S. policies. From the China Lobby-Mc-
Carthy alliance, the Foreign Service of the United States received
a wound from which it will take many more years fully to recover.

It is generally conceded today that McCarthy could never have
gained his brief but horribly destructive ascendancy if the news-
papers had not bestowed publicity on him so lavishly. He did not,
it is true, receive much active editorial support. What help of this
kind that he got from the press came mainly from the Chicago
Tribune, the Washington Times-Herald, and the Hearst chain.

28 McCarthy: The Man, the Senator, and the “Ism,” pp. 191~9z2.
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Nearly all the other papers were openly opposed to McCarthy and’§
his tactics. .;
But it was not support but publicity that McCarthy thrived on}"‘
—and the press gave him plenty of it. During his period of power |
the name McCarthy appeared more often on the teletyped stories |
coming into newspaper offices from Washington than the name of
any other Senator. For long stretches at a time, the press made him
the central figure in American politics—and McCarthy on his part §
did his best to provide the press with headlines.
The press was caught in a peculiar difficulty—which McCarth
was shrewd enough to use for his own ends. His charges were

news, though they might also be lies. As Walter Lippmann onc
wrote:
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McCarthy’s charges of treason, espionage, corruption, per
versions are news that cannot be suppressed or ignored. . . . §
When he makes such attacks against the State Department

or Defense Department it is news which has to be pub- §
lished 2 i

But, of course, it was also news that a United States Senator 1
was lying and defrauding the people and the government—but that §
news did not, until long after, reach the headlines.

The American press was simply not set up so that it could .‘
feature a “McCARTHY LIES” story alongside a “Mc-
CARTHY SAYS” story.80

The difficulty may be real, but in the light of all the damage |
that McCarthy brought, the excuse seems lame.

Thus by skill, by luck, by money, by ruthlessness, because of the §
shock of Chiang’s defeat, because of the bitterness of the Korean f
War, because of McCarthy’s help when his help was powerful, |
Chiang Kai-shek’s partisans succeeded to a great extent in con-
trolling America’s China policy. 4

It is in any event a fact that both Secretary of State Dean '
Acheson and his immediate predecessor General Marshall testified
during the Senate hearings on Far Eastern policy that they would |

29 Ouoted by Rovere, Senator Joe McCarthy, p. 166.
80 Ibid.
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never so much as consider the recognition of Communist China
or support its admission to the United Nations.
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They assured the Senate that the very idea of recognition
was $0 abhorrent to them and to other American diplomats
that it was never even discussed in the Department of State,
which simply was not the truth. Pressed further, they made a
pledge, which they were in no_position to keep, that the
United States would never offer recognition. Deception,
stupidity, stubbornness, and a commitment in perpetuity—
these were the lengths to which McCarthy and McCarthyism
drove these intelligent men.3?

And at this point the rudder jammed.

Our China policy became immovable, and has remained im-
movable to this day. Our China policy, after more than a decade,
is not only immovable but also, on any effective political level,
almost undiscussable.

Why?

At least part of the answer lies in the fact that the China Lobby
still exists. Under different forms, and with a somewhat different
cast of characters, the influence of Chiang’s supporters in America
is still immensely powerful, and no doubt funds for its activities
are still available in ample supply.

At the end of the Korean War a bipartisan organization—as
it were, a lobby within a lobby—was created to oppose Commu-
nist China’s representation in the UN. Its title, effective but mis-
leading, is the Committee of One Million against the Admission
of Communist China to the United Nations. This Committee is
now one of the principal spokesmen of those who espouse the
cause of Nationalist China.

Professor Urban Whitaker, of San Francisco State College, spent
ayear in 1961 as a Rockefeller Fellow studying the China question.
After two long interviews with Mr. Marvin Liebman, Executive
Secretary of the Committee of One Million, he was able to throw
some light on its activities and policies.

For years the Committee of One Million has existed mainly
on public relations. It has never had a million members. Its

81 Rovere, Senator Joe McCarthy, p. 14.
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own official history states that, as of 1961, it had only 6,000%
contributing members. For all the suggestiveness of its clever}
name, the committee finds it appropriate to print no more]
than 25 to 35 thousand copies of the various brochures it
publishes from time to time. It does not appear to be short
of funds, however, and has long been one of America’s most
effective pressure groups. Its most powerful instrument is its |
promise to focus the full emotional power of anti-Communis
public agitation against the candidacy of any person oppo
ing the committee’s views on China 32

end of 1962, contracted to receive as much as $300,000 in an 18-
month period from the Chiang Kai-shek government. For wha‘t?
On this point the testimony is absolutely clear: to write and dis-
tribute stories, news articles, photographs, and movies that would
create a favorable image of Nationalist China in the minds of the
American people.

To read the transcript of the Senate hearings® provides the
same combination of fascination and shock as a good detective
story. From it one can reconstruct in one’s mind quite vividly the
methods and techniques that might be employed by experienced
professionals paid to influence the public.

The document containing the official terms of the contract be-
tween the Hamilton Wright Organization and The Republic of
Free China for one year (October 1, 1958, to September 30,
1959) is reproduced in facsimile (all 23 pages of it). Reading
these terms and seeing all that the Wrights promised to do, one
feels that they certainly earned their fee. We learn, among many
other things, that six “newsreels” will be released simultaneously
to NBC-TV, CBS-TV, ABC-TV, etc., and that the Wright Or-
ganization guarantees that half of these releases will be used.
Under the contract a minimum of 3000 still pictures were to be
taken, and hundreds of the best of them were to be offered to the
leading news-photo syndicates. (A single picture might then show
up in as many as 500 newspapers.) The Wrights promised to
make color pictures too, to prepare Sunday picture supplements
for syndication to sixty Sunday newspapers; they promised to write
twenty newspaper feature articles, each to go to two hundred
newspapers—and many of these articles would appear under the
names of members of the syndicates or under the names of the
staff writers of the newspapers that used them.

Senator Fulbright drew attention to one clause in the contract
in which the Wright Organization “guaranteed” that:

In 75% of the releases, neither the editor of the newspaper
nes the newspaper reader_HAS ANY KNOWLEDGE

3¢ Activities of Nondiplomatic Representatives of Foreign Principals in the
United States. Hearing before the Committee on Foreign Relations, United
States Senate, Part 7 and Part 10. (U. S. Government Printing Office, 1963).

If this Committee fails in preventing Communist China’s re
resentation in the UN it has its next step already planned. It wil
then create a new movement—The Committee against U, S. Pa
ticipation in the United Nations.

Not only is Liebman’s office the center of a right-wing lobby §

that has been largely responsible for disorienting our China }
policy, but it is the center of a well-financed plan to destro

the United Nations [The inference being that the with
drawal of the U.S. would, in effect, destroy the UNL]. . . . §

Here is a deep and disturbing indication of the residual
McCarthyism which continues to hamstring our national '
energies and to put a halter on our democratic tradition.?®

And if there are those who feel that this is all a little farfetched, " §
that no group operating from an office in New York can really
have much of an influence on the foreign policies of a great nation 3
such as ours, they should remind themselves that this is only the }
outward and visible operation of powerful forces that still work
largely in secret.
Even as I am writing this chapter in midJuly, 1963, a Senate |
committee has just released a transcript of hearings on some of the
less public activities of the Lobby. And in doing so it has revealed 3
once more the extent and effectiveness of its ramifications. 1
On March 25, 1963, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, '}
investigating the activities of nondiplomatic representatives of
foreign principals in the United States, heard testimony that a
- New York public relations firm, the Hamilton Wright Organiza- §
tion, a registered agent for Nationalist China from 1957 to the

82 The Nation, October 7, 1961.
33 Ibid.
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WHERE THE MATERIAL ORIGINATED. Only
editor of the syndicate knows. In some instances, we syndis
cate our material direct to newspaper editors.

Tue CHAIRMAN: Was this part of your representation of China?

Mr. WricHT, SENIOR: Yes.

Mr. WRIGHT, Juntor: Yes.

Tae CHAIRMAN: And these articles were generally favorable to
China?

Mz. WricHT, Junior: Yes, indeed.

Mz. WricHT, SENIOR: Some of these articles were irrelevant to
China. They talked about the Far East because editors requested
stories that didn’t have China in it all the time. They talked
about Hong Kong; the refugee situation in the Far East.

Tre CuamrMan: Did the editors who used these articles know
they had been written and paid for by a representative of a
foreign government?

Mr. WricHT, SENIOR: Definitely, yes.

(The capitals were in the original contract.) :
Under the quiet, probing questioning of Senator Fulbright, th
Wrights (father and son) testified that at one time or another a
number of news syndicates, publications, and networks were fur-
nished with material supplied free by these paid agents. :
Though the contract stated that in 75 percent of the releases:
neither the editor or the newspaper reader would know where the.
material originated, though the syndicate would, the Wrights
strenuously argued in their testimony that most of the editors did.
know where the material was coming from.

Mgr. WricnT, Sentor: Every release that goes out from our office! ' ‘
says: From the Hamilton Wright Organization, 30 Rockefeller § Later in the testimony Senator Fulbright returned to Mr. Fri-
Plaza. and undemeath it says: Officidlly for the Government of field’s activities.

Free China3s 2 Tue CuamrMman: Did Frifield write for the New York Herald Trib-

n une News Service?

Mz. WricHT, SEntor: Yes, indeed.

Tre CuamMAN: And you think they knew he was employed by

you? .
MRr. Wricar, Sentor: Absolutely. I have many friends over

there 37

It was testified that for several years the Wright Organization
employed a Mr. Don Frifield at a salary of twenty-five thousand §
dollars a year to write articles on the Orient, and that these articles |
were generally favorable to the Chiang government. 1
Tue CuARMAN: To whom, after he wrote an article, did he ﬁ

[Frifield] submit it? b
Mr. Wricrt, Sentor: He submitted them to North American {

Newspaper Alliance, to other syndicates, to newspapers direct, |

Sunday newspapers, on the basis of being free, and they could '§

reject or accept it. i
Tue Cramman: Did they in fact? 1
Mr. WricHrT, Sentor: They published a tremendous lot and re- 4

quested more articles.36 b

.

Tue Cramman: The net effect of this was the New Yo'rk Herald
Tribune was accepting pieces prepared by a paid foreign agent,

87 Later, Mr. James G. Bellows, editor of th_e New York Herdld Tnbung,
Icleased a statement declaring that “according to our correspondence, it
was not known” that Frifield was a paid writer for “a China Lobby firm,

that organizational and personnel changes had since occurred, and that the
Herald Tribune staff “is watchful at all times that unlabeled, sponsored
material should not be handled as news in the newspaper or on the news
service.” (Hearing, Part 10, p. 1501). Mr. Frifield subsequently filed a state-
ment with the Committee which included a letter from the former _edxtgr
and manager of the Herald Tribune News Service at the,z time of Frifield’s
writing, stating that “we were fully aware” of Frifield’s association with
Hamilton Wright and further noting that the Frifield material was edited
y the news staff and accepted “on the basis of merit.

85 Hearings, p. 790.
88 Ibid., p. 789. But in a letter to Senator Fulbright, the editor of North
Aqlenmn Newsgaﬁer Alliance, Inc., pointed out that the only stories by f
Frifield that NANA distributed were non-controversial and not connected |
with U.S. policy toward China, and more of his stories were rejected than

accepted (Hearing, Part 10, PP- 1500~1). 3
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and they were accepting them and giving them to the publ a vernment under the Justice Department law. This has nev:;
as if they were objective news stories? 3 1 been; this law has never been defined and never been execut

§ to that extent.

Mz. WricHT, Sentor: That is done every day in the week. That i o . . g
is done by the Associated Press; that is done by the United Press; § Tz CHAIRMAN: Do you think if it required that, then it wou
stop?

that is done by Fox Movietone News. It is done constantl
Mr. Cramrman: Can you give me another example? Mz. WricHT, SEntor: It would stop us. It would put us out of
Mgr. WricHT, SENIOR: Yes. I showed you examples of the New business in 24 hours.3®
York Times. I showed you examples in the magazines, pictures
in the National Geographic Magazine. They know we are doin
this work all the time.
But here again, Mr. Chairman, the big thing is, is it news or i
is it propaganda? They decide whether they like it or they don’t
like it. If they don’t like it, they don’t accept it.
Tre Cuarman: Well, in reading your proposals to the Govern
ment of China, your purpose was to influence the politica
image of China. That was part of your objective, and that is
what these stories were largely directed toward, were they not? '§
Mr. WricnT, Senior: I do not agree with that. I think these kK
stories were directed to show the way of life, the institutional
way of life of China, for example. 1
Tue Crarman: That only goes to the method. The objective was |
to create a favorable image.
Mg. WricHT, SENIOR: We are getting back to this same discussion
we had before. 3
Tre CHARMAN: That is correct. 4
Mgr. WricHT, SENIOR: As to what do you call politics or what do
we call political propaganda, hard core political propaganda. My §
answer to that is “No.” A
Tue Coamman: But the whole point that we come back to is
that Mr. Frifield is employed by you, and he writes a story |
favorable to the Government of China. Under the law, the
public who reads this is entitled to know that this was written X
by a paid agent and not just a newsman. That is what the law
says. !
MR. WricHT, SENIOR: But the law does not demand that the
New York Times publish a story or publish credit that this
story has been accepted from a paid representative of the foreign

Later, there was this testimony:

Mg. WricnT, SENTOR: You think we are deceiving the public?

Tue CHAIRMAN: Yes. .

Mr. WricaT, SENIOR: You think when we give a story to Life
magazine we are deceiving the public?

Tue Cueamman: I didn’t say in every case.

Mr. WRIGHT, SENIOR: You think when we give pictures to the
Associated Press we are deceiving the public?

Tre CeamMaN: When you write a story that is favorfxble to your
client and you fail to identify it as having been written by one
paid to do it, I think this is a form of decegtion.

Mr. WricHT, SeNtor: What about the motion pictures?

Tue Cuamman: Well, it would be the same way, unless you would
identify that these are made by a person employed—

MR. WricHT, SENTOR: Who cares?

Tre CramrMaN: To make them.

Mr. WricrT, Sentor: Who cares?

Tre CaaRMAN: Well, the Federal Government cares.

Mg, WricnT, Sentor: The public doesn’t care.

Tre Cramman: They passed an act for it. The Congrgss passed
an act requiring it. That is who cares. I didn’t pass it. It has
been on the books.

Mz. WricHT, SENIOR: Let us talk about this a little more because
this is going to go very far. Suppose 20th Century-Fox—we ask
20th Century-Fox to put a label on their film like' you are sug-
gesting and they say, “No, we won’t do it. We didn’t Etoduce
the picture, You did. You turned it over to us for $1.

Where do you stop and start?

¥ 1Ibid, pp. 793-94.
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Tre CHARMAN: Well, as the law now stands, I think it requi
that this be identified as produced by an agent of a forei
government. '

It strikes me that is the simple requirement of the existing la i
It does not say you cannot do it. ‘

Mz. WricHT, Sentor: This would kill it. They wouldn’t use

Tae Crarman: Why not? If it has any inherent—

Mr. WricHT, SENIOR: Because they will not sell propaganda taf
the theatregoer. How would you like it if you went into 4
Radio City Music Hall with your family and you sat down 0!
see a show, and a short subject comes on about Hawaii heade
by zoth Century-Fox, and you say, “Isn’t this a wonderf 1!
picture,” cinemascope, color, beautiful beaches, beautiful sand;]
fishing, sports, and then at the end of it it says, “This has b
presented by the Hamilton Wright Organization, a paid
resentative of the government of Hawaii, distributed by zoth
Century-Fox”? You would get up and raise hell about it. ‘

Tue CrarMan: I wouldn’t raise near as much hell than if it}
wasn’t there and I found out later I had been taken in by a piece]
of propaganda that wasn’t true, :

with a great deal of embarrassment. There’s nothing sacred,” he

said. “It’s like going into a man’s drawer and reading his love

Jetters.”

These hearings would indicate that the China Lobby still ex-
isted (at least until the end of 1962); that large fu.nds were still
spent in promoting a favorable image of the Chiang .Kal-syek
government; and that the U.S. press was aiding the dissemina-
tion of Chiang’s propaganda.

I have in this chapter attempted to indicate the pressures that
have been exerted in the U.S. on behalf of the Chiang Kai-shek
regime. This, quite obviously, is not the full story of the China
Lobby. Much still remains hidden, much will never be fully
known. But I have said enough, I hope, to remind ourselves how
McCarthyism and the China Lobby at one time interacted and
mutually supported each other; and how some of the U.S. press
has allowed itself to be used for propaganda paid by Chiang
Kai-shek and his partisans. )

There were many other factors that shaped American policy
toward China. The activities of the China Lobby must be seen in
relation to the broad mosaic of historical events. It seems clear,
however, that Chiang Kai-shek, by means of his paid agents and
with the help of his supporters, with the use of money and with
the support of items published by the U.S. press, exerted an
extraordinary influence upon public opinion and the official
policies of the United States.

i
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Mr. WricHT, SENIOR: We say that on all our films, film of the |
Hamilton Wright Organization.
Tue CrAmMmAN: Well, whenever you do there is no objection.
Mr. WricHT, SENIOR: We say that. But 20th Century-Fox will |
not say that; Warner Bros. won't say that. Every picture of ours §
that goes out as one of our pictures; in addition we have this 5‘
new tag on there that Mr. Lenvin asked to go on.

I don’t know how far you are going to go with this Hollywood §
crowd in asking them to put it on. .. 3° 4
I have quoted enough from these Senate hearings to convey |
the essence. Perhaps the final touch came after the hearing was §
concluded, when the Senior Wright, according to the Washington }

Post on July 11, 1963, complained that he had been “treated
59 Ibid.,, pp. 819~z0. b
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A TEST OF THE NEWS




Chapter s

WHEN THE RUSSIANS TOOK OVER CHINA

The Background

So far in this book we have reminded ourselves of the history o
American involvement with China. We have seen how dll kin
of erroneous reports about Chiang Kai-shek and about events i
China were disseminated during the war, and how Chiang and
his partisans have attempted to influence American public opi .
ion. 4
But what can we test the news against? What constitutes ao-
curate reporting? There is as yet no single definitive account of'
what has happened in China since the establishment of the Com-]
munist regime, and it may be many years before such an account ,;
can be written. But this does not mean that there have not been §
some decisive happemngs in China during the last fourteen years §
about which there is now little or no dispute. (There is no dis- §
pute, for instance, that since 1949 Mao Tsetung’s government |
has continually been in effective control of China. ) And while on'{
less clearly observable facts there is no absolute measurement of 4
accuracy, we are able to compare what we have read in our press
with the eyewitness reports of other Western correspondents,
dustrialists, scientists, doctors, and economists, who have been able | 4
to travel to China and see what is going on there. And finally, of §
course, we can ask ourselves which reports in the American press }
have been self-contradictory, which have survived the test ‘of ttme, ;
and which have been proved mistaken by subsequent events. _

In this section I shall apply these tests to American accounts
of some of the more important developments that have taken f
place in China since the revolution. i

ln December 1949, not many weeks after the establishment of
his new government in Peking, Mao Tse-tung went to Moscow to
negotiate a “Treaty of Friendship, Alliance and Mutual Assist-
ance” with the Soviet Union. China, after two decades of civil
war and occupation by the Japanese, and a long period of misrule
by Chiang Kai-shek, was in need of economic help and she turned
to the one country that was likely to give it to her.

Subsequent events have shown us that the help the Soviet
Union was prepared to give to the Chinese government was gen-
erous. Under the terms of the treaty ncgotiated by Mao in
Moscow, a considerable number of Soviet technicians were to be
dispatched to China during the next decade to set up factories
and train Chinese in modern technology; many complete manu-
facturing plants—some of them very large—were sent from the
USSR. and set up in China; an enormous amount and variety
of essential equipment was provided to enable the Chinese to
begin their industrialization. Blueprints, machinery designs, and
technical data were given apparently without stint. Machine tools,
trucks, locomotives, weapons, agricultural machinery, and geo-
Ioglcal and electronic equipment were provided in vast amounts.
It is a matter of historical fact—and the Chinese are the first
to acknowledge it—that China’s remarkably swift recovery after
the civil war and the rapidity of her industrialization would have

been quite impossible without the assistance provided by the
\(‘I\D
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Soviet Union. All this flowed from the treaty that was bein
discussed by Mao Tse-tung in Moscow.

Nor was this all. Under the Yalta agreement of 1945 (whi
Chiang Kai-shek was still in power) the U.S.S.R. had deman
that the Chinese port of Dairen be internationalized, that R
sian control of Port Arthur be re-established, and that the Chineséd
Eastern and South Manchurian railroads should be jointly co
trolled by Russia and China. Within a few years the Soviet Unio
renounced these rights which she had successfully claimed
Yalta. Port Arthur and Dairen subsequently were returned to th
Chinese and the railroads that had been run as a “joint ente
prise” were placed under exclusive (by then Communist) Chine:
ownership and management.

Almost a decade later the Russians and Chinese found thems
selves engaged in a bitter dispute, but in the period we are discu
ing there was little evidence to suggest that there existed anythin,
but the closest collaboration between the two great Communi
nations.

A study of some of the items appearing in the American pre
during the early 1950’s provides us with a classic example of ho
totally misleading speculation can be. It is true that very littl
direct information was available—the Russians and Chinese did}
not let us in on their discussions and plans. That was naturaly
enough and was to be expected, and it was natural enough thaty
our national curiosity was aroused as to what was going on in}
those discussions in Moscow. But what is not natural is to pree
sent speculation as if it were news, especially when the specula<
tion turns out, as in this case, to be 100 percent wrong.

We can see here how some of the reporters, columnists, the §
China “experts” take their cues from each other; unanimity pro-
vides a measure of assurance. I maintain that we can also s
how a myth, once it is firmly established, can linger on for a
most a decade in the face of overwhelming evidence that dis-]
proves it. 4

But if the original surmise is wrong, it does not matter how §
many writers repeat it, or how distinguished they are, or how }}
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«;uthoritatively” they express it, or how leamnedly they can make

speeches about it, or how much the government itself lends
official support to it—it will remain false, and the public will to

the extent to which the error has been disseminated be deluded.

Let us now turn to see some of the things the public was being
told about Sino-Russian relations at the time of Mao’s visit to
Moscow and after, With the facts now available to us, it is a

legitimate generalization to say that almost everything said about

Sino-Russian relations at this time by the press, the government,
the columnists, and the “experts” had no basis in redlity.

The Story

‘. . . what is happening in China is that the Soviet Union is

detaching the northern provinces of China from China and
is attaching them to the Soviet Union.

—Secretary of State Dean Ache-

son in a speech to the National

Press Club, January 12, 1950.

Mao was in Moscow. Dire predictions were headlined across
the country. Eminent columnists wrote of “secret codicils” and
editorials warned that another country had fallen into Stalin’s
hands. The fact that Mao had gone to Moscow in December 1949
and that the treaty was not signed until February was used as
grounds for much speculation as to the harsh terms that the
Russians were demanding of the Chinese.

The Secretary of State in the speech quoted above was specific.
Outer Mongolia,* Inner Mongolia, Manchuria, and Sinkiang
province (in all, about a third of the area of China, the press

dutifully reported) was being taken over by the Soviet Union.

The New York Times, on January 22, 1950, editorially accepted
the accuracy of Mr. Acheson’s impeachment.
!The fact that Outer Mongolia had been a republic for almost a quarter

of 2 century did not prevent Mr. Acheson including it as part of the China
that was to be “detached” by Russia.
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He stated that the Soviet Union was “attaching” areas in
northern China, and they can certainly be attached withou
the formality of annexation. Outer Mongolia is already
“attached” by every standard. The Russian domination o
the “autonomous” border area of western Manchuria and}
northemn Inner Mongolia is obvious. The control of alf]
Manchuria through the use of the railway network and th
major part of it is already far advanced.

But this was really an old story—Mr. Acheson merely provided
the official endorsement. On February 14, 1949, C. L. Sulzberger,
Paris correspondent and foreign affairs expert of the New Yor

Times, was reporting:

In northemmost China the Soviet Union, continuing th
traditional eastward drive of Russian imperialism at the ex
pense of Marxist ideology, is in the process of assuming
direct control over a vast area extending from Turkestan
across Mongolia and Manchuria to the Pacific Provinces of
the US.S.R. :

tive and industrial executives in Detroit. Mr. Lieberman informed
the executives that the Chinese Communist revolution, “particu- §
larly in Manchuria, has been ‘hijacked’ by Russia.” 3

With the Secretary of State’s endorsement, the “take-over” story §
was given a new lease on life. On January 22, 1950, the New‘;(
York Times added a further ominous note:

. « . the general pattern indicates at least the possibility that §
Communist China may sooner or later receive some sort of  §
compensatory offer from the Soviet Union. . . . Expansion §
in the South may be Red China’s recompense for submitting
to Russian expansion in the North. 1

Where, one must ask, did the New York Times find its evidence |
for this “general pattern” of horse-trading between Stalin and
Mao? From the Times bureau in Moscow, where the negotiations ]
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were being conducted? I could find no report from there. The
only published material I could find as a possible source for this
editorial was a UP dispatch from Formosa printed a few days
earlier. According to this report, Yen Hsi-shan—a notorious war-
Jord from northwest China, then Premier of Nationalist China—
declared “that the Chinese Communist leader Mao Tse-tung had
‘swapped’ huge areas to Russia for Chinese Communist domina-
tion of southeast Asia.” Whether the Times accepted this un-
documented (and untrue) statement from one of Chiang Kai-
shek’s henchmen as a basis for an important editorial, I do not
know, but the editorial would seem to have been consistent with
the statement.

Mr. Christopher Rand had cabled the New York Herald
Tribune from Hong Kong on January 19, 1950, that to dominate
a part of China, Russia would have to dominate it all.

It is believed here that Soviet Russia has much the same
designs on the fringes of North China that Czarist Russia
had: It wants to dominate them piecemeal, as Secretary of
State Dean Acheson has recently suggested. Times have
changed, however. Especially China has become much more
unified than in Czarist times. This means that to dominate
some parts of North China it is probably necessary to dom-
inate the whole country.

The State Department on January 25 issued “background ma-
terial, based on the large accumulation of reports and data avail-
able to this Government.” The full text of the “background ma-
terial” was carried by the AP and reported in the New York
Times. In addition to repeating the Secretary of State’s earlier
Statement the text declared that in Manchuria:

. . . the Soviet Union has placed the richest industrial area
of China firmly behind the Far Eastern segment of the Iron
Curtain. . . . Soviet strategic detachment from Chinese con-
trol is in progress in China’s northern provinces as it is in
certain European areas and, as in those areas, may be ex-
pected to proceed by carefully planned stages.

The State Department named names and places:
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The Sha Ho Kon Vehicle Manufacturing Works, the Daire
Shipbuilding Yard and the Dairen Sugar Works are all und
Soviet military control.?

The Herald Tribune on January 27, under the heading
PERIALISM IN CHINA, ran an editorial:

The deadly nature of the thrust implicit in Secretary Ach
son’s charge of . . . Soviet alienation of Chinese territo
. . . the evidence that the Communist regime in Peking
the tool and abetter of the process (foreign imperial do
ination) is more than serious: it is lethal. . . . This exposu
of the actual march of the new Russian imperial exploitatio
and of its Chinese tools and agents, is as deadly a weapo
as any now remaining to us for the combat of Communis
in the vast mainland Chinese areas which it has submer,
in chaos and disillusion. . . .

But the Times was not to be outdone.
SOVIET SAID TO ASK FOR FULL CONTROL OF 7 CHINA PORTS W
the banner headline given to a Paris dispatch by C. L. Sulzberge
on January 29. According to Mr. Sulzberger's sensational d
closure, not only were the Russians now demanding full control of}

i

seven northern ports,® but they were pressing the Chinese for
three additional concessions: A labor force of five hundred thoud
sand Chinese; increased shipments of food, especially grain (“from
the rich Province of Manchuria—although disorganized and rave§
aged China faces the imminent threat of a disastrous famine”)
and finally far-reaching concessions were to be made to “minority’’}
groups and in the very areas Mr. Acheson was detaching fro
China!

21In reply the Chinese (according to a January 30 report to the New Y
Times by Mr. Tillman Durdin) said the State Department’s ‘“backgrou
material” was “shameless fabrication.” A few days later the New Chi
News Agency said that not only did the State Department manufacture
Russian control but it even invented places. According to the New Chinajg
News Agency, there was no such place as Sha Ho Kon, where the Statei
Department had conveniently set up a “Vehicle Manufacturing Plant.” i
8 One of the ports up for grabs, as listed by Mr. Sulzberger, was “Li Fu-chen;
believed to be Haichow.” There is no port called Li Fu-chen; and this i§
probably a garbled version of the name of a Vice-Premier, Li Fu-chun.

4 Manchuria has never been a Chinese province, but the northeastern section,
of the country comprising a number of provinces. Actually the term “Man<}§
churia” does not exist in Chinese but was invented by foreigners. 4
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In return for all this, according to this remarkable story, the
Chinese were demanding huge financial help and arms shipments.

Mr. Sulzberger reported:

Latest advices indicate that the Chinese negotiators have not
yet acceded to these demands. They have been countering
with requests on an almost equally ambitious scale.

The result is that the bargaining that is going on . . . is on
a basis of Oriental bazaar trading almost without historical

precedent.

According to this astounding revelation from Paris, if the Chinese
wcre forced to knuckle under and grant Moscow “the requested
rights over their northern ports, they would concede the U.S.S.R.
absolute control over the Yellow Sea.”

In this front-page dispatch, Mr. Sulzberger managed to turn
up much surprising news: Mao was not happy about the ne-
gotiations and so Chou En-lai and a “second wave” of Chinese
delegates had to be called in; Mao may have fallen “seriously ill”;
Moscow wanted the “most independent-minded leaders of Com-
munist China to be absent from their country at the time” so that
it would afford “more opportunity for a pro-Soviet faction . . .
to consolidate its political position quietly while the limelight cur-
rently is focused on Moscow. . . .”

An amazing scoop—almost as if Mr. Sulzberger had had a
private line from Paris right into the Kremlin!

On January 31, 1950, the New York Times reported that State
Department officials generally gave credence to the Russian de-
mand for seven Chinese ports as disclosed by Mr. Sulzberger.
The State Department press officer, Michael J. McDermott, told
4 news conference:

The reports seem to be in line with Secretary Acheson’s
speech that Russia was in the process of taking over in North
China areas.

On February 13, 1950, the Sino-Soviet Treaty was signed.
No mention of one-third of China being “detached”! No seven
Ports handed over! No five hundred thousand Chinese laborers
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to be sent to Russia! It was left to Mr. Sulzberger three day
later to explain why—under a four-column, front-page headling
SECRET CODICILS TO SINO-SOVIET PACT SAID TO GIVE RUSSH 15
KEY PEIPING POSTS AND LARGE FORCE OF CHINESE LABOY

Specific indications were received here tonight that secrd
codicils to the new treaty of alliance between the Sovig
Union and the Chinese People’s Republic had been signed
by representatives of the Moscow and Peiping Governmen )
In this long dispatch, Mr. Sulzberger in effect repeated
Russian “demands” that earlier he had announced were bei
made on China—though he scaled down the number in th
Chinese labor force to three hundred thousand. But he add
some new secrets. A Soviet mission was to be established in
security and administrative branches of the Chinese governm
Russian political commissars were to be installed in large Chin
army units under the guise of officer training programs; the Kreng§
lin had prepared personnel, trained in Tashkent, to take over
administration of Sinkiang province.®
But where, one must ask, did Mr. Sulzberger obtain all hi
remarkable information? What were his sources? We can searclf

might be. “Specific indications were received here tonight,”
tells us.

from? He doesn’t tell us. Instead, Mr. Sulzberger, in this om
dispatch alone, used these as “sources” for his “specific indi
tions”: “it is understood”; “it is reported”; “responsible infor
mation that became available in Eastern European capitals,§
“satellite sources,” “it is considered logical,” “information ava
able in interested capitals,” “there is an inclination in certaify
quarters,” “such circles speculate,” “the following reliable inf
mation,” “Peiping is understood to have urged,” “However, it
5 Following Mr. Sulzberger’s disclosures of these “secret agreements,”
New York Times quoted Chiang Kai-shek’s representative at the UN, My
T. F. Tsiang, who assured the American public that “the Chinese Comy

munists had ‘sold’ Manchuria and the province of Sinkiang to the So
Union under secret clauses in the Moscow-Peiping treaty.”

reported,” “it is furthermore reported,
lieved,” “is understood to have made,
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are said to,” “it is be-
no concrete information

46

. . However, it is known,” “it is understood

[I T

” «

»” &«

yet available. .

that,” “it is understood” (again), “Moscow is said to,” “it is re-

rted that,” “it is believed,” (again) “it appears that,” and “to

date no reliable information has been received.”

Thirty years eatlier in their analysis of reporting about Russia,

Walter Lippmann and Charles Merz had some harsh things to
say about the use of vague sources. They thought that even more
mislcading than government statements that were not statements
of fact were anonymous statements. Phrases such as “government
and diplomatic sources,
high authority that,” place the reader at the mercy of opinion that
he cannot check. Behind such phrases could be almost anybody—
a minor official, a dinner table conversation, hotel gossip, a paid
agent. “It is time to demand,” they wrote, that the correspond-
ent “identify his informants sufficiently” so that readers can judge
the nature of the report. “He need not name the individual
source but he can ‘place’ him.”

” &

reports reaching here,” “it is stated on

” o«

However vaguely they were disclosed to the reader, the New

York Times itself clearly had faith in Mr. Sulzberger’s sources of
information. An editorial on February 16—the day the story ap-
peared—stated:

. . . the published agreement does not tell the full story but
is supplemented by secret agreements which . . . would ad-
mit Soviet forces to Chinese bases and into the China Sea
athwart our own Pacific lines of communications. . . .

For while making China another Soviet satellite, the
Kremlin has managed to disguise this fact . . . the agree-
ment itself is full of hidden traps. . . .

Three days later, the New York Times editorially dismissed the

treaty’s stipulation that “Russia would withdraw from control of
Port Arthur and the Manchurian railways.” (In fact, the Russians
Cventually did withdraw.)

P{esumably the Kremlin believes that by that time puppetry
will be so firm in Manchuria that nominal control can be a
dispensable fiction.
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The same editorial shrugged off the meagerness of Russian ecq

b

nomic aid to China (“the real meat of it must lie in the ugff
disclosed agreements. This is the window-dressing. . . .”)

full accuracy of these reports, he nevertheless thought them of
sufficient importance to deal with them as a serious possibility.
When on March 26, 1950, it was announced that the Russians
and the Chinese had set up joint oil and mineral companies for
the development of Sinkiang province, and that both countries
would split the costs and share the proceeds, it brought forth a
flurry of “we told you so’s.” The New York Times, still hot for
China’s takeover, in an editorial a few days later referred to
Sinkiang “now within the controlling orbit of the Soviet
Union. . . . This type of generosity . . . can more accurately be
called merely the economic prelude to annexation.”
Mr. Acheson, who had “detached” Sinkiang from China back
in January, was still, at a news conference on March 31, insisting
“that the Soviet Union was moving ‘on a grand scale’ to detach
Sinkiang Province from China.” (New York Times, April 1, 1950).
Not one of these assertions was correct. All of Inner Mongolia,
Manchuria, and Sinkiang province have remained completely
under Chinese control. No Chinese labor force was sent to the
Soviet Union. No ports were handed over. No Russians were
given positions in the Chinese secret police or Chinese army.
Russia, though she has driven some hard bargains, has never at
any time, attempted to deal with China as if she were a “satellite.”
In the case of the joint development of Sinkiang’s oil and mineral
resources, the Russian share was later turned over completely to
the Chinese. (The French correspondent and author, Mr. Tibor
Mende, who visited Sinkiang in 1960, found that vast province
likely to become one of China’s principal industrial centers.
“S.nkiang, according to all evidence,” he reported, “is a showplace
0 multi-national relations for the rest of China.”?)
Russia’s “annexation” of one-third of China was so well es-
tablished by the press accounts that it became, to many, a matter
f)f historical fact. Here are a few quotations to show this happen-
lng_

" Ching ang Her Shadow (London: Thames and Hudson, 1961), p. 207,
and Part Three, Chapter 3, “Sinkiang, the New World Beyond the Jade

ate,"”

> PP 214-2q.

Nevertheless, even if the agreement is taken in its precisi
value it is hard to see how China has made any substan
gain. The Chinese have sold out their chances to be i
dependent. . . . If Mao was horse-trading in Moscow he to
a trimming. . . .
In May, reporting from Tokyo, Mr. Sulzberger was still handi
over Chinese real estate to the Russians.

The Soviet Union is now engaged in the first stages of
long-range program to integrate North China into the e
nomic structure of the U.S.S.R. with indications that pol

ical absorption of that vast area may be an ultimate goal.
. . . there is ample reason to believe that Moscow’s eventu
desite . . . is to take over the entire enormous region b
tween Vladivostock and the central Asia republics [a merg§
2500 miles!] in order to construct a “land bridge” betwee
the Maritime Provinces and Alma Ata.
It was not only the New York Times but other influenti
papers and the press generally which were confidently reporti
the take-over of China. The specialists and scholars, on the otheg
hand, appeared a little more hesitant to reach such sweeping co"
clusions. Their reports were generally safely ambiguous—theis
covered the subject “from all angles,” leaving a series of pos
bilities so that whatever eventually happened they would not b
too wrong. But they did not hesitate to soberly weigh the pro
pects of Russian domination of China.
Thus, for example, we find a leading specialist on Sino-Soviet]

relations, Dr. Robert C. North of Stanford University, referrin
to Sulzberger’s findings which reported “Mao had agreed to fu
nish a large labor force for work in Siberia, had accorded k
positions in China’s army, secret police, and Communist Pa
to Soviet advisers, had consented to place seven Yellow Sea ports]
under Soviet supervision in case of war, and had ‘sold’ Sinkian
to the Russians.”® While this noted authority did not accept th

6 Robert C. North, Moscow and Chinese Communists (Stanford, Calif
Stanford University Press, 1953), p. 267.
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An AP message from Taipei, May 23, 1950, quoting Chian
Defense Ministry, reported that four hundred thouss
Soviet citizens were settling in Manchuria and thirty
sand Soviet advisers and technicians were attaching th
selves to the Peking government.?

Dr. Ivar Spector of the University of Washington’s Far
em Department, in one of a series of articles which app
in the Seattle Times of June 4, 1950, wrote of Sovie
croachment in China and informed his readers that this p
ess had gone so far that the Chinese were going to adop
Russian alphabet. 3

A report from the UP correspondent in London on Juf
13 concerning the appointment of a new Soviet ambassadé
to Peking. “It was believed here that Panyushkin may sef
to prolong Russia’s grip on Manchuria.” '

“Michael Straight, editor of The New Republic, said yes
day that Chinese Communist troops probably were orderd
into Korea by Soviet officials and their ‘Manchurian puppe#§
without the consent of Mao Tse-tung, Red China’s chief
State. . . .” (UP, Washington, November 10, 1950.)

« « . we can tell our friends in China that the United Sta
will not acquiesce in the degradation which is being fo
upon them. We do not recognize the authorities in Peipin
for what they pretend to be. The Peiping regime may be §
colonial Russian government—a Slavonic Manchukuo on §
larger scale. It is not the Government of China. It does nof
pass the first test. It is not Chinese. It is not entitled to speal
for China in the community of nations. b
—Dean Rusk, Assistant Secretar$§

of State for Far Eastern Affairs]

May 18, 1951

fu

“It is now more than two years since Secretary Achesom
declared that the Soviet Union’s policy on the Asiatic mai
land was one of “attachment.” . . . The curmently repo

developments are a part of that process of attachment. If
Mao Tse-tung doesn’t know what the Kremlin is doing he is§
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not wise enough to lead a nation. If he does know, and con-
nives at it, he 1s not honorable enough to deserve ‘the.respect
of his innocent followers.” (New York Times editorial, Au-

gust 18, 1952.)

WHEN THE RUSSIANS TOOK OVER CHINA

As the years went by and the promised “annexation” of China
did not take place, a few lone voices were heard, suggesting that
perhaps it might not occur at all. Writing from Hong Kong on
September 20, 1955, Mr. A. T. Steele was reporting to the New
York Herald Tribune:

Signs of cooperation between China and Russia have been
far more numerous than evidence of disharmony. . . .
There is no visible evidence to bear out the view that Pei-
ping is “taking orders” from Moscow. On the contrary, all
outward signs are that the Peiping government is very much
its own boss. . .

.

But these assessments were in a distinct minority.
The Saturday Evening Post, in its issue of May 19, 1956, quoted

a well- known French correspondent to the effect that it looked “as
though the men in Peking have stopped even trying to remain
Asian, They are forcing their people to absorb the West in a new
way—the Russo-Communist Marxist type of western civilization.”

Similar stories of a China under Russian domination continued

almost until Sino-Russian differences became so obvious that

rther talk of this kind became quite meaningless.

The consequences of these erroneous reports were momentous.
To understand the full implications we must go back and see

what the conditions were at the time.

Probably not many people now remember that between the

establishment of the new Chinese government in October 1949
and the outbreak of the Korean War in June 1950, influential
Voices were being raised suggesting that the United States should,
like Britain and other Western nations, accept the Communist

victory as a fait accompli and come to terms with this reality by
Tecognizing Peking. It was still possible at that time to argue for
the recognition of China without being considered subversive; in-

8 The best estimates have shown that the Russians never sent many mo
than ten thousand technicians to China between 1950 and 1960. This w
confirmed in a conversation I had in September 1960 with Mr. Sapronov,d
Senior Counselor at the Embassy of the U.SS.R. in Peking. !
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those who might otherwise have been in favor of establishing
normal relations with her.

The New York Times itself expressed it at this time in an
editorial not long before the war in Korea started:

deed, throughout the country widespread discussion was tak
place as to the wisdom or otherwise of recognition.? :
Closely tied to the question of recognition was the questig}
of China’s representation in the United Nations. It seemed vef§
possible at this time that the Peking government would §
accepted as the real representative of the Chinese people, and )
at this time no one was suggesting the creation of “Two Chinagj}
this would have meant the automatic withdrawal of credential
from the government of Chiang Kai-shek. As early as January
1950, the New York Times was reporting that “two more membeg
of the United Nations Security Council—Egypt and Equado
may withdraw recognition next month from Nationalist Chi
and supply the necessary votes to seat a delegation of the Chin
Communist regime. . . .”
The seating of Communist China in the United Nations a
that government’s recognition by the United States, were, @
course, precisely what those supporting Chiang Kai-shek in Wa A
ington most wished to avoid (see Chapter 4, “The Ching
Lobby”). It was during this time—when recognition of Coi§
munist China and her admission into the UN both seemed pog}
sible, and even likely—that speeches by Secretary of State Aches
and editorials in influential papers such as the New York T
disseminated the stories that the Chinese government was &
“satellite” in the grip of the Soviet Union and that great parts ofg
China’s territory were being taken over by the Russians.20 :
One of the main.purposes of granting diplomatic recognitior

gl
i
)
Y

It [the Communist regime] has sold out, to Soviet Russia,
vast properties and rights of the Chinese people ther‘x‘mse]ves,
and, again, in the words of the State Department, “placed
the richest industrial area of China firmly behind the Far
Eastern segment of the Iror Curtain.” In these circumstances
it is both our right and our duty to wait for further evidence
before we recognize the Communist regime as a genuinely
sovereign government. . . .

The New York Times then drew the logical editorial con-
clusion—no recognition of Chinal

Thus, at a moment of great historical decision which enor-
mously influenced America’s future, the people of America were
being misled by accounts of events which were untrue.

The consequences of this are with us still.

to Communist China was to prevent her from becoming excl v
sively dependent on the Soviet Union. This story that China was}
already in the grip of the Soviet Union, and was even bei
dismembered by the Soviet Union, must have greatly influence ;

i
9For example, a laige conference called by thc World Affairs Council i‘n"[
San Francisco, with representatives of the State Department and others pres+
ent, voted by a large majority for the recognition of Communist China.
291t was not only in a single speech that Mr. Acheson made this charge;
He repeated it in a press conference (reported in the New York Herald;
Tribune, February 16, 1950): “The Russians will atfempt to use the trea
[of alliance with China] to make China as abject a satellite as Hungary
or Romania.”
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would be stricken without any mention. So accustomed had the
world become to starvation in China that it rarely caused head-
lines. The reports, such as they were, were matter-of-fact in tone,
with no accompanying editorials or thundering criticisms of the
Nationalist government.

with the establishment of the new government in Peking in
1949, two things happened.

First, starvation—death by hunger—ceased in China. Food

shortages, and severe ones, there have been, but no starvation.
This is a fact fully documented by Western observers, is acknowl-
edged by the Western embassies in China, and is known, of course,
to the highest official intelligence in our own country. No Western
reporter who has traveled there, none of the resident Western
correspondents who live there, no one who has ever traveled
through the Chinese countryside and talked to the peasants has
any doubts at all that this is true. The indisputable fact is that the
famines that in one area or another constantly ravaged the farm-
lands of China, and the fear of starvation, which for so long had
haunted the lives of the Chinese peasants, are today things of
the past.
This tremendous fact of historic significance and the influence
it has had upon the Chinese people’s attitude to their govern-
ment has been almost wholly ignored by the press. Indeed, the
press has helped to create an image in the public mind of a China
suffering more than it has ever done before. How many Americans,
for instance, would believe a report like this?

Chapter 6

THE STARVING CHINESE

WC have seen with what relative equanimity the Westerny
press teported the perennial famines that were such a tragicl
feature of prerevolutionary China. Hundreds of thousands of
deaths by starvation would occur in one part of China or another
every year; and in bad years more than a million people would
die. Those are the brutal facts. :

The descriptions of those who have witnessed these famine con
ditions in China are horrifying to read: the population in widej
areas reduced to eating bark and grass, small children, while they§
still had strength enough to crawl, attempting to alleviate their}
pain by eating dirt and sand; while quite often landlords wouldy
surround their loaded granaries with armed guards until the more§
fortunate peasants in desperation would sell them their remaining§
land, their tools, and mortgage years of future toil in exchange fori??
just enough food for survival. Certain Western missionary and
charitable organizations would attempt to give such help as lay ]
within their power—but this could mitigate the condition of only
a few engulfed in these disasters.

For the most part, though Westerners did not minimize the §
appalling human suffering involved, these famines were accepted |
as a tragic but inescapable fact of Chinese life. Brief reports of the
worst famines would appear in the Western press; occasionally a
three- or four-line dispatch would mention that famine conditions §
were reported from such or such a province; often large areas |

The truth is that the sufferings of the ordinary Chinese peas-
ant from war, disorder and famine have been immeasurably
less in the last decade than in any other decade in the
century.?
The newspapers in America that I have studied conveyed quite
an opposite impression. For an answer to this we come to the
second change that happened as a result of the Communist

victOry in 1949.
1 The Times, London, April 18, 1962.
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From that time on the press—which until then had scarce
treated the very real farm problems of Nationalist China as ne
began to take an inordinate interest in the food conditions insid
China. The reason was clear. To many in the West it appeared
that the most likely source of threat to the Peking governmenf§
lay in a revolt of the people against it—a revolt arising fronf§
massive famine conditions. Signs of food shortages were seized$
upon, enlarged, exaggerated. Endless speculation took place, eve
within the most learned circles, as to how long it would be befor
the peasants would revolt.?

In May 1962 an unusually large number of Chinese refugee
flocked to Hong Kong, and the overwhelming impression given
in the newspapers was that it was starvation that drove them there
As we shall see (page 101), other accounts and official Britis
government statements attest to the fact that the refugees we
not suffering from malnutrition, nor did any of them see
political asylum or claim that they were fleeing Communism a
such. The primary reason for this sudden flow of refugees i
May 1962 appears to have been the reluctance of peasants whaj
had become accustomed to city life to be sent back to the farms!
“to help agriculture.” Food shortages and the general discomfort
of life at this period were undoubtedly some of the causes fo
this exodus, but not starvation.

By reiteration impressions are deeply embedded in people’s
minds. I am convinced that for almost fifteen years, the great}
majority of the American public have been led to believe that]
conditions of almost perpetual famine have existed in China,}
And that this has been so largely as the result of mistakes by the
Chinese government.

Let us examine in greater detail how this impression has been
created—about a country whose improvements in its food con
ditions, as I and others found them, has probably been one of j
its greatest achicvements. :

1950 — FAMINE IN RED CHINA—There seems little doubt now
that famine in China this year will be catastrophic . . . the
situation will be more critical than at any other time in a
half century. (New York Times, editorial, March 26.)

1951 — Food riots are reported among peasants. Famine,
floods are back again. (U.S. News & World Report, March

16.

)
1952 — Shanghai is a city of hungry millions. (UP, Taipei,
June 23.)
1953 —FAMINE IN RED CHINA: . . . there is no hiding the
fact that multiplied millions of Chinese are starving. (New
York Times, editorial, June 24.)
1954 — Red China’s leaders are already tightening controls,
increasing rationing measures, and trying to prepare against
the pressures of starvation. (Time, May 10.)
1955 —RED CHINA IN GRIP OF SPRING FAMINE: Signs of a
spring famine in Communist China are filtering from the
mainland. (Tad Szulc, Hong Kong, New York Times, April
24.)
1956 —RED CHINA BESET BY SPRING FAMINE (headline, New
York Times, March 27.)

1957 — The threat of famine stalks millions of Chinese again
this spring. (AP, Hong Kong, May 13.)

1958 — Troubles are piling up fast in Red China. Peasants
are deserting the collective farms. Cities are packed with hun-
gry, jobless millions. . . . (US. News & World Report,
April 4.)

1950 — FAMISHED RED CHINA SLAVES STEAL P1cs’ sLop (head-
line Hong Kong dispatch, New York World Telegram and
Sun, June 25.)

1960 —In face of the hunger that stalks mainland China for
the third straight year. . . . (Time, August 22.)

1961 —Red China Hunger Reported Stirring Opposition:
Taxed to the limit of their endurance by the tightest ration-
ing of food in the modern history of China and near-famine
conditions in some areas, the Chinese are reported to be re-

2See Chapter g.
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acting to the situation by rejecting Government regulations
and even organizing anti-Government movements. (New
York Times, April 15.)

1962 — Communist China is a land of massive malnutrition
and hunger. Three successive years of poor harvests have re-
duced the food available to most Chinese to little above the
barest subsistence level. (Harry Schwartz, New York Times,
April 22.)

1963 —March and April will be the months to watch. It is
then that food stocks will be lowest. Unrest among Chinese
peasants is expected. Revolts are likely. . . . (U.S. News &
World Report, January 7.)

The appearance of such reports in news sources was not halted
even in 1957, the year that China had the largest harvest in its
history. I was in China that year. I covered thousands of miles
and everywhere saw evidence of the bumper crop. Not long after
I returned to the United States, Time Magazine (November 11,
1957), in its news columns on Red China inquired, “Faminc on
the Way?”

Throughout the 196062 period, when famine reports were be- 1

ing given large play by the nation’s news sources—papers, radio,

and TV—there were other accounts and evidence that indicated §
that such famine reports were grossly exaggerated. On neither of
my visits to China did I find conditions anywhere near as bad as i
had been painted in our press. In 1960 I traveled through areas |
in China—and reported this in Awakened China—where food
rations were very tight indeed. But I saw no signs of serious
malnutrition, and people who had lived and worked in China §
during the real famines in the past constantly reminded me that
whatever food problems present-day China was facing, they bore

absolutely no resemblance to the past.

Reuters, from their bureau in Peking, reported the food short-
ages, but never described them in terms of “famine” conditions

(and some of these less drastic accounts appeared in our press).

Competent and experienced European reporters also wrote ac-

counts in China very different from the prevailing press reports
about the disastrous conditions there. I feel sure that official Wash-
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ington intelligence was well aware that the situation in China was
not as disastrous as was being pictured.3

The press did open its correspondence columns, however, to
some writers who wished to present a different account of con-
ditions in China. An example of this was a letter written to the
Editor of the New York Times on May 5, 1957, in reply to an
editorial entitled, GUNS AND BUTTER, which had appeared on April
27. The writer of the letter, Professor Alexander Eckstein, is no
sympathizer with Communism. He collaborated with Professor
W. W. Rostow in his book, Prospects for Communist Ching.*
This, in part, is what Professor Eckstein wrote:

You very correctly point out that the emphasis in all
Soviet-bloc planning, including Communist China, con-
tinues to be on heavy industry. However, you carry this con-
clusion much too far in an attempt to show that Chinese
food production has badly lagged or declined so that ever-
greater masses are exposed to starvation. The figures you cite
to support this conclusion are grossly misleading. . . .

. .. all of the available evidence would tend to support
the conclusion that food production on the Chinese main-
land has grown appreciably in recent years. At the same time
the efficiency of food distribution has been greatly improved.
As a result, the Chinese Communist regime is in a position
to quickly alleviate or }:revent local famines which have been
traditional in China throughout history.

Thus there is no evidence to support the often-held con-
clusion that China in recent years has been subject to re-
peated mass starvation.

A letter to the editor of the New York Herald Tribune, fol-

lewing some of Mr. Joseph Alsop’s accounts of mass starvation
°n the mainland in the spring of 1961, is another attempt to
Correct a false impression. The writer, Sybil Cookson, of Sussex,
Englang, quoted her own experiences as well as those of a friend
“who has lived in Shanghai for many years.”
8 On December 31, 1960, the Pittsburgh Press reported, “Red China Famine
Doubted by U5 According to a UPI story from Washington, “Press officer
Joseph W. Reap said, ‘We are not aware of any Chinese Communist reports
of actual famine conditions.’”

4Pr9fessor Rostow was one of President Kennedy’s principal advisers on
forelgn policy.
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Having recently undertaken a three weeks’ tour of Chj
—visiting six cities and many country districts—my husba
and I were astonished to read Joseph Alsop’s recent repoti§
from Hong Kong suggesting that there is widespread fami
in China and even a likelihood of a revolt against the pr
ent regime,

This report was based on information supplied by refigd
gees, a small minority of disaffected persons, and I can on
suppose that their stories have been embellished by propad
gandists eager to discredit the Peking government. In a
case they are quite contrary to our impression formed
China itself last autumn. We were allowed to travel whe
we desired—in crowded streets, stores and holiday resort:
We visited communes, schools and technical colleges, ho
pitals and homes for old folk. Nowhere did we see any sig
of disaffection, much less of famine, despite a disappointi
harvest.

Having seen reports of “famine in China,” Mrs. Cookson wro
to a friend who lived in Shanghai. The following are extrac
from her friend’s reply:

That China during 1960 experienced the severest and mo
widespread natural calamity of the past century is a fact. . .
To say that China is experiencing a famine is grossly untru

During the many years I have lived in China, I know what §
famine under the old regime was like when natural calam-§
ities were not as severe as those in 196o. Then famine ref
gees streamed into the cities, hoping to pick up a bit of work
and perhaps a bowl of soft rice . . . at a relief kitchen . .
many existed by combing the garbage pails of the famili
who had food. . . . '

People throughout the country have been and still are co-'§
operating in their efforts to be sparing with food and to avoid
waste, so that the supply will go round for all.

Other attempts to correct erroneous accounts of conditions in
China were not so successful in reaching print. In the New York
Times on September 10, 1961, Mr. Tillman Durdin, the Times’
China expert, wrote of “mass discontent,” “apathy,” “mount-
ing deaths,” and mentioned a report by a British M.P. of a daily

intake of six hundred calories. The medical absurdity of this
1
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should be obvious—no human being, let alone a whole nation,
can long exist on six hundred calories.?

[ have before me a copy of a letter written on October 2, 1961,
by a Chinese-speaking British doctor, J. S. Hom, F.R.CS,, ad-
dressed to the Editor of the New York Times and challenging
Mr. Durdin’s article. Dr. Horn had just returned home to London
after a leisurely journey through central China. “As a doctor,” he
writes, “I should be quick to notice signs of malnutrition and a
daily intake of 6oo calories would rapidly produce severe
symptoms. Yet the general health of the people appears to be
good . . . I found the problems resulting from successive years
of severe drought were being tackled with energy and confi-
dence.”

A careful search through the files reveals that apparently the
New York Times never printed this letter.

These isolated attempts to bring the facts to the attention of
our newspapers made no difference at all. Throughout 1961 the
press published a fairly steady flow of reports of starvation in

China.

Red China is in heavy trouble this time. “Natural calamities,”
crop failures, famine are only part of it. . . .

—U.S. News & World Report,

February 20

The population of China is starving. The starvation is me-
thodical and rationed, but it is not even slow starvation.

—Joseph Alsop, New York Herald Tribune,

September 13

Things are going from bad to worse inside Communist China.

They can get catastrophic. . . . It’s a land of hunger. A major

disaster in the making; the Reds soon may be fighting for
their lives.

—U.S. News & World Report,

October 2

®Mr. Joseph Alsop also reported six hundred calories as being the average
daily intake—see Chap. g, “M. Alsop’s China,” p. 178. See also Edgar Snow’s
chapter on this Alsop report, entitled, “The Year the Chinese Disappeared,”
n his book, The Other Side of the River (New York: Random House, 1962).
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The story of starvation inside China . . . is far grimmer tha
the outside world has been told.
—Drew Pearson, San Francisco Chronicle,

November

. . . the sour-tasting new soy sauce is said to be made o
human hair.

—Time, December

In the spring of 1962, when the number of refugees from n
by Kwangtung province suddenly increased, newspaper headli
and reports escalated the famine and starvation in China to
full height. Again at this time some voices were raised directi
the public’s attention to other facts—but the words were scarcely
heard in the general clamor. In the House of Commons on
22, the British Colonial Secretary said: “There is little evidencd
that the Chinese refugees attempting to enter Hong Kong we
suffering malnutrition.”

(May 28) U.S. News & World Report: “asiaN mystery: The
MASS FLIGHT FROM RED CHINA, Deepening the mystery is the
character of the refugees. Many are described as healthy men -
and women, aged 20 to 30 and showing no signs of mal- ,
nutrition. . . .”

(May 30) New York Herald Tribune reported from Wash-
ington that Assistant Secretary of State Averell Harriman had
stated that the refugees were “not starving. In fact, they did
not show physical evidence of malnutrition.” i

(June 11) The New Republic carried an article from Hong
Kong by Jacques Jacquet-Francillon: “Another hypothesis
widely circulated throughout a part of the. Western press on
both sides of the Atlantic also fails to hold water: the famine
theory. The refugees whom I saw and the many I was able
to question were not people who had fled a land in the grip
of real famine. There were no ‘living corpses,’ as they have
too glibly been described. They arrived at the border in a
state of exhaustion from four to five days of trudging the
roads; but most of them had some food left.”
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These officials and eyewitness accounts made little impact. They

were far outweighed by the huge and steady stream of hunger

stories.

AP reported from Hong Kong: “Refugees rounded
1(1247)); 1Iil)ong Kf)lilg patrols todaygclaimed that hundreds of
Chinese have died of starvation while trying to reach the
border. One said it was impossible to get enough to eat to
keep alive in his village. . . .

AP reported from Hong Kong: “Some 3,000 to
;w nllgr)e refugegs from hunger—ridgden R%:d China streamed
across the border before dawn yesterday.”

(May 27) Tillman Durdin, in the New York Times: “The
migrants in fact were fleeing grim conditions of hunger. . . .
“ .. It is now no longer considered absurd for observers
of the China scene to talk of the possibility of a break-up
of the Communist regime or revolt against it.”

(June 18) Newsweek spoke of “the 6,000 hungry workers
who swarmed out of China last month. . . .”

(June 24) The San Francisco Chronicle, in a report from its
Hong Kong correspondent: “How many refugees from hun-
gry Red China fled into crowded Hong Kong last month?

. . . the truth is anybody’s guess.”®

By July the sudden flow of refugees was over and no longer
of general interest to the American press. The stories about the
“famine” in China were finally grinding to a halt, though they
continued off and on until almost to the end of the year. But
U. S. News & World Report (which had written on May 28 about
the deepening mystery of the refugees—“Many are described as
healthy . . | showing no signs of malnutrition”) now provided its
readers with a new report. On July g it ran a bold headline:
THE FAMINE MAKERS—A REPORT ON WHY RED CHINA IS STARVING.
®The real number of refugees was, indeed, “anybody’s guess.” “22,000 from
f‘he beginning of this month” (Wall Street Journdl, May 18).; Since May 1,
some 30,000 or more” (AP, Hong Kong, May 22). “An estimated 100,000
Tcfugees had escaped to Hong Kong in recent weeks” (Wall Street Journdl,

ay 28). “From the first of May until the 25th, 60,000 Chinese were
shunted ‘back and forth” (Newsweek, June 4).
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And (just in case its busy readers did not have time to read th
article itself) things were summed up in a subheading: =g
1S THE INSIDE STORY OF WHAT REALLY IS CAUSING THE FAMINE f§

RED CHINA. THE CAUSE: COMMUNIST BUNGLING. 5
Thus, in spite of authoritative denials, statements from Bri
government and U.S. officials, and eyewitness reports, the Am
can public was left with an overall impression that it was
“famine” in China that was the cause of the refugees.
Two days after U. S. News & World Report had run its “insi :
story of what is causing the famine in Red China,” one q
Britain’s most eminent and respected businessmen addressed
Royal Asian Society in London. Mr. John Keswick has kno
China for a great many years—long before 1949—and has returng
there a number of times since. The subject of his address was g
visit he had just completed to China.

In the towns there were the usual crowds, and to the casu
traveller’s eye, they certainly did not appear to be starvi

as has been reported in some of the press of the Weste
world.”

It was during the summer of 1962—when our papers were ru
ning endless stories about China’s famine conditions—that I
ceived a letter from a UN official—Mr. Chang Kuo-ho—who, wi
his American wife and three children, had recently visited h
relatives in China. Mr. Chang wrote on July 4, 1962: ‘

From April 14 to June 1 we were in China. We spent on
week in Hangchow, enjoying its quiet beauty and then we
to Shanghai for five days. From thence we went to Pekin
where we spent a month and a half.

After having seen so many of my relatives and friends i

China I feel I can fully substantiate your view that “up to\(‘
and including the present food shortage there has been no J

starvation in China.” My father, aged 7o, receives 27 catti

7In this address Mr. Keswick described his journey by train through th
fertile deltas of the Canton and Pearl rivers. “It runs comfortably, cleanly
and on time.” U.S. News & World Report on July 23, in its page devoted
to “Washington Whispers,” referred to an unidentiged “Chinese businessman }
just out of Red China: Troubles there are deep and de?ening in elx;ery E

a short -

conceivable way. For example, a train trip that took three days just a
time ago now takes eight days.”
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imatel ounds) of staples—rice, flour and/or other
[agilzlrsmi(:lni/aryi};éspI:oportilns—a month; so does my bro{her,
E; engineer. The ration coupon required for each meal len e;
restaurant is usually four ounces, about a bowl and a ha Lt;
rice, sometimes with a mantow.(steamed flour roll). La-
bor::rs, of course, get more; a high-school student gets 313
catties [approximately 43 pounds]. Top level mtel]egtuas
receive additional coupons for other necessities and for better

ity goods. )
qu:i/';xyatg is new is the introduction of “high class c_ommod—
jtics on the market, from refreshments up to say a bicycle or
a radio. This has encouraged people to save both their money
and coupons for something they really want, rather than
spending their money always on food. The stores also have
some goods to show on their counters. A few years ago it
very often happened that as soon as a shipment .an"nved it
was gone in a matter of hours. You referred to this in your
remark that the Chinese are “concentrating on improving
the quality of their products and increasing their diversity
range.”

an.is faf as our own living conditions were concemed, we
could not have wished for more. We paid 1.50 yuan (60¢)
for a portion of Keh-fon (blue-plate special) and three por-
tions would usually suffice for the five of us, three of whom
are children. (The children had a Western breakfast every
now and then for a treat.) The standard of hospitality re-
mained on a very high level. We were treated by our fnexlxjds_
and relatives to many sumptuous dinners both in Shanghai
and Peking. These were still seven or eight course affairs.
It seems that in a restaurant coupons are required only for
the consumption of staples—rice or flour. The trick, there-
fore, was to order a big dinner so that nobody wanted to eat
any rice or mantow.

'}I,“he fields around Shanghai, Hangchow and Canton, such
as we could see, seemed in excellent condition. When we
were in Hangchow it was the season for cabbage, whle(aeg,
broad beans and rape, and the fields could not have loo P
better, with glorious patches of gold in lush green. We {3—
tected a note of caution about the expected harvest. People
were restrained in their estimates. The wheat .ﬁeld‘s around
Peking were low when we arrived but were waist-high when
we left.
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This letter from a UN official is only one of many that
ceived from Westerners in China—visitors and residents—d ‘
the “famine” period. Quite obviously these correspondents
in no position to judge the over-all food conditions merely
their personal and therefore limited observations. But the
did not convey an impression of a desperate and hungry p
in the midst of a grim crisis.

At a time when most sources of public information i
United States were giving accounts such as those quoted
Far Eastern Economic Review—a conservative and reliable
nessman’s weekly published in Hong Kong—carried an a
(issue of December 28, 1961) of quite a different order. It %
written by Gilbert Etienne, assistant professor at the Grad
Institute of International Studies, Geneva, who had recent} ‘
turned from China.

The study of present-day China constitutes above all a |
in prudence and caution. Eye-witness accounts by forei
are few and often embody a bias either too favorable o
hostile. . . .

Evidence gathered from non-communist informants as v
as our own observations enable us to confirm that it is
to speak of real famine, or, as some have done, of gene
famine. Districts where the situation was particularly seriot§
were pointed out to us, but the conditions there are far fro
the mass starvation that China has known in the past. Ratiof
ing is very strict, though distribution between areas whe
there is a surplus and those deficient is much better arranges
than in the past. . . .

And not quite a year later, when the worst of the shortagl
was past, one of Britain’s most knowledgeable diplomats, M’
Malcolm MacDonald, had something to say after his return frong
a visit to China. Mr. MacDonald, son of a former Prime Ministers
who has served as U. K. Commissioner-General in South Easl
Asia, British High Commissioner to India, British Representative
to the Geneva Conference on Laos, and Governor-General
Kenya was reported as follows in the New York Times, which w

one of the instances of a different assessment:
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iced the opinion that the Chinese people and the
Govarr\nlfnent were i11)1 a confident but not complacent mood.
He noted reports that the second 1962 harvest was better
than in the last three years. . . . .

“In the old days hundreds of thousands or even millions
would have died,” he said. “The_ﬁrft eﬁectlve organization
for the distribution of food in Cpma s history had prevented
starvation in the last three_years," he s:_nd. o

Comparing conditions in China with those prevailing in
1948, when he last visited the country, Mr.. MacDonald sa'xd
that the standard of living, althoqgh low in contrast to in-
dustrial nations, was “remarkably improved.”

He said the Government had lfaarrged from mistakes made
during the “great leap forward” 1'nshtute‘(‘1 in 1958, and had
less optimistic goals. The result is .th'jl’t national economic
development is going forward again.” (New York Times,

November 4, 1962.)
On January 1, 1963, this editorial appeared in The Times of

London:

. . . For two years past the words famine and starvation
have been bandied about and there have been those who
even foresaw the fall of the present regime in China because
of bad harvests and the failings of the “great leap for-
ward.” . . . )

.. . Most of the dispute over how much food Chinese
have been eating in the past three years centres on the
evidence of refugees who cross the border into Hong Kong.
Many of the experts question this evidence, arguing that
the refugee is sometimes biased, rarely accurate, usually in-
terested in painting an adverse picture. . . . )

. . one reason for general discontention in China could
be the fact that a relatively efficient rationing system now
spreads the burden whereas in the early decades of this cen-
tury dcaths by starvation in China would run into the hun-
dreds or thousands every year in some part of the country
and would exceed a million once in a decade on the average.
But there were few “observers” eager to report the fact in
those days. . . .

By the spring of 1963 there was abundant evidence that a

Mmarked and general improvement in the food conditions of China



had taken place. On April 11, 1963, the Far Eastern Eco
Review devoted many columns to special reports on th
situation from Shanghai and Pcking. (American correspo
in Hong Kong made little or no reference to these reports

From the magazine’s Shanghai correspondent came
account:

8 This is basically the same system that was followed in Britain during wa
time rationing.
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When staple food and cotton became short due t
harvests, the Government introduced a strict uniform ra
ing of them throughout the country, but kept the pi
down at the original minimum, compatible with the
ings of the larger section of working people. . . .

The scheme gave full protection to the wage eamer in
lower bracket of pay. . . .

At present, meat, fish, poultry, eggs, vegetables, etc. are
tainable from the co-operatives in cities in unlimited g
tities and without restrictions of any kind, at about dot
the price of rationed supplies, which continues as he
fore. . . 8 ‘
Since November last year there has been a substantia
duction in prices of meals in all restaurants, and espec
for coffee, cocoa and chocolates: for those items reducti
ranged from 5o to 80%. . . .

. + . Coffee and cocoa (with sugar added) are being sol
the public through food stalls at Yuan 0.1 and 012 a g
[approximately 4/10¢ U.S.] and chocolate is sold in the f
of candies and sweets in wrappers, on cakes and in bars. .-
. . . the milk drinking habit among the coming generatiof§
and especially as nourishment for babies and children is nd¥
almost universal in cities. In recent years the shortage @
fresh milk was acutely felt. . . . k
Now the supply has resumed the normal level to reguli
customers, and bottled milk has become available from pri
vision stores. Recently, after a long absence, butter has af}
peared on the market. . . .

. . . Lately tinned foodstuffs of pork, chicken and du
meats, fish and vegetables have become available in free sal
as well as various preserves, jams and fruit juices. . . . :
While the easier food situation is evident in Shanghai ang§
other large cities, persons returning from visits to their reld

E And an

THE STARVING CHINESE 107

atives in the interior all proclaim that locally produced food-

stuffs are plentiful in the country, their prices are generally
iower there than in cities and that commune members with

reserved land at their disposal to cultivate are well off.
article by Colina MacDougall, citing an official Chinese
(Hsinhua) dispatch, reported as follows:

The Chinese government is taking good care that there
should be no immediate recurrences of the serious shortage
of vegetables which hit the country in 1961 . . . Peking
residents at least now have an abundant supply of vegetables
all the year round, even in winter months. . . .

The average daily supply for the city . . . over the last year
was 2,500 tons, which probably means at least a pound of
vegetables per head per day. . . . )
Peking reports that all these vegetables were grown in hot-
houses, since for four months a year the climate is too cold
for outdoor cultivation, . . . The area under hothouses, is
said to have increased 20 fold since 1949. . . .

. . communes deliver by lorry and cart to more than 1,000
vegetable markets and larger restaurants in the city. This
system too has ensured a steady income to the communes
and Peking claims that their earnings have risen 50% in
the past five years.

But, apparently, firmly implanted concepts take a long time to
change even in the most official circles. Six weeks after these
rcports, and others, were available, Mr. Chester Bowles was still
following the “starving Chinese” line. In a talk at Stanford Uni-
versity on May 2o Mr. Bowles—who had been Under Secretary of
State, and was soon to take up his post as Ambassador to India—
Was still referring to “a hungry Communist China,” which,

« . . unable to get the help it needs from Russia to feed its
multitudes, [China] will probably try to expand within the
next few years . . . China is in a pretty grim situation. . .
The only choice open to China is to make a grab for the rice
fields of Southeast Asia. . . .

and he spoke of the Chinese as “people who live on fifteen hun-

dred calories a day.”
Two days before Mr. Bowles made his speech, another report
about China was circulated by the AP to papers throughout the
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country. By this time, after nearly three years, stories about China’}
“starvation” and “famine” had all but petered out. The “collapsef
so confidently predicted just hadn’t happened. In the pres
an occasional story, such as this AP dispatch, was appearing.
report was by Mr. Richard P, Lister, a British author and form
industrial metallurgist who had just returned from China:

Chapter 7

But the constant reiteration by our press of the “starvation”}
stories made an impression that could not be corrected by oc-}
casional accounts such as these. The image retained in the minds
of most Americans is of a China whose people live in condition
of almost perpetual hunger.

THE MATHEMATICS OF SUFFERING

China is vast and we saw only a fraction of it. All the sa
you cannot spend half a day in Naples without knowing the
deep poverty or a moming in Stockholm without seeing tha#
the Swedes are thriving. In the China we saw, there were n
signs of despair. There were poverty and hard living but thé
people seemed to have enough to eat and enough to wearg
Above all, they had hope. Things were getting better an
they could see that happening. . . .

Floods, harvest failures, international complications all ap
pear to be things to be overcome rather than moaned abouty
Do they worry about overpopulation? Indeed not. For thef
moment it’s perhaps a blessing. . . .

. . . output of food is increasing at a spectacular rate. Flo
are being brought under control, irrigation is improved and
the organized labor of the village commune does lift thej
individual from the despondency of fruitless toil. E
The Chinese seem as confident of the future as they are of]
their place in the scheme of things today. Perhaps even mores
$0. (San Francisco Examiner, May 19, 1963.)

1. The Cost of Progress

The world we live in today, with all its marvelous achievements,
is still a world in which the life experience for most people is
one of prolonged suffering.

The facts are sadly familiar to us. Between one-third and one-
half of the world’s population suffer malnutrition.* Every day some
ten thousand people die of malnutrition or starvation—more than
at any time in history; in India alone fifty million children will
die from lack of food in the next ten years? Two-thirds of the
human race have an average per capita income equivalent to fifty
or sixty dollars a year. Seventy percent of the food-growing fam-
ilies of the world still use wooden ploughs or hoes, the least
efficient tools for raising food; and only 2 percent possess power
implements.? A college graduate in India is lucky if he can find
work that will pay him more than five dollars a week. Only a very
small percentage of the world’s people have access to a hospital
When they fall ill. The electricity generated in the whole of the
Tudian subcontinent would be insufficient for the needs of New
York City. Women in the United States spend more on cosmetics
than the combined total of the national budgets of all the African
Countries that have won their independence since the war.

! Reuters report of the First International Congress of Food Science and
;rg:hnology, London, September 18, 1962.
. Newsweek, June 17, 1963, reporting on the World Food Congress held

31 Washington under the auspices of the UN.
Die Weltwoche, Zurich, September 6, 1958.

ACI\E




110 A CURTAIN OF IGNORANCE

The facts shock us, and then numb us. What the statis
represent is so far outside our own experience that we can
no identification with the human realities behind them. We
not feel what it means to be this poor. But whether we can
it or not does not alter the fact that this is the world we live
Those of us in the advanced Western countries represent a
and favored minority—15 percent of the woild’s population,
suming 55 percent of the world’s goods. And there are hundn
of millions of human beings who are determined that it i
going to remain that way!

How is a poor country to become less poor?

To begin to lift itself up out of poverty, squalor, and illitera
a nation needs to save. An irrigation pump, a school, a bicy:
factory, a road, an iron plough, cannot be obtained unless so
one has saved money to buy it with. There is no other w
And for a nation whose people are barely surviving, saving mes
suffering, and with suffering come social tensions and unrest.
suffering and social tension are less if the people understand t
collective goals and if the effort is shared equally, and in th
circumstances pride, the sense of joining in a common strug
and mutual support is greatly enhanced. The social tension is grea§
when the suffering is unequal and when one class of people nof
only are escaping the suffering but are actually benefiting fro! "u
the suffering of others.

Western progress came with suffering. Britain led the world if§
industrial emergence—but at what a frightful human cost! Thf
suffering in Britain was not shared equally by all. It is not lo
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of the industrial cities to live in conditions that would not today
be permitted for animals. This appalling human exploitation en-
abled a relatively few people, a single class, to get rich, and from
their savings more factories and mines and mills and railroads
and ships could be built. Britain built an empire on the accumu-
Jated wealth of a very few—and with the empire the burden of
suffering was shifted somewhat from her own island people to
those abroad whom she had subjugated and was in a position
to exploit. Because the suffering was not imposed equitably but
with injustice, the social tensions at home in Britain’s Industrial
Revolution were great. The rise of Britain as an industrial power
was marked by continual riots, unrest, and savage reprisals—and
at times the firing of rifles by a well-fed army on defenseless and
despairing workers. And Britain in its day had its refugees—hun-
dreds of thousands of them, fleeing to the colonies, to America, to
anywhere where life scemed to offer something better than the
unspeakable conditions in that emerging industrial nation.
Britain became rich and powerful, but the effects of those
times and the class antagonisms which they engendered are deep
within her society still.

And the United States?

The United States began its life under extraordinary favored
circumstances. Here were vast farming lands as yet untouched, and
below the ground almost limitless natural resources quite unex-
ploited. And above all, the wealth of the British upper class was
available for the early capitalization of American industry. With
the exception of the indigenous Indian population which was
dispossessed, America might have been spared the suffering that
would otherwise have come in its period of industrial growth.
But in spite of these uniquely favorable conditions, America
did not escape her share of human suffering. In using Negro
Slavery and Mexicans for its agrarian development (and cheap
imported labor from Europe for its industries), America also in-
flicted its share of injustice and misery on others. The “inter-
Nalized colony” of the Negro population, as far as cheap labor is
Concerned, served the same purpose as Britain’s colonies overseas.

the textile mills of Lancashire. From their present position off
economic security the British forget—they probably wish to for
get—their own dark legacy. "

Two generations or more of British working people we
sacrificed to enable Britain to save and to advance: farmers an
shepherds and village craftsmen were herded into the dark slum
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;s almost no possibility of a genuine program of economic and
social progress.

As their position is progressively challenged, the ruling elite in
packward countries tend to increase their measures of repression.
Waste, extravagance, corruption, absentee landlordism, and disre-
gard for the welfare of the people characterize nearly all of these
countries. The ruling groups are prepared to squander vast sums
on sprawling bureaucracies and on large military establishments
the sole function of which is to keep the regimes in power and to
provide the instruments of repression. Under these conditions the
peaceful transformation of a country from a state of squalor, stag-
nation, and oppression toward an advancing social democracy be-
comes impossible. Hostility and desperation mount and the people
are at last left with only one recourse—the physical removal of the
elite that has for so long oppressed them. What at one stage
might have been accomplished peacefully can at a later stage be
done only with violence.

To overcome the resistance of a repressive ruling class, to mo-
bilize all existing surplus capital, and to save—these are the three
basic problems that confront every backward country, in Africa,
Asia, or Latin America. These three essentials represent the in-
escapable costs of economic growth. Some countries are as yet
unwilling to meet these costs, or, if the people themselves are
willing, they are still too weak to overcome the resistance of those
defending their positions of power and privilege. Other countries,
such as China, have understood these realities and have been pre-
Pared to act on them. China recognized, as Russia did, that no
Progress was possible until their regressive ruling classes had been
overthrown. They recognized also that no progress was possible
without the mobilization of all existing savings, and that further
Savings could only come through work. And, finally, they recog-
hized the obvious fact that if the hardship and effort that are
Inevitable during the early stages of primary accumulation were
to be equitably shared, the economic direction must be cen-
tralizeq,

Both Russia and China, once their regimes were established,
took immediate steps to improve the social conditions of the peo-

And with slavery, there emerged two social-economic sys
within America so disparate and contradictory that only a savyj
and prolonged civil war could again unify the country—and }§
six hundred thousand dead of that war must be added to
human cost of American advance.

We need to remind ourselves of these historic facts, not to fe§
guilty or wring our hands, but to enable us to understand some @
the extraordinarily difficult problems that today face the unde§
developed countries of the world. And we mustn’t forget that t§
emerging countries have no exterior “colonial” people and
sources to exploit, nor an internal slave population, which so i
nificantly helped the development of the British and Ame
economies.

There are several other essential and inescapable conditions
must be met if backward countries are to advance, and one ¢
them is the fullest possible mobilization of the surplus that haj
accumulated in the hands of the wealthier classes. In some ba
ward countries there is in fact no shortage of surplus. Twenty-fivg
percent of India’s national income, for example, is at the disposd§
of a minute and largely unproductive strata of the population.
London Times dispatch from New Delhi—see page 141—report
that about 1 percent of India’s population earns nearly half
national income.) In Latin America vast revenues today find th
way into the hands of a very small elite, revenues which if prug
dently used for the advancement of the national economies wo
enable these countries to make a start on the road to econom
development and social regeneration.

However, such mobilization of existing and potential economi¢
surplus is bound to meet with the determined opposition from the|
property-owning strata, the “small class, whose main interest is the
preservation of its wealth and privileges.””* The fundamental chal
lenge that faces all backward countries is to overcome the i
placable resistance of the class that at present enjoys the possession
of power and wealth. Until this challenge is faced and met there]

4 United Nations, Measures for the Economic Development of Under-devel-
oped Countries, 1951, par. 37.
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i
i
i

ple. They expanded educational opportunities, improved puld}
health and medical facilities, and gave security for the old.
at the same time the basic rule of national saving was never
gotten—that during the period of primary accumulation the
ple’s per capita production had to rise more rapidly than t
per capita consumption. In other words, the individual’s standag
of living could improve, despite greatly increased work, only re "
tively slowly. ]

One of the extraordinary features of life in China today, as
found when I was there, is the extent to which this basic econo:
lesson is understood by even the humblest peasant. He kn
that he is expected to work harder than ever before and he kn
why improvement in his standard of living can at this stage.
only relatively slowly. Because this first lesson in economics
been explained and re-explained to the masses of people in Chin:
because they can begin to see around them the benefits deri
from collective saving, and above all because the people themsel
have insisted that the work and effort be shared equally by eversy

of her “primary accumulation.” ,

Today the Russian people are finally reaping the rewards of
forty years of effort and denial. They submitted to a system of
austerity, economic discipline, and forced marches to higher prog
duction goals because this is the only way a very backward country
can advance itself. The inequitable class exploitation that e
abled Britain to industrialize and advance would not be tol
erated today by any country in the world. Russia has passed it
stage of primary accumulation and her people are now enjoyi
a rapidly rising standard of living. If she maintains her presen
rate of increase and we do not increase ours, the Russian peop
will—in the lifetime of our children—be enjoying the highest
standard of living in the world, with the most comprehensi
system of social security. This is what an extremely backward n
tion can do if it comes to grips with the essential economic la
which govern economic growth.
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But as Professor Gilbert Etienne—who has studied the Chinese
efforts at firsthand—has written in his very careful account of the

Chinese economy:

The scope of their task was much greater and the lack of
capital much more serious than faced the Russians in 1927,
which prevents the Chinese from drawing inspiration too
closely from the Soviet pattern for growth. For lack of cap-
ital, human investment and mobilization of the masses were
undertaken much more systematically than before 1957. . . .

The method of application may be criticized but, at the
heart of the problem, experiments observed in other Asian
countries lead us to think that clear and decisive progress
will remain uncertain if Asia limits itself to classic methods
of financing, whether Soviet or Western. Somehow or other
it is necessary to stimulate more efficiently the energies of
the masses. . . .

To sum up . .. the great leap certainly does not lack
interest. On the contrary it deserves careful study for even
in noncommunist underdeveloped countries certain Chinese
lessons might be taken note of . . . it is useful to ponder the
stern struggle of the Chinese at a moment when certain
Asian and African countries tend to see in foreign aid the
key to every problem, and suppose that all that is required
is a fair distribution of the resources of the globe. . . .8

It is true that those countries that already have an accumulated
surplus, and have gained knowledge in industrial techniques, can
help the underdeveloped countries to mitigate the inevitable hard-
ships that come when a poor country begins to save. But no
amount of aid from outside can be a substitute for the basic
savings that can come only from the energies of the indigenous
Population. India, for example, in the past ten years, has received
%1 aid $6.5 billion dollars—a prodigious sum. But until India finds
ways of releasing the latent energies of her own people, and to
tackle the problem of primary accumulation, all that this foreign
aid can do, at best, is to prevent the total disintegration and col-
lapse of the Indian economy; it cannot in any significant way
advance it.

There is an understandable reluctance in the West to face these

*Far Eastern Economic Review, December 28, 1961,
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hard requirements of economic growth in less-favored country
America historically never went through the period of feudal sf
pression that today has so many people in its grip. We
nothing in our own national experience to help us feel the h
lessness and fury that is moving those who wish to break th
chains. Our own revolution—led by a cultivated and politica§
conscious upper class—is far behind us; we shrink from the thoug
of social tension and violence. We hope that by providing s
of our own surplus capital, our technical knowledge, and our
will, economic advance can be promoted sufficiently quickl;
prevent the hungry masses from breaking into violent action.
This hope is not likely to be fulfilled. We are placing altoge
too much reliance on foreign aid. It will require far more
aid from abroad before economic and social advance is possibl
the poor countries of the world. The necessity—understood §
the Chinese—of finding ways to release the energies of their
people, rather than to rely on foreign aid, is slowly being ackn
edged.
For example, an editor of The Christian Science Monif
wrote an article on March 20, 1963, after returning from a vi§
to Asia, in which he asked (italics mine):
. . . what of the race between Communist and non-

munist standards of living? What of the race between I

and China?

His own answer was:
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It is best not mentioned in a loud voice . . . The kind §
agricultural drive that the Communists themselves atte
the dll-out effort with the entire country mobilized to profy
it, is India’s and South Asid’s next and greatest need. 3

II. The Cost of Stagnation

. . . the undeniable material accomplishments of the v_‘
nese Communists have cost dearly in terms of human fr§
dom and human dignity.

(Moscow and Chinese Communists, p.
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with this statement, Dr. North added his support to a tired
cliché which even by 1953 had been repeated a hundred times and
which has been heard a thousand times since. Whenever a scholar
jike Dr. North, or a newspaper writer, is confronted with un-
deniable evidence of progress in China, the use of this cliché
makes it appear that it would have been better if no progress had
been made at all,

. . . the high price in human lives and human misery that
the Chinese people have had to pay for Chinese Communist
achievements.

—A. T. Steele, New York Herald Tribune,
September 16, 1956.

The Chinese Communists have forced agriculture ahead
by a series of power drives . . . the human cost was night-

marish.
—Editorial, The Christian Science Monitor,
March 13, 1962.

There are many others.

Even before reaching page one of his “history” of the early
years of the Chinese government, the scholar Richard L. Walker
(see Chapter 4, “The China Lobby”) murmured the usual in-
cantations: “The cost of the tremendous task of remaking China
In the Soviet image has been unbelievable in terms both of human
and of cultural destruction.” Throughout his book Mr. Walker
dppears to be obsessed by “human costs” in China—*“a cost in
human destruction which staggers the imagination.”®

Another scholar, Dr. Y. L. Wu, wrote about Peking’s early prob-
lems “in managing and expanding a rather confused and lethargic
€conomy” (a quaintly restrained description of Chiang Kai-shek’s
Corrupt and rotting economy in 1949), and “the human suffering
and sacrifice its policy has exacted.”

: S.hina‘ Under Communism—The First Five Years (New Haven, Conn.: Yale
7 s vessity Press, 1955), Introduction p. xii and 153.

son Economic Survey of Communist China (New York: Bookman As-
lates, 1956), Introduction p. 3.
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Tillman Durdin, several years later in the New York Times
April 27, 1958, cabled from Hong Kong:
Peiping says impressively high production is being achieveg

. . . But the effort that is being put forth by the Chinef

people must be somewhere near the limit of human
durance.

(A week later, on May 4, The Times headlined a Reuters g
patch, not from Hong Kong but from China itself, which presen
quite a different picture: SUNDAY IN PEIPING IS A DAY OF JOLL
STORES, CAFES, BATHHOUSES AND THEATRES CROWDED—REDS FIND §
USEFUL.)

And Time Magazine on December 1, 1961, in nearly ten p
of text and pictures on the subject “Red China—The Loss
Man,” presented a picture of almost unrelieved catastrophe, by
managed to detect “some gains.”

But whatever the gains, they do not begin to offset tij
price imposed by Peking through oppression and misery.
day no one can be sure how many people share
misery. . . .

It is a disturbing fact that none of these commentators an
scholars have suggested possible alternative policies that might ha
been open to the Chinese government. Most would say, no doub
that to have returned to the appalling conditions under Chiarg
would have been unthinkable; and they might generally agree th
the first achievements of Mao’s government were impressive.
mobilization of the energies of the people, the stabilization o ]
runaway inflation, the steps taken to equalize food supp
the reconstruction of rundown factories, the distribution of 1
to the peasants, the great advances in public health, and the
pansion of educational facilities—all these were vital if yet furt
disasters were not to fall upon the Chinese people. From
moment that the Communists took over, the widespread starvatiol
that had become a recurring nightmare of Chinese life becam
thing of the past. And yet these accomplishments, we are t
were achieved only at a “human cost” so terrible that they ou
weighed the benefits they brought.
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Press and scholar alike repeat the cliché but provide no clues
as to what the government could have done. Dr. North takes
pity on the Chinese for their loss of dignity and freedom. What
dignity and freedom did they have to lose? Neither dignity nor
freedom is possible when life is dominated by the most elemental
anxieties of survival.

Is it possible that some of those who now talk of the “human
cost” of China’s progress are unconsciously expressing nostalgia for
the China that they knew? For the Westerner, as we have said,
life was good in the old China. He remembers the good food, the
gracious houses, the polite servants. He may remember wistfully
how much the American dollar could buy. His was a life of easy
ascendancy. He did not need to feel a responsibility for the people
or the country. And within this narrow circle of privilege, life in
China must have exerted an extraordinary charm,

I have noticed that many of those who recall their life in China
and talk most of the “human cost” that has been paid for today’s
achievements tend to remember not the children scratching in
the garbage heaps, the tiny bundles—the dead infants—in the
streets, the coughing rickshaw men, the disease, the dirt, the ap-
palling squalor. They remember—it is natural enough—the gay
parties and the flowered dresses at the Shanghai race course (in
the enclosure reserved for foreigners), the Sunday picnics in the
Westem Hills outside Peking, the dinners in the courtyard under
candlelight, the leisurely tiffins at the club, the quiet talks with
refined and Westernized Chinese friends. Those who recall this
life must do so with a certain anguish, knowing that it has all
been quite swept away. Is it just possible that this is the “cost”
they speak of?

The great mass of the Chinese have no such memories and no
Dostalgia at all for the China that is gone. Talk to a Chinese today
about his “loss of freedom” and he would laugh in your face.

As I wrote earlier:

When a Chinese worker or peasant says he is freer today
than he has ever been in his life, he means it. And he sounds
as if he means it. Perhaps he doesn’t mean it in our way, for
he has never known the particular forms of political and
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social freedom which have been the product of our
historical past and which are the fruit of our relative phy:
security. ,

A Chinese uses the word “freedom” in a very persong
down-to-earth, non-theoretical sense. He is not talking abe
abstractions but experience. He means that he is at last f#§
to eat, and not to starve; he is free of the landlord
moneylender; he is free to develop skills and to exer
talents which would otherwise have remained hidden; hey

to look at the future with hope and not with despair. F
him these are all new freedoms. And it's not such a bad lig

As for dignity, I think it is very probable that the forf
million people of minority races in China who for the fir§
time are enjoying complete political and social equality wif
all others, would say their dignity has been enhanced, né§
lessened. The Marniage Law . . . released the women ¢
China from the miseries of a very degrading feudal system{

I would like to see Dr. North ask a young woman of Chinj
today if she feels her “human dignity” has been infringed!
Before our professors, whether or not they have ever been
China, express too much solicitude about the fate of the “ind
ual” and the loss of his freedom and dignity, they might pause §
moment to recall that the freedoms and “individualism” we enjof
did not arrive out of thin air, they did not come out of nothing
The liberties and political democracy we have today had to by

trial and error—first in Britain, then extended to the United State8
Many brave men sacrificed their lives to achieve them. Tho‘(‘
who talk so easily of the “free world” should remember, and
haps with a humility that does not come easily, that our favored
condition on this planet is still sustained at the expense of otherd}
What our professors choose to call our “human dignity” is possibld
because of our relative afflnence, an affluence based even todaf
largely on exploitation of peoples in less-favored lands. “‘

And for those who forget this and who pin their hope for
8 Awakened China, pp. 388-8q.
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underdeveloped countries on aid, this extract from an article in
Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists by a Pakistani may be a use-
ful reminder:

But why are we poor? Mostly no doubt through our own
follies. But let me humbly suggest that it may partly also be
that we are financing some of the prosperity of the rich.
Year after year I have seen the cotton crop from my village
in Pakistan fetch less and less money; year after year the
imported fertilizer has cost more. My economist friends tell
me the terms of trade are against us. Between 1955 and
1962 the commodity prices fell by seven per cent. In the
same period the manufactured goods went up by ten per
cent. Some courageous men have spoken against this. Paul
Hoffman called it a “subsidy, a contribution paid by the
underdeveloped countries to the industrialized world.” In
1957-1958 the underdeveloped world received a total of $2.4
billion 1n aid and lost $2 billion in import capacity (through
paying more for the manufactured goods it buys and get-
ting less for what it sells), thus washing away nearly all the
sums received in aid.?

The scholars in the China field before 1949 expressed very
little concern over the lack of freedom there or the monstrous in-
justices of the social system under Chiang Kai-shek. Nationalist
China’s stagnation brought forth no sympathy for the “human
dignity” of the Chinese people then. And it strikes much of the
world as a little ironic that those who cry the loudest about the
loss of freedom and dignity in China are members of a society
that prevents a large section of its own people from enjoying any
dignity at all, and where soldiers carrying rifles have to accompany
Small children to school lest they be stoned by mobs.

As Max Horkheimer astutely observes, throughout history “the
Value of the individual has been extolled by those who had an
OPportunity of developing their individualities at the expense of
others,”10
Itis not often that I find myself in philosophical agreement with
the late M, John Foster Dulles, but even he appeared to have a
g:};’;] 1963. “Diseases of the Rich and Diseases of the Poor,” by Abdus
10 The Eclipse of Reason (New York: Oxford University Press, 1947), p. 178.
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closer grasp of the realities than our professors with their taik aly
the “loss of freedom and human dignity.”

We can talk eloquently about liberty and freedom,
about human rights and fundamental freedoms, and 3
the dignity and worth of the human personality, but
of our vocabulary derives from a period when our own
ety was individualistic. Consequently, it has little meatn
to those who live under conditions where individua
means premature death.!?

But if (as I believe) there has been a serious failure on
part of those who have reported on events in China to pre
thoughtful alternatives to the programs which they have s
verely criticized, they are guilty also of another failure. Now]
do they attempt to place the Chinese experience in any kind§
relation to what is going on in other parts of the world (with
exception of India, which I will deal with presently).

There is a cost to be paid for progress—no one can po
deny this; but a cursory view of other underdeveloped coun
might have reminded these writers that perhaps there is a m;
grimmer price to be paid for not progressing. ’

In reading accounts of other underdeveloped areas one is a
of a wholly different tone of voice to the one used when
writers deal with China, Here there is no high moral indigna
no singling out of government leaders for blame, or if they
blamed they are never spoken of, as the present Chinese lea
so often are, as if they were totally evil men.

At about the same period when the press was devoting a t#
mendous amount of space to describing the “famine” and “starg
tion” in China, Newsweek (August 27, 1962) contained this
count of South America:

Just a few hours by jet from New York or Chicago
more than 200 million people in the vast reaches of
America, and it is doubtful if one-tenth of them know
it is like to go to bed with a full stomach. The great c
glitter opulently—Rio de Janeiro, Buenos Aires, Me
City; but beneath the glitter and in the hinterland are od

11'War or Peace (New York: Macmillan, 1950 and 1957), p. 257.
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and despondent slums where liquid-eyed Indian children
scrounge for scraps and handouts while their parents labor
for wages of twenty cents a day or less. This is the wasteland
of the Western hemisphere, a land of misery whose poverty
is as stark as any in the world. Here the nearest thing to
peace is a kind of embittered apathy, and the only known
order is confusion.

On August 20, 1962, the Los Angeles Times was describing how
“750,000 live in tin and packing crate shacks in slums on Buenos
Aires fringe.” On November 15 of the same year a New York
Times editorial dealt with Peru:

A little news item from Lima, Peru, tells a potentially big
story. It is about Indian peasants—S8,000 of them—in the old
Inca capital of Cuzco, high in the Andes, clashing with the
police. They were expressing a protest, the specific motiva-
tion of which was less important than the general discontent
that pervades the southern part of the Peruvian highlands.
. . . They live in such poverty as to be outside the money
economy, and are not only illiterate but do not speak Span-
ish.

This is the kind of problem that the Alliance for Progress
is trying to alleviate by encouraging land reform. In Peru,
with its very small, hereditary land-owning class and a mili-
tary junta that is doing little or nothing, it is hard to achieve
such reforms. The social structure has changed relatively little
in the last four centurics. Now, for the first time, the people
are learning that their poverty, illiteracy, and disease are
based on social injustice. The Communists preach revolu-
tion; we preach evolution through reforms under the Alliance
for Progress.

. \ week later the New York Times editorial column spoke of
Hots in Chile:

.+ . Anyone doubting Chile’s difficulties need only read
the frank and courageous pastoral of the Chilean Bishops
issued on September 18. Two sentences will explain the basis
for such discontent as the Santiago riot demonstrated: “Seri-
ous statistical studies, based on official sources, tell us that
one-tenth of the Chilean population receives about half of
the national income, while the remaining nine-tenths must
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subsist on the other half. This means that a great part of t
working class does not receive wages commensurate with the

norms of social justice.”
. . . As with other such situations in Latin America, helg

and understanding from the United States are required
and time. '

One cannot help but compare the note of understanding soli
tude adopted in this editorial with the tone of voice of an editoria;
—also in the New York Times (December 30, 1960)—dealing
with “Famine in China.”

. . . Moreover, we may suspect that the system of People’
Communes, with its fantastic effort to reduce the individuak
Chinese peasant to the status of a work ant in an ant colony;
has played a role in the present catastrophé.

From the Philippines came a report in The Christian Science
Monitor (January 8, 1963):
According to government statistics, there are at present%‘

about 1,000,000 Filipinos totally unemployed, and anothet)§
3,000,000 under-employed. Of a population of 29,000,000
some 5,000,000 are earning from $48 to $60 a year; 20,000,000

are eamning from $75 to $250 a year; and four million are

earning more than $250 a year. |
Philippine Secretary of Finance Rodrigo Perez said that§

the statistics “mean that 25,000,000 [i.e., 86% of the popula
tion)] are worrying about where their next meal will come

from.

And in The New Republic—an editorial on January 5, 1963—a
report on Brazil:
. . . the nation’s 10 million landless farmers earn between

25 and 5o cents a day, and face starvation in a bad crop year.

. . . 8o per cent of the arable land held by 2 per cent of the
proprietors. . . . From two to four infants out of ten in the
northeast die before they are a year old. . . .

These few reports are enough to give us a terrible glimpse into
what happens in the countries that have not yet been able to
lift themselves up from their basic poverty—here we can see the §
human price that is exacted for not progressing.

THE MATHEMATICS OF SUFFERING 125

Substitute the names of the countries and the cities and we
would see China before the revolution—but in China on so much
vaster a scale. The French correspondent, Robert Guillain, who
is a sharp critic of today’s regime, nevertheless recalled the con-

ditions of the past:

Before, it was appalling—that truth predominated over
every other. Poverty, corruption, inefhiciency, misery, con-
tempt for the people and for the commonweal, these were
the elements that made up the most wretched nation on
carth. And I knew China then.!2

We need these reminders of the past, these tallies of the cost of
stagnation, if only as milestones to see the prodigious distance the
Chinese have come. Twenty thousand bodies, on average, picked
up off the streets of Shanghai every year (37,000 in 1933); three
million lives lost in 1931 in central China through flood and
famine; over a million in 1942 in Honan province. And the land-
lords hoarding grain while babies ate grass and roots. And young
girls sold to slavery or prostitution so that at least they would eat.
Areas the size of Francc with virtually no doctors, and rickshaw
men with a professional life-expectance of eight years. . . . This
was the China of the past, but it is not the China of today. This
was the price the Chinese people were paying for stagnation, until
with indescribable efforts they rose and shed their nightmare past.

In the light of these historic facts, one must ask: By what right
do our well-paid writers and our comfortable scholars now presume
to tell us that the Chinese people have paid too high a price for
their advance? *

HI. The Indian Way vs. the Chinese Way—A Case His-
tory of Self-Deception

Two Asian nations, both preponderantly peasant, both with
vast populations, both attempting to lift themselves up from a
condition of immemorial poverty—and both with new but very

2Le Monde, Paris, quoted in The Long March by Simone de Beauvoir
(The World Publishing Company, Cleveland and New York, 1958), p. 485
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differing forms of government. It is little wonder that our newss
papers like to see these two great people as engaged in a “race,’
the outcome of which will either help or damage us in the col
war struggle.
Differences of physiological conditioning, of resources, of ¢
mate, and countless differences of social tradition, make this cons
cept of a “race” largely meaningless, but nevertheless the co f
parison is there and some useful lessons may be learned from it
And, of course, for a host of reasons, we want India to “win.”
The outlook has never been promising; but when the relative!
rates of progress discourage us we are assured that though ma-
terial progress in India has been slower, it is being achieved mo
democratically, more “humanely,” with less authoritarian control;
with greater stability, and that in the end India will far outdistance
a China that has progressed only by driving its people forward
“to the edge of endurance” and at a “frightful human cost.”
If we believe this, we had better wake up.
I have been to both countries. I have walked through Indian-
villages and Chinese villages. I have seen the advances in tech-
nology in both countries. I have talked with students and teachers,
and writers, peasants and workers, and at length with both the
prime ministers. I have watched the children playing in the city,
streets and studying in their schools. I have walked through the
slums of Calcutta and the slums of Shanghai—the very worst
of them.
And T say we had better stop kidding ourselves.
I know as certainly as I know that I am writing this book that
if the press and the politicians continue to tell us that India under
her present system will eventually win this “race” with China, or
that her way is more “humane,” or more stable, or more orderly,
or likely to meet more nearly the spiritual and material aspirations
of human beings—then I say they are using words with little rela-.
tion to reality.
India is “freer,” yes. For the very few. It is a more decentralized,
more pluralized society. More lethargic. Much more easygoing. For
the privileged much more comfortable. In the universities the
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British liberal tradition has taken firm root. You can spend de-
lightful days with young university students in stimulating specula-
tion over the widest possible range of topics, in a way that is not
possible in China today. I don’t for a moment want to minimize
the value of these things and I would be sad to see them sacrificed.

But the issue is not quite so simple as it sounds.

The Indians in their university may read Burke and Bentham
and Locke and Thoreau—they are very bright and intellectually
ingenious, these young Indians—but they appear curiously unre-
lated to the teeming life of India. I was brought up sharply one
day talking with a small group when one of them said: “How
bored we are with our own country!” and I noticed the “we”
and looked quickly at the others, and in their expressions I could
see nothing but agreement. A remark like that might have been
heard in the days of the Kuomintang, among those of the wealthier
Chinese students who had lost hope in the future of China. But
it is utterly impossible to imagine a Chinese student saying it to-
day. A Chinese student is not unrelated to the life around him, he
is involved in it—involved personally, directly, emotionally. His
own likes and dislikes are secondary and almost irrelevant to him,
for the. central fact of his experience—the fact which gives his life
meaning and which has released his abundant energy—is pre-
cisely this involvement with his people and his country.

So we are confronted once more with that crucial equation in
the strange mathematics of suffering—and perhaps it has no final
answer—how are we to balance freedom for the very few against
poverty and stagnation for the many?

But this question, when it confronts actualities, appears some-
what theoretical. The reality is that the average child of a peasant
or worker in China today has better health, better food, a better
chance for education, greater security, and is likely to live longer,
than the average child of an Indian peasant or worker. If he is
Mmusical or has a gift for writing or painting, he stands a far greater
chance of finding opportunities to develop his talents. If he be-
Comes a scholar or technician he will never—as happens so often
In India—find his skills unwanted.
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In material development, in technology, in industrial production’

—the advantage lies decisively with China. Here are a few fact
The press largely ignores them, but we had better not.

Item. Though left in 1947 by Britain with a more advanced
industrial base, India by 1¢62 had increased her steel pro-
duction only to 3,707,000 metric tons. China that, prior to
1949, had never produced more than two million tons of steel
had, by 1960, increased production to 18.4 million metric
tons,’® five times the production of India (or about twice
the Japanese steel production at the time of Pearl Harbor).

Item. China’s grain production in 1962 was estimated at 185
million metric tons;!* India’s grain production for the same
year was eighty million metric tons.1® Allowing for differences
of population, this indicates that China’s per capita grain
production was 56 percent higher than India’s.

Item. By 1960, India’s rate of investment was barely one-
tenth of her national income; in China it was three times
higher.18

Item. China’s rate of industrial growth in the decade before
1960 was about three times faster than during the same period
in India!®

Item. India’s investment has been assisted by foreign aid
which, up to August 1962, amounted to more than $6.5 bil-
lion;'" China’s investment came almost entirely out of her
own current production.

The Christian Science Monitor, in an editorial on March 13,
1962, entitled “Red China Reappraised,” made one of the rare

13 Far Eastern Economic Review, April 18, 1963.

14 At the time of this writing, China has given no official figures for the :

year 1962, but the New York Times (February 4, 1962) reported an estimate
by experts in Hong Kong of 185—9o million tons. The Christian Science
Monitor on the same day reported estimates of 180-85 million tons. I have
taken the mean figure.

15 A report from New Delhi, The Times of London, March 11, 1963.

16 Tibor Mende, China and Her Shadow, p. 262.

17The US. share alone was $3.952 billion between July 1945 and
mid-1962. (Report by Presidential Advisory Committee on Foreign Aid. New
York Times, March 22, 1963.)
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references to these comparisons with India (and this at a time
when the press, including the Monitor itself, was talking of China’s
“tamine” and speculating about her “collapse”):

“The Great Leap Backward” is a much used current phrase
enjoyed by all.

. . . a quick check of any newspaper file will confirm this
one-sided flow of information. Weaknesses of Chinesec Com-
munism are played up. Its accomplishments too often
ignored.

.. . Growing evidence suggests that China is moving
ahead far more rapidly than India into economic develop-
ment. . . . Comparisons by individual industries and even
by crops are equally impressive.

Though statistical comparison with China is not often made,
reports in the press (until the border fighting began in October
1962) were voicing increasing concern about the health of India’s
economy. Something was clearly going very seriously amiss in spite
of $700 million-a-year aid from this country. As early as 1g6o,
India’s Finance Minister was warning that India’s resources were
almost at rock bottom and that there was no scope for running
them further down. He also said that India would have to depend
wholly on foreign aid for the financing of development plans.

The danger is that such assistance may replace ordinary
trade . . . leaving the Indian economy chronically dependent
on American aid. . . .

Indian sales abroad have expanded only 3% in the last
decade. . . .

—The Wall Street Journdl,
June 22, 1g62.

For the past three years . . . production of food grains in
India has been static. . . . The population . . . now mul-
tiplies at a rate of 11 million a year. The rate of acceleration
is still mounting.

There is in India a general lack of a sense of urgency about
the food problem . . . the yield of India’s fields has increased
only fractionally, if at all, in the past 30 years.

—From a special report on
India’s agriculture, The Times
of London, March 11, 1963.
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. . . production far short of plans and in some cases even
declining. . . . Profits from nationalized industries: Target
$950 million. Actual profit $5.4 million, .03 percent of in-
vestment.

—Reporting on the first year of
India’s Five-Year Plan, News-
week (July 9, 1962).

India’s Finance Minister is chasing through the capitals
of Europe in pursuit of $220,000,000 to finance the second
year of the 3rd Five Year Plan; meanwhile India’s liquid
assets have been dropping inexorably to new all-time lows.

Barron’s, July 16, 1962,

Considering India’s many troubles, it seems clear that
foreign aid for a program of accelerated industrialization may
raise as many problems as it is intended to solve.

—The Wall Street Journdl,
June 22, 1962.

Today India’s foreign exchange reserves have practically
disappeared and there is no money to pay for maintenance
imports. . . . India is increasing, not decreasing, its reliance -
on foreign capital.

—The Christian Science Monitor,
November 15, 1962.

These are indications of a foundering economy.

Some savings, some advances there have been; but the effort,}
the sacrifice involved, has been unequally applied. In a features
story entitled “Social Injustice in India,” The Wall Street Journal
on July 16, 1962, reported that the production of things needed
by the poorer people has been increased very little (matches, 1.1
times; cotton cloth, 1.4 times; soap, 1.8 times), while the pro-
duction of things used for the wealthier people, items that are
mostly just “curios” to the poor, has been increased by much more'§
(radios, 5.9 times; sewing machines, 9.6 times; rayon yarn, 21}
times). The needs of the well-to-do, a fraction of the population,
have in the words of the report, “been very well looked after.”
While the price of foodstuffs rose by 48 percent, the prices of
luxuries and semiluxuries “remained comparatively steady until
recently, when some relatively slight increases occurred.”
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Not everyone in India is poor. A report from Bombay in the
Gan Francisco Chronicle on December 31, 1962, described how a
father (an aluminum merchant) spent sixty thousand dollars on
nis daughter’s wedding—"scented water was sprayed even on the
Jamp posts”; how a cloth merchant spent forty thousand dollars
on his sixty-fifth birthday celebration, and how a former maharaja
threw a “wedding party” costing fifteen thousand dollars for the
“marriage” of his pet dog. While on April 15, 1963, a report in the
same paper tells us that Calcutta is a:

. . city of incredible extremes: extremes of human deg-
radation superimposed on extremes of vast wealth. The
wealth belongs to the enormous business firms. . . . Their
proprietors (still mostly British) maintain a standard of
elegance in their homes which is probably equalled only by
Texas oil barons. Yet only a mile away, the impoverished
huddle in their packing-case shelters and brush their teeth
in gutter water.

Another aspect of social injustice—age-old and difficult to
eradicate—is India’s system of castes. Though abolished by law
nearly two decades ago, discrimination against the “untouchable”
still continues.

. . . the centuries-old practice of discrimination against the
lowly Untouchable caste has faded in India’s major cities. But
in the rural villages where most of the country’s 453 million
live, segregation of Untouchables is still widespread—and
often violently enforced.

Age-old restrictions [include] bars against Chamars using
umbrellas, riding horses or sitting on carpets. . . .

64.5 million [one-seventh of the population] Untouchables

[are] . . . barred from temples, forced to use special teacups
i teashops, and frequently refused service by barbers. . . .
—Newsweek,

February 11, 1963.
It is almost axiomatic that when a backward nation attempts to
advance without a basis of social and economic justice, tensions
and violence will result. India is no exception,
I remember when I was in India in the summer of 1959, ]
noticed a not-very-prominent account in the papers of a riot in
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Calcutta. On August 30 twenty thousand people rioted in Na
The next day, and for four consecutive days, raging mobs surg
through the streets of Calcutta—a mass riot that was only s
dued after troops and police opened fire, leaving many dead.
could not help thinking at the time what our press would ha
made of this incident if it had occurred in Shanghai and not
Calcutta! It would have been another indication of Chinese Co
munist “brutality,” and, of course, another sign of the “immi
collapse” of the regime.)

This tragic event in Calcutta is not an isolated incident.
Bradford Smith, who spent two years in the Quaker Internatio
Center in New Delhi, wrote an article in the February 10, 1
issue of The Nation entitled “Chronic Violence in India.”
said that hundreds of organizations hold meetings in praise
ahimsa (non-violence).

Yet India is plagued with outbursts of mass violence th
often get beyond the power of the police to control.
day passes without some news of a mob conflict. . . .

The Government of India is engaged in a desperate ra
with time, to see whether it can raise the standard of livi
sufficiently to maintain democracy as the accepted means
solving its problems. . . .

The social friction generated by poverty, ignorance, 1
guistic differences and the caste system are . . . increasi
rather than lessening.

In 1962, U.S. News & World Report (which has often predictedd
the “collapse” of the government in Peking) sent a corresponden
to India. His report on Calcutta was published on September 244
I have been to Calcutta; I have seen these same sights; and I ca
honestly say that nothing like this exists in China today.

CALCUTTA: CITY OF NIGHTMARES

Just look at Calcutta, and you get an idea of the problems -
that India faces. Filth and poverty are a way of life. Sudden
death is commonplace.

. as yet, all the aid given by the United States and
Russia and all the efforts of the Indian government have
not yet succeeded in reversing the downward trend. . ..
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‘Walk through one of the more than 3,000 officially des-
ionated slums, and you see why Prime Minister Nehru once
called Calcutta a “nightmare city.”

I toured a slum known as “The Garden of the Litchi.” A
trade-union official was my guide. We walked through a maze
of dark alleys, wide enough for only two people. Under foot
was mud, garbage, cow dung, even human excrement.

We turned into small courtyards where large families live
in tiny, windowless, dirt-floored cubicles. The drinking water
there comes from shallow wells. “We tell them, ‘Boil the
water,’ but few do it,” my guide said.

Near the wells are the privies. They are supposed to be
emptied by “Untouchables,” lowest group in India’s caste
system. Some privies are neglected for weeks, months. You
can see where they have overflowed into ponds of greenish,
scummy bathing water.

Pot-bellied youngsters, curious to sce a foreigner, swarmed
out. “Long live the red flag!” they shouted at us. “Victory
to the Communist Party!”

That is the India we do not often hear about when we talk

about the “humane” Indian way to progress.

It was left to an American Ambassador, J. Kenneth Galbraith,

to express the brighter side of things. Speaking to the House
Foreign Affairs Committee in Washington, the Ambassador to
India claimed that “India today is one of the success stories” of
Asia. “Red China, by contrast is a failure.”” The reason for this
success? Mr. Galbraith said: “Aid, including in a very substantial
measure American aid, has made this possible.”8

A rather more profound analysis of India’s situation came to my

attention not long after I had read Mr. Galbraith’s report on
India’s “success story.” A comparison of Japanese and Indian de-
velopment showed little cause for the kind of optimism expressed
by Ambassador Galbraith:

It is, of course, risky to generalize about a sub-continent.
But it is broadly true to say that Indian agriculture cannot
achieve its potentialities without a social revolution. In most
areas, the land reform has failed in what should have been

18US. News & World Report, May 7, 1962.
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its primary object: to give the peasant an incentive to i
prove the land and increase productivity. If he is not'#
sharecropper, forced to give an average of 50 per cent
his yield to men who in fact, if not in law, are landlor
he is at the mercy of the moneylenders, charging inten
rates up to 200 per cent. Laws passed to end abuses ha
remained very largely a dead letter and the local gove
ment officers have not power to interfere. Hence the pe
ant does as little work as possible; India’s greatest source
of productive energy remains untapped.®

This report was in a foreign journal.

Many heart-rending accounts of the appalling conditions in I
dia appear in our press, but the writers never really reach t
heart of the matter. Nor do these correspondents and editori i
writers seem aware that the condition just described—the non-usé
of India’s greatest source of productive energy, her people—is p “
cisely the problem that China has successfully tackled.

The same report from the New Statesman continues:

B

Indian planners dismiss western criticism of their attitude
to agriculture on two grounds. They point out that pro«§
duction has in fact increased from 5o million tons of food-
grains in 1951 to nearly 8o million tons today; and that,
In any case, the U.SS. will always make good deficiencies
from her surplus. . . .

The argument that the U.S. will always rescue India
from a shortage of basic foodstuffs not only makes non-
sense of the plan’s express object of securing self-sufficiency,
but misses the whole point. The primary object of an agri-
cultural revolution is not to raise food production but to
draw the villager out of the self-contained world of sub-:}
sistence living and into the monetary, consumer market.
At present, more than half the population of India lives,
for all practical purposes, outside the economy—indeed,
outside civilization as we in the West know it. Half the
sub-continent is completely cut off from the process whereby
wealth is generated. Yet under the second plan, agriculture
got only 11 per cent of the budget; even under the third
plan it gets barely 14 per cent.

Moreover, such measures as the government is taking

19 New Statesman, London, June 1, 1962. “The Tortoise and the Hare,”
by Paul Johnson.
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to promote rural advances tend to peter out the nearer they
approach the actual village level. The pyramid of Indian
bureaucracy, immensely eflicient at the tpp, crurpb]es at th_e
point of impact with the masses, particularly in the agri-
cultural sector. Indian civil servants do not like the country-
side, particularly in the backward areas where they are most
needed; once removed from their desks, they often become
bewildered and nervous. . . .20

I have quoted at some length from this thoughtful ana.lysis not
only because I believe it to be a true one, but begau.se it fnak'es
son;e points which our press—as it lulls us into optimism thhnxts
assurance that “the humane Indian way will win in tl'le fmd —_
rately makes. Especially important is the necessity of bringing the
peasant population into the wealth-producing economy and not
leaving him outside, and bringing him also into the consumer
market. Anyone who has seen the village industrial workshops
in China (there are hundreds of thousands of them in all), many
producing comparatively sophisticated goods, or has comparc?d
the number of items that the Chinese peasants own and use in
their homes with what they had before the revolution (or with

the conditions of the Indian peasants), knows how successfully

the Chinese have brought their peasant population into the
economy. .

As Mr. Paul Johnson pointed out, another essential is to get
the city intellectuals and the “civil service” involved with rural
life if rural advance is to take place. This, too, the Chinese have
achieved, with students, teachers, and government officials from
the city regularly participating in the work of the villages. But how
they have been ridiculed and scorned for it by the press and the
scholars in our countryl

We have already seen that two of the inescapable conditions -o.f
progress in backward countries are the fullest attainable mobili-
zation of the potential economic surplus, including that of 'the
wealthier classes, and that the immense efforts that are required
in the period of primary capital saving must be equitable.

In India neither of these conditions has been met.

20 Ibid.
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Several years ago Paul A. Baran, Professor of Economic
Stanford University, brilliantly summarized the reasons for In
failure to advance. Discussing the Congress Party, which still
trols India’s national policies, Professor Baran wrote:

Yet this breadth of the national coalition which accou
for the enormous strength of the Congress Party in
days of its struggle for national independence at prese
nearly paralyzes the administration that it supports. , :
Setting out to promote the development of industrial cap
talism it does not dare to offend the landed interests. Seeking
to mitigate the most outrageous inequalities of income
refrains from interfering with the merchants and mo
lenders. Looking for an improvement of the wretched po
tion of labor, it is afraid to antagonize business. Anti
perialist by background, it is courting favors from foreigh
capital. Espousing the principles of private property, it prong
ises the nation a “socialist pattern of society.”

- . . Anxious to reconcile irreconcilable needs, to compos#
radical differences, to find compromises where decision§
are inevitable, losing much valuable time and energy if
bridging recurrent conflicts within its fold, this government
substitutes minor reforms for radical changes, revolutionary}
words for revolutionary deeds . . . the regime . . . is powe
less to mobilize what is most important: the enthusiasm§
and the creative energies of the broad popular masses fof
a decisive assault on their country’s backwardness, poverty,d
and lethargy.! i

As long as a large share of India’s agricultural proceeds is n
used for the improvement of agricultural conditions but continu
to be withdrawn by the landowners in the form of rent, India
farming will remain stagnant and the people will continue to b
underfed. As long as a large share of the profits of India’s i
dustry are allowed to go abroad to foreign owners, and of wha
remains almost half continues to be distributed in the form of di
idends, India’s industry cannot find the necessary capital for i
growth and development. But to take steps to correct these con

21 The Political Economy of Growth (New York: Monthly Review Press, 4
1957), p. 222. i
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gitions would require the government of India to challenge the
Jomestic and foreign moneyed interests—and this the present gov-
ernment 18 neither able nor willing to do.

vlndia’s advance, like that of China’s, in the end can come only
ander a government that is ready to meet this challenge. Con-
fict of some kind will probably be inevitable, for history (our own
included) has shown that those in a position of power do not
often give up without a fight. But conflict can be minimized, if
the issues are tackled in time. Revolution is change that has been
denied too long. By evading the real requirements for economic
growth, by dodging its responsibility and postponing a genuine
program of economic and social reform, the government of India
is jeopardizing its historical opportunity—to transform in as peace-
ful a way as possible a great country from a state of unspeakable
squalor and oppression to that of a rapidly advancing modern

state.

As far as our press is concerned, very little space has been
devoted to any basic analysis of India’s predicament. Easy phrases
such as “India’s democratic way” have covered up a lot of non-
thinking. Mr. Galbraith tells us that “Red China . . . is a failure”
and that “India today is one of the success stories” of Asia; and
Mr. Everett D. Hawkins, a Professor of Economics and Sociology
at Mount Holyoke, produces a comparison equally startling:

The “Big Leap Forward” in 1958, even discounting rosy
Chinese reports, indicates real physical increases in produc-
tion with an all-out regimentation of the work force and
with wages rising less rapidly than productivity. India, on
the other hand, is opposed to forced labor and expropiation.
She has emphasized food and higher standard of living. . . .*

I wish that Ambassador Galbraith and Mr. Hawkins could walk
through any village in India and then compare it with the life
that today goes on in an equivalent village in China! And how,
9ne must ask the professor, can any country attempt to raise
ltself from a state of backwardness without “wages rising less rap-

*2 Current History, December 1958, p. 335.
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idly than productivity?” If he has invented a new economic th
he should announce it—I can assure him it will be wildly ¢
by backward nations throughout the world.

India’s border dispute with China affords a clear exampl
how some newspaper reports, far from being rooted in obj
facts, fluctuate with the varying moods of official sentiment.

We have seen how in 1962 reports from India indicated
veloping crisis in its economy. In July, India’s Finance Min
was “chasing through the capitals of Europe” trying to
$220,000,000; how assets had been “dropping inexorably to
all-time lows”; how India’s foreign exchange reserves had p
cally disappeared; and how her industrial production was
short of plans” and was “in some cases even declining.”
over-all impression conveyed by these reports was that India W
virtually bankrupt and that her production on all levels was faltd
ing. :
With the outbreak of the border fighting in October, t
gloomy views vanished from the columns of the press. Overnig]
it seemed, the Indian economy had moved forward—and so
idly that within a few days we were being told that one of
chief reasons for the Chinese action along the border war
because India’s economy was too successfull

Some quotations in chronological order from the press mark
upsurge in a country’s economy so phenomenal that nothing lij§
it has been seen in the world before!

. . . They [the Chinese] have been trying to demonstrate
to Asia that they have the answer to the salvation of man-
kind, but they have made such a ghastly mess of their rev-
olution that they have now tumned their guns on India to §
halt the more democratic development of that country.

—James Reston, New York Times,
October 21, 1962.

. . . Peking may want to force India to divert resources
that would otherwise go into building an economy that could §

outshine China’s in Asia.
—New York Times,

October 28, 1962. ":
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India, by a mixture of planning, incentive and free enter-
srise, has made undeniable strides out of poverty, in glaring
contrast to Red China’s inhuman regimentation which has
brought nothing but hardship and near famine. The invasion
mav be aimed at disrupting India’s political and economic
life. In broadcast after broadcast, Peking hammered at India’s
“retrograde economic system” and U.S. aid.

—Time, November 2, 1962.

It is not a struggle for a few acres of land, it is a struggle
for a way of life.

—Report of a speech by an

Indian author, San Francisco

Chronicle, November 3, 1962.

It is a terrible thing now to see war intervening. This
dislocation of a very promising economic effort might be
precisely what the Communist Chinese most want to
achieve. . . .

—Editorial, The Christian Science Monitor,
November 3, 1962.

Our development through freedom was achieving a degree
of success which, if it went on, would have convinced people
that this was the way to develop.

~—A report of a speech by the
Indian Ambassador. New York
Times, November 11, 1g62.

With India surging ahead of Communist China in peace-
ful development, Communist China had to force India to
divert her limited resources.

—UPI, from Washington,
November 20, 1962.

The whole uncommitted world was comparing India’s eco-
nomic advances as a democratic nation against the Peking
Government’s slips and stumbles. . . .

—Robert Trumbull from Hong Kong,
New York Times, November 25, 1962.

_ India has been making slow but orderly progress in build-
ing an industrial base for a better life for her people. China
Is in serious economic difficulties. The “Indian Way” with
Its reliance on democratic freedom is becoming a more at-
tractive model in Asia.
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Agriculture production still shows no improvement over
that of the last decade, which itself was only half of the
rate envisaged for the third plan period.

—The Christian Science Monitor,

April 22, 1963.

The undermining of India’s economic progress may, there-
fore, be one of Peking’s principal objectives.

~—Editorial, New York Times,

December 10, 1962.°

India’s democratic progress has obviously been too success- |
ful for China’s own liking. . . .
—“The Cost of India’s Defeat

by Elizabeth Partridge, The:

Nation, January 26, 196

Further indications of India’s economic plight were contained
in a report by Reuters from New Delhi on September 6, 1963.
According to this report Dr. Lohia, a member of the Lok Sabakh,
“maintained that 270 million Indians lived on less than four annas
a day [about 4¢ U.S.] and between 100 and 150 million Indians
had a daily income of less than two annas [about 2¢ U.S.).”
Mr. Nehru claimed that average income per head in India is about
15 annas [about 17¢ U.S.] but a London Times dispatch from
New Delhi pointed out that what the Prime Minister had over-
looked was that about 1 percent of the population earns nearly
half the total. “Whether or not statistics support Dr. Lohia’s claim

. . it is plain already that Dr. Lohia was more nearly right than
the Prime Minister.”

(In striking contrast to India, by early 1963 reports from China
indicated that after three years of recession the Chinese economy
was again moving sharply upward—and this without any foreign
aid.®)

Stagnation in India is likely to continue until the Indian people
and government are ready to come to grips with economic and
social realities and are ready to pay the price that change demands.
Whatever the mistakes the Chinese have made, and they have
made many, they at least recognized the economic laws that govern
a poor nation’s advance, and acted on them. India, in avoiding
*hese realities, has no alternative but to rely increasingly on foreign
aid to keep its economy from total collapse.

In 1962 India received more U.S. aid than any other country,

For a few weeks—during the border fighting with China—thy
remarkable “boom” in India’s economy continued. It did not la#
long. The success story was soon replaced by the tragically fami
details of poverty and stagnation and a growing reliance on fore
aid.

. . . an economy only imperceptibly inching forward . .
one per cent of the Indian population . . . possesses 75 per
cent of its wealth, an imbalance which has been increasing
in recent years,

—Liberation, January 1963
Report from New Delhi

One factor encouraging complacency . . . is the supply
o{ food grain free of foreign exchange under the American
plan. . ..
—The Times of London, 3

March 11, 1963.

[India] . . . is likely to ask for 6 billion rupees [$1,260,
000,000] of economic assistance at the forthcoming meeting
in Washington.

~—The Christian Science Monitor,
April 16, 1963.

. . . meanwhile vital steel targets are falling behind sched-

ule.
—The Christian Science Monitor,
April 18, 1963.

% “New evidence digested by American officials has led them to a con-

Siderably more respectful and sobering view of the prospects of the Com-

Munist Chinese economy. . . . The administration is somewhat reluctant to

Publicize its changed view. The chief reason is the fear of putting India in

;‘)n unfavorable light at a time of great Sino-Indian tension.” The Oregonian,
ortland, March 11, 1963—reprinted from the Washington Post.

Sce also “Postscript from Peking.”
ACI—p

Last year’s growth rate of 2.1 per cent was slower than
the growth . . . of the population increase.
—The Christian Science Monitor,

April 18, 1963.
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and her demands will not grow less. The main function of
aid should be to provide the Indian authorities with time; -
to initiate some of the profoundly important changes that will
able the country to draw on its own resources and grow from
own strength. Tragic as it is, similar aid in the past has bro
no such result, but has tended rather to allow those in powe
postpone once again reforms that were already long overdue.

Though foreign aid can never be an answer to India’s ne
while she can rely on it she is not likely to meet the supr
challenge, the mobilizing of the latent resources within the cou
itself: the potential savings in the hands of the few and
abundant energies of the people themselves. Nor can India
do this while she maintains a system of economic privilege aj
gross social inequality.

These are some of the great issues of the world we live in,
the press has not helped us at all to understand them. In
reporting and by a kind of Alice-in-Wonderland interpretat
it is attempting to convince the American people that the
markable progress in China has been a disaster for the Chine
people, and that India’s stagnation is really “the better way

Chapter 8

650 MILLION SLAVES

I. Meanwhile, Back on the Communes, the Family Was
Being Destroyed

I n thc summer of 1957, when I was in China, almost g7 per-
cent of all agricultural land was owned by what were known as
“advanced co-operatives.” Land and farm implements were held
in common, and at harvest time, the profits were divided among
families in proportion to the days of labor each family had con-
tributed. These co-operatives on an average consisted of between
one hundred and two hundred families.

Small units like this meant that no real modernization of ag-
ticulture (in other words no sizable increase in food output) was
pessible. Especially when it came to the building of dams and the
development of irrigation canals, single co-operative farms were
often found to be too small, and several co-operatives would need
to pool their labor, machinery, and materials. Large-scale irrigation
works often cut across land owned by several co-ops. Also, at a
time when the government was pushing mechanization, farm ma-
chinery was usually too expensive for an individual co-operative
to finance on its own, and several might then share in the purchase
Of a tractor or other machine. For these very practical reasons,
during 1957 and early 1958 informal mergers of co-operative farms
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began to take place in various parts of the country—they
called ta shé, “enlarged co-operatives,” or co-op federations.

These sporadic mergers of co-operative farms were the fore
ners of the communes.

There was another, even more basic, reason why co-operatif
farms could never be the final step in the evolution of Chi
agriculture. Though they represented a vast improvement o
anything that had come before, the co-operatives were incapab§
of solving the two fundamental problems that confront alm
every undeveloped country in the world: namely, the chronic uj
employment, or underemployment, of the peasant population; ar§
secondly, their virtual exclusion from the nation’s wealth-produ
ing activities. L

Contrary to the prevalent mythology here, the period 19498
found the average Chinese peasant’s material betterment, limi
as this was, on the upswing. For example, the elimination
landlordism had enabled the peasant to keep far more of
crop than ever before. In addition, the vast flood control, ir
tion, and reforestation projects that were immediately embarkeg
upon by the new govemnment served to help take up some of th#
peasant’s slack season. Again, contrary to the myth, these proje

according to his work and was guaranteed a minimum wagej
Nevertheless, the fact remains that at this time China’s peasan :
population generally remained outside the national monetary]
economy, and its time spent in agricultural production was nof§
much more than that of the peasants of nations such as Indi

While at peak periods—during harvest time, for instance—the
was work for all, for most of the year there was always an acut

number of days (or day equivalents) worked by Chinese peasan
(men and women) was only 130 days a year—for men alone th
figure would be somewhat higher. By 1957 (the last year befor
the communes) men and women in the advanced co-operatives;

1New York Times, July 17, 1954.
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were still only working the equivalent of 161 days a year.2 (The
figure for India was approximately 135 days a year.)

Thus, for more than half the year, five hundred million
peasants in China were not engaged in farm work. And whatever
the cumulative benefits of their labor on national projects, such
as building dams and reservoirs, these were not immediately con-
tributing to the gross national product of China. And this, it must
be remembered, was in a country attempting to accumulate savings
s0 as to be able to establish the base for a modern industrialized
nation. This meant not only a slow pace in capital accumulation,
it also represented a vast wastage of a valuable source of produc-
tive labor that was needed to go into large increases in agricul-
tural production. The small, independent, co-operative farms with
one or two hundred families in each, and with small financial
resources, were in no position at all to provide a solution to this
centuries-old problem. Therefore, in 1957 China’s peasants were
still basically subsistence farmers—as they still are in India and
most other underdeveloped countries—cut off from the growing
modernization and advancement of the nation as a whole.

If the five hundred million peasants in China were to be
brought into the national wealth-producing economy and were in
turn to reap the benefits of national progress as consumers, an
altogether new and radical solution was required.

The informal association of co-operative farms taking place here
and there in 1958 indicated that the time had come for a new
advance. It is clear from his writings that Mao Tse-tung had long
been aware that the small co-operative farms could not meet
China’s agricultural basic problems. In the summer of 1958, after
visiting one of the “enlarged co-operatives” in Honan province,
Where members had extended their association into a more formal
Structure, Mao expressed his approval. Great publicity was then
given to these new developments, and the amalgamation of co-
% An extensive prewar survey made in China by Professor J. R. Buck showed

at on average the number of ten-hour work days (or day equivalents) of
the Chinese peasant was then 133 per year. This and the other figures quoted
are taken from a valuable report on the rural communes by Shigeru Ishikawa

of the Institute of Economic Research, Hitotsubashi University, Japan, and
Printed in the Far Eastern Economic Review, September 29, 1960.
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operatives into larger units spread very rapidly throughout Ch
These amalgamations now began to be known as “commun

Before this movement began, China’s agriculture was based
740,000 small “advanced co-operative” farms; within a few mon
the whole of China’s rural life was transformed, as these co-o
atives were amalgamated into twenty-six thousand (later cons
dated into twenty-four thousand) communes.

But the communes were much more than “co-operatives—on$§

banking, road-making, education, the establishment of commu
dining halls, the enlargement of medical facilities—clinics
hospitals, and all public works.

The change-over was far too sudden, and far too swift. The
thusiasm and the muddle were vast. The fiscal details of
transfer of ownership of property rights from the co-operative
the commune must alone have been a nightmare of improvisatiog
Peasants were taken from urgent agricultural work to build schoolf
and dining halls and medical clinics. In most communes bask
food was given free as part of the wage system but some, in they
initial enthusiasm (believing that “communism had arrived”?‘_
were supplying free clothes, free haircuts, free everything. So J-.
communes declared that all personal possessions—even bicy
and pots and pans—should henceforth be considered commu
property. Day nurseries sprang up everywhere so that women couk
be free to participate in the commune work force. Some co
munes even attempted to move in one leap into the final stag
of communism—and gave “to each according to his need,” e .
pecting all to “give according to their abilities.” Consumption a8
a result soared and stocks were soon exhausted. ‘

other causes, that had created this bumper crop.
Vast plans were drawn up, and some were actually put in
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effect, for rural re-housing to make the living conditions of the

casants more comparable to those in the cities—but plans were
always based on the retention of the Chinese family unit of three
generations. This was specifically laid down in a government
directive (emphasis mine):

Nurseries and kindergarten should be run well, so that
every child can live better and receive a better education
there than at home, so that the children are willing to stay
there and the parents are willing to put them there. The
parents may decide whether their children need to board
there, and may take them back at any time they wish. The
old existing houses must be reconstructed step by step; new,
picturesque townships and village settlements must be built
by stages and in groups; these will include residential
quarters, community dining rooms, nurseries, kindergarten,
the Homes to Honor the Aged . . . schools, hospitals, clubs,
cinemas, sports grounds, baths and latrines. The con-
struction plans of townships and village settlements should
be thoroughly discussed by the masses. We stand for the
abolition of the irrational, patriarchal system of family
life inherited from the past and for the development of
family life in which there is democracy and unity. . . .
Therefore in building residential quarters, attention must
be paid to making the houses suited to the living together
of men and women, the aged and the young of each family.
It is true that the Chinese people have broken the feudal
patriarchal [family] system. It must be known that this
patriarchal system has long since ceased to exist in capi-
talist society and this is a matter of capitalist progress.?

Under the direction of anyone who had ever had experience
in construction work, industrial workshops were set up in all vil-
lages and small towns of rural China. Within a few months no
fewer than six hundred thousand workshops had been constructed
and were functioning. Many of these were at first very primitive;
Some were housed in reconstructed cowsheds or old barns. Larger,
State-run industries would provide and set up the necessary ma-
chinery and would send engineers from the cities to train the

:“Pﬂl’ty Resolution on Questions Concemning People’s Communes.” De-
¢mber 10, 1958, New China News Agency (English translation).
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young peasants to make simple parts and components needa
in the factories. The young Chinese peasants—who had until theg
never been exposed to machinery of any kind—took to these worlg
shops with immense enthusiasm, and often more immedi '
agricultural work was neglected.
These young people, both girls and men, were astonishi
quick to master the necessary mechanical skills, and already
1960, when I returned to China, some of these workshops we
turning out sophisticated apparatus of high precision and goo
finish. It never ceased to astonish me to walk into a decrep}
building in some remote village and find inside peasant gi i
working at fifteen or twenty modern precision lathes, or in specig
dust-free rooms assembling delicate electronic apparatus that hag
to meet the very closest tolerances. !
With all these new developments in high gear through t_‘
summer and fall of 1958, a collective euphoria appears to haw
gripped the Chinese people—and even the leaders were not in§
mune. While the communes were being established in the country
side, in the cities tremendous—and often highly successful
forts were being made to increase industrial production. Houg
of work were stepped up, production targets continually increasedy
one factory would compete with another and factory workers 4
the end of the week would wait for the production statistics to -.,‘
announced as eagerly as we might wait for the baseball result§
The “Great Leap Forward” was in full swing.
By the end of the year the general disarray in the countrysid§
had become obvious. The agricultural production returns wel A
found to have been grossly exaggerated. Discontent was bei
voiced by peasants who had been persuaded to give up their o "
possessions; many found that the work expected of them was tod
great. :
As the initial élan gradually subsided, it was realized that stubf
born agricultural problems cannot be solved overnight. Sobef
appraisals of 1958's great efforts were made, and decisions and§
instructions were formulated that brought the commune effort o
to a far more realistic basis. Those who had given up their privat{
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possessions could reclaim them; homes were returned to private
ownership; work hours were cut back to a maximum of forty-
eight hours a week (except during harvest time). Many rural re-
housing projects were postponed until more immediate agricul-
tural needs were met.4

In the course of the next few years other changes in the com-
mune system were found to be necessary. Greater initiative in
the management of agricultural work was granted to the smaller
village units; the authority of the party cadres, who often knew
little about agricultural techniques, was very much restricted; a
certain proportion of land was returned to the peasants for private
production. All these corrections show that the communes had
been introduced too rapidly. But though changes in the structure
of the communes have been considerable, the commune has re-
tained administrative control over such things as schools, medical
services, the homes for the old people, the commune workshops
as well as the public services such as road-making, irrigation
development, banking, and the purchase of mechanical equip-
ment such as tractors, harvesters, pumps, etc.

During the food shortages of 196062 a few Western observers
felt that it was the existence of the new commune administrations
which made possible effective rationing procedures and equitable
distribution of food resources, thus preventing what might other-
wise have been a vast national calamity, with perhaps millions
dead from starvation and the diseases that come with malnutrition.
This opinion, which was to be proved correct, was exactly oppo-
site from that voiced by American experts who contended that
China’s “famine” was a result of the commune system.

The errors had been many, and the Chinese are the first to
admit it. It is easy for us to scoff at what now can be seen to have
been obvious, and often ludicrous, errors. The faults and the
changes in administrative structure led to press reports and com-
*I would estimate that by 1962 only a comparatively few peasants, perhaps
2 percent, had been given new homes either in individual houses or in family

dpartments. Ninety-eight percent of the peasants were living in precisely the
3me small huts and houses that they have always lived in.
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ment stating that the communes had been “abandoned”

“failures.”
Thus, an AP report from Hong Kong in early 1961 declare

Communist China has abandoned its “big leap forwa
and is breaking up the people’s communes, both launch
2¥4 years ago with great fanfare.

The headline for this startling news in the San Francis
Chronicle on January 29, 1961, ran: RED CHINA DROPS FARM CO!
MUNES.

Some China experts in this country were insisting that the
visions had been so drastic that the communes “existed in na
only.” The truth of the matter is that the communes have
tinued to exist and have never been “abandoned.” There v
great emphasis in our press on the mistakes, the bungling, thi
overestimation of the 1958 grain figure, the return of initi
to the smaller village groups, while the achievements have
almost wholly ignored.

(Though the communes had been “dropped” in 1961, t
Chronicle on April 22, 1963, reported: “Even through the dep
of winter the largest cities, Peking and Shanghai, are reported
have been well supplied with vegetables and fruit grown in co
munes on the outskirts of the city.”)

As a result of the commune movement China is the first ma
backward peasant country that has virtually solved the age-old;
problem of rural underemployment. With the establishment
village industries and workshops there is now no shortage of workj]
however the seasonal agricultural demands may fluctuate. Th
peasants of China, who as recently as 1957 were on the avera
only working productively for 161 days (or day equivalents)
year, today are working 300 days a year. An Indian trade-union
whom I met in China in 1960 told me that the elimination of
rural underemployment, in his view, was the single most impres+
sive achievement of the Communist regime. ‘

Hundreds of millions of peasants today are no longer mer
subsistence farmers but are fully integrated into the wealth-pr
ducing activities of the nation as a whole, They are now within,
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and not outside, the national monetary economy; they are involved
in it as wealth producers and as consumers.

Already in 1960 (to my astonishment) the communes were
having to set up banks for the personal savings of the peasants—
such savings would have been unthinkable before 1949. A detailed
survey of banking in Asia by a Shanghai correspondent for the
Far Eastern Economic Review appearing in the issue of April
11, 1963, shows how far the masses of the Chinese people are now
included in the monetary economy. It reported that the branches
of the People’s Bank of China

in any city and throughout the country are even more nu-
merous than the postal and telegraph branches. . . . There
are frequent nation-wide campaigns for promoting thrift and
encouraging savings by all and sundry. Every branch and
agency of the Bank handle savings accounts. ... Ac
counts of public utility companies, house rent and taxes
are usually paid by customers direct to the account of the
enterprise with the Bank, through any branch or agency.
... Since a bank agency is found in every locality and
community, no matter how small, this arrangement is con-
venient to the working people. . . .
In sharp contrast, the section of the report dealing with bank-
ing in India tells us: “Quite a large part of the economy is still
non-monetised. . . . Bank offices are concentrated mostly in a

few big towns.”

As I have seen myself and as other travelers to China have also
reported, the social amenities available to the Chinese peasants
today are widespread. They now have education, medical services,
‘ommunity cultural activities, movies, old-age security. They no
lqnger have to wait from harvest to harvest for payment but are
given a regular wage. They enjoy opportunities to develop hobbies
of all kinds. They can train as nurses, teachers, veterinarians,
mephanics, electricians. There are schools to teach reading and
Writing to those who missed school in their childhood; and travel-
Ing libraries bring books to the remotest villages. For the first time,
Millions of peasants are able to read—and do! This would have
been inconceivable even a few years ago.
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And npearly all these advances were made possible by
establishment of the rural communes.

Now let us tumn to see what was reported to us about
communes,

It was in the autumn of 1958 that this new word “commune
with its ominous undertones, began to appear in our press. Som
new and tremendous upheaval was shaking China’s society. Ved
few facts were at first available, but the press left us in no dou
that whatever the facts were, they were very sinister. Soon
news was out—the Chinese government was deliberately reduci
the 650 million people of China into a condition of the m

abject slavery.

Under the communes, which merge collective farms and even
urban districts into large groupings, individual homes are
often eliminated and members live in communal houses and

eat in mess halls. !
—Tillman Durdin, from Hong Kong, '
New York Times, October 16, 1958.

On November 14, Secretary of State John Foster Dulles ga
his official endorsement to these stories. In a speech before
representatives of Colombo Plan, assembled in Seattle, he def
clared that the Chinese were “imposing mass slavery on 65
million people.” They had “degraded the dignity of the hum ‘
individual” and “had created a vast slave state.”

This hint from high officialdom was all that was needed. Fi
example, Marguerite Higgins reported:

The United States now concludes that the drive to ory
ganize mainland China’s 500,000,000 peasants into mily
itarized barracks life based on communes is well on thé]
way to being an accomplished fact. . . .

country where lumber is scarce. China was apparently able to
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accomplish within a few weeks what the U.S,, throwing in dll its

national resources, might have been hard-pressed to do in five

years!)
Miss Higgins continued:

As one official put it, what Mao Tse-tung has done . . .
makes Stalin look like a piker. . . .

It is not only Washington that is appalled by the regi-
mentation, which finds women “liberated” from their homes
and placed in barracks separated from their husbands and
everyone from teen-age youth to oldster trained to put gun
worship over ancestor worship.
—New York Herald Tribune,

November 25, 1958.

Mao Tse-tung has herded more than go% of mainland
China’s g5oo million peasants into vast human poultry
yards. .

Even the old folks, for whom the commune has established
“Happy Homes,” are kept busy with scheduled chores, . . .
when the inhabitants of the Happy Homes die, their bodies
are dropped into a chemically treated pool and converted
to fertilizer. . . .

Logical next step . . . is the “Saturday-night system,” under
which a married woman worker lives in a factory dormitory, is
alone with her husband only on the odd Saturday night when
she has the use of a dormitory room all to herself.

~—Time, December 1, 1958.

[Time’s memory erred. The family had already been destroyed
6%: years earlier. On June 18, 1951, Time had reported:

Chief among the traditions under all-out Red attack is
China’s revered institution, the family. . . . Marriage, ex-
cept for the purely functional reason of procredtion, is
officially discouraged everywhere and permitted only after
long investigation of the couple’s political reliability. . . .
Newlywed party members are permitted to live together
for one week only, thereafter sleep each at his own place
of work. . .. Party members’ children usually are taken
from the mother at the age of six to eight weeks and
boarded by the state. . . .
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But Time must share with the New York Times the honorf}
for the early discovery of what the Chinese Communists we
doing to the family. Five years before the communes, the Ti
was raising its editorial hands in horror on October 3, 195

Of the countless crimes of the Red regime of Mao no
has been as terrible as the crime against the minds an
hearts of the good Chinese. . . . )

There is first of all the assault upon the mores an
morals of the good Chinese family, . . .]

But seemingly with the arrival of the communes, the famili
had to be destroyed all over again.

. « . In theory all mainland China is now in the process
of being reorganized into communal living. The children
are reared in nurseries, The men and women live in com-
munal dormitories, eat in communal mess halls, and work
in military-type organizations. . . .
—Joseph C. Harsch, Special
Correspondent of The Chris-
tian Science Monitor, Decem- i

ber, 10, 1958. §

Three days later, the same reporter wrote:

Not all people in China are yet living in the commun:
dormitories, eating in the communal mess halls, handi
over their children at birth to the communal nurseries. . .

But he implied that it would not be long! And what appalli
sacrifices the Chinese peasants were being forced to make:

In the Chinese experiment there is, in theory, no room ‘i
for personal luxury, and no future for personal savings.
In most communes the individual is in theory provided by
the commune with all his needs. “Needs” do not include
spending money, cars, motorboats, private garden plots, pri-
vate housing, or dachas in the country.

—The Christian Science Monitor,
December 13, 1958.

Having considered the dreadful implications of peasants deni
their cars and motorboats, Mr. Harsch later in the month con-i§
cluded that what was going on in China was |
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. . . the greatest mass sacrifice of human heritage, human
comfort and human effort in all time.
—December 24, 1958.
For over a year the newspapers poured out vivid accounts of
the horrors taking place in China. In December 1958 Mr. R. H.
Shackford wrote a series of articles entitled “Chain Gang Empire”
for the Scripps-Howard newspapers. The series began unequiv-
ocally: “Abolition of the family is an avowed, primary sociological
objective of Red China’s new commune system—the first serious
effort in history to put a whole nation on what amounts to a
prison chain gang.” One of the drawings accompanying this series
showed a row of skulls on a blood-spattered wall, upon which
were written (in letters of blood) “Family destruction,” “bestial-
ity,” “slave labor.” Mr. Shackford found nothing but unmitigated
evil in what was going on.

Each commune has about 10,000 families, but can go as
high as 20,000. Each member of these families capable of
doing anything becomes, in fact, a slave of the commune
which, in tum, is a slave of the central state regime in
Peiping.

~December 16.

Husbands and wives are being separated. Children are
being raised by the state in institutions run by Communist
Party functionaries. Grandparents are being herded into

“houses of happiness” for the aged if they can’t work. . . .
—December 17.

Official policy on individualism is clear: there will be no

more individuals in China if Mao has his way. Individualism

is listed with parochialism and capitalism as a major sin

against communism.

—December 18.
Mr. Shackford’s sources of information for this frightful de-
scription of developments in China are not cited. In the course
of these articles, he referred to unnamed and undated Chinese
Publications, an anonymous “Communist writer,” unidentified re-
Ports, and an undated copy of the Catholic publication America,
from which he extracted this quotation (not giving the name of
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the author): “Here is a nightmare phantom of collectivism whi
for open horror, gross inhumanity, and sadistic ambition dwa
any devil materialized within the Communist bloc in 41 years

On December 17, 1958, The Christian Science Monitor’s chi
Far Eastern correspondent asked: “And finally, will the ave
Chinese accept the new social and economic strait jacket wi
docility? Will he relinquish his children, his home, his wife, and}
his independence?”

Two days later, the Monitor’s regular Hong Kong correspon
ent, Takashi Oka, apparently had news that the Chinese buildin
industry had after all met all quotas: “. . . almost all of mai
land China’s 500,000,000 peasants have been herded into ‘people
communes.””

Though the barrack construction program was apparently pr
ceeding successfully, the enslaving of 650 million people was mee
ing some difficulties. In a long dispatch from its correspondent i
Tokyo, the UPI on December 18 discussed the likelihood o
revolt:

Competent students of Chinese affairs in Manila, Si
pore, Bangkok, Taipei, Macao and Hong Kong told me the
troubles could even include open revolt—on a scale muc
larger than anything the Communists obviously are ex
periencing and putting down with force right now. .

Since the communes destroy the family system, each ma
is more or less on his own. If he is separated from hisj
family and made a mere unit in a machine, his family’s
no longer is a “hostage” and he has nothing to lose if §
he revolts to throw off his chains.

Since husband and wife are separated and can be t
gether perhaps only once every two weeks, the commun
system is not likely to be voted the most popular way o
life, however much it may appeal to the political boss
of China.

Throughout 1959 and into 1960, the press continued to giv
accounts of the horrors of the commune system and the “night-2
marish” life of the people in them. On October 1, 1959, in an /
editorial entitled: “Ten Years of Red China,” the New York §
Times commiserated with the Chinese people:
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. .. the peasant masses ... found out too late the
reality behind the initial attractive Communist promises of
land reform. In the past decade they have been deprived of
their land and dragooned first into collective farms and
then into communes whose Draconian severity of regimenta-
tion has no analogue even in Soviet experience. . . .

. . . We may suspect that no people has ever been forced
to work so hard and for so little as the Chinese people

these last ten years. . . .
They have suffered much in these years and have been

regimented as has no other people of modern times by the
most totalitarian regime of the twentieth century.

In the liberal monthly The Progressive, an article by Hyman
Kublin, a professor specializing in Far Eastern history at Brooklyn
College, declared:

Never before in the long span of Chinese history has the
power of the state and its manipulation impinged so heav-
ily and directly upon the people in the myriad towns and
villages. Gone are the days when the toiling peasant could
express with surety his dictum of government. . . .

(And never before, I might add, in the long span of Western
scholarship, has a China “specialist”—and a Fulbright scholar to
boot—ever before talked about “the toiling peasant” of China
expressing “with surety his dictum of government”!)

I have given only a small fraction of the literally hundreds of
articles, editorials, learned reports, and foreign correspondents’
dispatches that appeared in the press describing the development
of the communes in this general manner. My selection, I think,
s a fair sampling—and chosen chiefly from the more distinguished
organs of American journalism. In looking through the files, I was
struck by two things—first, the high degree of uniformity in all
the accounts. There were variations, of course, but they all fol-
lowed the central theme that the Chinese people were in the grip
of a ruthless regime.

The second striking impression I obtained was the paucity—
indeed, the virtual non-existence—of any thoughtful interpreta-
tion. Even if these dreadful things were happening, there was
little to tell the reader why they were happening, except in the
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shallowest possible terms. A quarter of the human race was bei
“enslaved” by the most “ruthless dictatorship in history,” but wj
were really told nothing more. And being told nothing could o
reinforce the first conviction, that the Chinese leadership are my
of almost limitless evil intent.

The commune movement began in 1958, between my
journeys to China. In 1957, I had already experienced the shoc
the almost disorienting bewilderment—of coming to a country a
finding it so very different from the country that I had be
led to expect. I knew the extent to which the press had misled
once. I was on guard. So I read the accounts of the commu
with a very great deal of skepticism—especially the reports a
the breakup of the families. (I felt I knew the Chinese v
enough to know that if any government attempted to break
the family, it could only end in being broken up itself.)

And yet—and this is testimony to the pervasive effect of any
lie if it is reiterated sufficiently—I returned to China in 1964
expecting to see some very disturbing changes. Some reports, df
course, I had dismissed. I could not conceive of any governme
however much it desired to, being able to build enough barra
for five hundred million people within a few weeks. Those sta
ments condemned themselves. But I must admit I expected to
some barracks, some ominous changes in the mood of the peop
at least some indications of brutal treatment. In other words
could not bring myself to believe, in spite of my skepticism, th
these reports that I had been reading had no basis in reali

While in China in 1960, I was able to talk to the ambassadorsg
and staffs of most of the Western and neutral embassies about}
the communes; I had long discussions with well-informed Eu
peans, including technical experts, who had been in China seve ’(
years; I traveled thousands of miles, spent days in communes of
my own choosing; I walked to work with peasants and ate wi
them in their communal dining halls. I found nothing to just
the reports that I had been reading in our press. I also found
that these reports were not credited—indeed were ridiculed—by
the diplomatic representatives of Western countries in China, -

650 MILLION SLAVES 159

It should be pointed out that all the while the stories and
opinions quoted above were appearing in this country, some
factual material on the communes was being published abroad.
These reports were by Canadians, Europeans, and Asians who
wrote from firsthand observation in China.

I would like to offer a few samples of some accounts of the
communes in China which sharply conflicted with what we were
being told in our daily papers (italics mine):

Renée Dumont, Professor of Comparative Agriculture at the
Agronomic Institute, Paris, in an article entitled, “Chinese Agri-

culture”:

Without the active and voluntary participation of the
majority, the mountains would not have been terraced nor
would the terraces have been held in place by gravel, nor
would the gravel have been humped, basket by basket, from
the river beds. It is my impression that the Chinese Party
has succeeded, after due deliberation, in marying its au-
thority to the peasant’s consent, a consent obtained by pro-

tracted explanations.
—Le Monde, Paris, October 12, 1958.

Edward B. Joliffe, lawyer, leader of the Co-operative Com-
monwealth Federation of Ontario:

Having visited such communities this year—and having
entered many a peasant home forty years ago—I am amused
by the story, zealously spread by certain writers from their
posts in Hong Kong and Formosa, that the peasants (five
hundred million of them) are kept in the co-ops by coercion

and terror.
—Maclean’s Magazine, Canada,
November 22, 1958.

An article by Professor Charles Bettleheim of the Sorbonne,
entitled “China’s Economic Growth,” states:

I think that one must first of all recognize that the man-
ner in which Chinese economy and society are developing
Presupposes an essentially energetic direction which can be
neither of a bureaucratic nor of an administrative nature,
nor, still less, come in the shape of pressure from the police
(as some people imagine). Such growth implies great clear-
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ness of thought, a lucid vision of all the possibilities of
development, of the manner in which these possibilities a
interconnected, of the effort which each and every one ig
prepared to make in order to transform these possibilities
into reality. This development also implies that this lucid
vision does not remain the privilege of some people who keep
aloof from the masses, but on the contrary, is shared by the
masses. \,
... Once the masses understand that technique has
nothing mysterious about it, one witnesses the extraordinary
development of enterprises run by local authorities and co-
operatives, one witnesses a real technical revolution coming
from the masses themselves.
—Economic Weekly, Bombay,
November 22, 1958.
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Sir Herbert Read, eminent British poet and art critic, was
China in 1959, Sir Herbert was President of the Institute
Contemporary Arts in London.

The nature of the revolution that has taken place in
China is not yet known to the Western World. . . . It is §
difficult for anyone who has not been to China to realize
that within the year 1958-59 an entirely new form of social
organization came into existence in this country—a form !
that owes little to the Soviet pattern and that may for this
reason be of great significance to other parts of the world. . . .

A commune is distinguished from a collective farm, or a
state farm, in that it is not concerned solely or even pri- §
marily with agricultural products, but is a way of life for
a region. It includes all the small industries on which agri-
culture is immediately dependent, as well as all questions
of trading and supply, education, health, welfare, cultural
amenities and military defence (“home guards”). . . .

I have mentioned autonomy as one of the distinguishing
characteristics of the Chinese commune. . . . Such autonomy
is economic, but in the case of the People’s Commune of
China, it is also political. I made a particular point of clar-
ifying this question, because it is always assumed that com-
munism must be bureaucratic. The communes do receive
visits (about once every two months, and after ten days’
notice) from agricultural and economic (accountancy) ex-
perts sent from Peking or the provincial capital; but the
purpose of these visits is to aid and advise the communes. . . .
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It does not matter what the system is called: it is a living
reality and the Chinese Communist Party itself claims that
it is an entirely new form of social organization ...
what counts more than statistics is the happiness and con-
tentment of the peasants. Their standard of living is still
far below that of Western European standards, but it is
four times as high as it was ten years ago. . . .

—Eastern Horizon, Hong Kong,
September 1g6o.

“A Visit to China” by Sir Cyril Hinshelwood, President of the
Royal Society (Britain’s most eminent scientific body):
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There is much that is tremendously impressive and ad-
mirable in the New China: there is, of course, no doubt
that an upheaval of a farreaching kind has taken place:
there are some aspects of the socialist state which are uncon-
genial to a Westerner: but most of the things for which,
at a distance, I had admired and loved the old China, seemed
to me to be intact, and some indeed appeared to be fostered
more sedulously than ever. China possesses, of course, a com-
munist organization with what most of us here regard as the
inevitable restrictions associated with it. But the Chinese
people never had much personal liberty and it is quite likely
that many of them are now freer in some ways than they
have ever been. And certainly the constructive achievements
are very impressive indeed. . . .

The total picture was warmer and more human than I
had been led to expect. . . .

The commune I visited, I must confess, did not seem
an unhappy sort of place.

—The Oxford Magazine, Oxford,
November 5, 1960.

Dr. Joseph Needham of Cambridge University, eminent his-
torian of Chinese science and a Sinologist, who served during
World War II as scientific attaché to the British Embassy in
Chungking, writing of a trip made to China in 1958:

Current criticisms of the “communes” seems to rest often
enough on limitations of outlook characteristic of highly
industrialized Western societies. People here who dislike the
idea of families eating in restaurants and canteens know
only Western homes provided with gas stoves, electric wash-
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ing machines, etc.—if they had had any experience of the §
slavery of the Chinese woman throughout the ages to the
charcoal or brushwood stove and the primitive water supply
they would understand that the cooperative farm or works
restaurant and the public bath today seem more like heaven
on earth to millions. . . . Emancipation of women to follow.
careers, whether on the farm, railway or factory, or in in
tellectual work, is one of the most remarkable features o
present-day China, as I know from personal contact wit
imnumerable friends all over the country. Nor am I partic
ularly shocked by the idea of restaurants where one does
not have to pay, having enjoyed many a meal under such
conditions in the kibbutzim of Israel as well as in the
educational institutions of my own country. This is a matter
of pride in China today, not of compulsion or regimenta-

tion. . . .
—New Statesman, London, December 20, 1958

From these extracts we can gain an idea of the general ing
pression that the communes made on an internationally know
French agronomist, a Canadian lawyer and politician, a dif
tinguished French economist, a British art critic, one of England}
foremost scientists, and a Cambridge University scholar acknovf
edged throughout the world as in the forefront of living Sino
gists. Each was aware of the complexity and scope of the changg
that the Chinese were attempting to bring about in their society
each was able to examine these endeavors at firsthand; eacl
clearly approached the commune movement with an open attitudg
and with an understanding of the historical circumstances irf
which the Chinese were attempting to solve their age-old problemf
of backwardness and poverty. These men are all acknowledged
experts in their field. While critical of some aspects of the co
munes, they were unanimous in their judgment that the co
munes had achieved much. If there are features that characteri
each of these accounts, it is fairmindedness and a balanced jud
ment. !

Let us now turn from these examinations of a social pheno
enon affecting half a billion people to a description of the com
munes presented by one of our own leading China experts, Mr;
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A. Doak Bamett. Mr. Barnett is frequently cited as an authority
on China; his contributions are sought by leading periodicals; his
book Communist China and Asia is considered in America as a
standard reference book.> Mr. Barnett has not been to China for
more than fourteen years—through no fault of his own. He has
not been able to examine the working of the communes as the
others have, to learn about them at firsthand. Some of the men we
have quoted—and a host of others equally well qualified—had
provided firsthand reports of what they had seen in China by the
time Mr. Bamett wrote his book.

This, in part, is how Mr. Bamett describes the communes he
has never seen, and I invite the reader to compare what he says
with the extracts that we quoted above:

The communes have portentous implications for China’s
future. Economically, they represent an audacious attempt
to organize and mobilize the entire rural population behind
a regimented, intensive campaign to develop both agricul-
ture and rural industry, They have greatly expanded the
labor force that the regime can control. . . .

Perhaps the most startling features of the communes have
been the social innovations. If carried through to their
logical conclusion, these will give Peking a degree of political
control over the Chinese population which is almost Or-
wellian, . . . Meals are to be eaten in communal mess
halls rather than in the home. Children are to be put into
communal nurseries, which ultimately are to become full-
time boarding institutions. Old people are to be put into
special homes for the aged. The many functions which
women have traditionally performed at home—sewing and
weaving as well as child care and cooking—are to be taken
over by the commune. . . . Where practicable, the rural
population is to be rehoused either in new villages or in
special barracks-like buildings. . . .

. . . all of these measures are undermining the traditional
role of the Chinese family.

The decision to embark upon the communization pro-
gram is perhaps the Chinese Communists’ biggest gamble
to date. In treating the Chinese people callously, imper-

3 Published for the Council on Foreign Relations by H & Brothers,
New York, 1960. by Hamper
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sonally, and ruthlessly, as raw material to be organized
manipulated by the state for its own purpose, they

be going too far, even for a totalitarian regime. . . .

In my book Awakened China, I gave some detailed descripti
of communes [ visited in 1960 and how the peasants could hard§
believe what I was saying when I asked them about the “sep
tion of the families.” Edgar Snow had the same experience:

Near the civic center I inspected several new brick hom
Most residents were in the fields, but before a two-ro
cottage I met a lady of sixty-five working in her tiny gardej
of sunflowers and cabbages. She invited me in for tea ang
I sat beside a fine old Chinese table, several chairs an
teak chest. . . . The furniture had been acquired du
the division of land—and landlord’s furniture.

Rice simmered in a pot over a new brick cook st
in the tiny vestibule; water was available from a new w
Here the old lady lived with her son and daughter-in-l
both of them at work. . . .

“You do the family cooking?”

“A little breakfast for everyone, yes. The children eaf
where they work. We have supper together in our teag
dining room. It’s great blessing, being able to take mealf
outside.”

“In what way?”

“Aiyal In every way. No scrambling for fuel, preparing
food, dish washing, pot washing, smoking up the house
Of course the cooking is not always the best. When w¢
get tired of it we eat at home.” X

“Was there ever any attempt to make your son ang
daughter-in-law live apart, in separate barracks—to dividd
men from women?” |

My question had to be repeated and explained by th
interpreter. The old lady looked at me in astonishmenty
Of course not. Could that be “human™? She wanted t
know if it was practiced in my country.”

These sources I have cited, reporting in such sharp contras
to what some of our own press and specialists were saying, onl
scratch the surface of reliable information that was publish

8 Communist China and Asia, pp. 24-25.
7 The Other Side of the River, p. 449.
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abroad in those early days of the communal system. Prominent
visitors from many Western countries and in every conceivable
field, who went to China at the time, returned home and wrote
and spoke about what was taking place—scientists and industrial-
ists, scholars and doctors, writers and painters, bankers and econo-
mists. And whatever their criticisms, they described China and
the newly established communes in much the same manner as
the men I have just quoted. Yet, with rare exception, daily
newspapers in the U.S. did not avail themselves of the opportu-
nity to use such reports.

The press in our country was right in recognizing the commune
movement as something of profound importance, and that it
created many fundamental changes in the life of the people con-
cemed. It was undoubtedly right in assuming that not all the
peasants of China supported these changes with enthusiasm; but
it was wrong in concluding that the commune movement was
imposed on the mass of the people against their will; it was proven
wrong when it continually speculated that a “revolt” of the
peasants was likely—for it didn’t happen; it was wrong in report-
ing that the five hundred million peasants had been herded into
barracks (I must repeat that I have yet to meet any reporter or
observer who was in China who claims he has seen these barracks,
or a foreign embassy official in Peking who gives this story any
credence).

We must therefore conclude that on dll essential questions con-
cerning the communes, the general impression conveyed by our
press and our experts was misleading. Rumors were reported as
fact. Reports by refugees were far too heavily relied on. The
conditions that gave rise to the communes and the basic agricul-
tural problems that required solution were never adequately
analyzed. Accounts of the communes were exaggerated, and the
little interpretation that was attempted was meaningless because
it was itself based on inadequate or erroneous information.

It was in this manner that the American people were informed
about an event of extraordinary significance and complexity that
affected a very large proportion of the people of our world.
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II. The Exquisite China of the Past

A theme running through many of the press accounts abou
the communes is the “destruction” not only of the family, buf
“traditional society.” Distress at the departure of ancient valu
was expressed by Mr. Tillman Durdin in an article contribut
to the Atlantic Monthly in December 1959:

Methods have been ruthless, devious, and destructive
traditional human values. .

Overturning the old social order, based on Confucian
precepts of family loyalties, filial piety, respect for age, sus
premacy of male over female; and veneration for ancestory;
and tradition, the Communists have reshaped China’s m
lions. . . .

W. W. Rostow expressed the same misgivings about Comm
nist designs on tradition four years before the communes we
begun:

. the major effort of the Communist regime has u
questionably been to strike at the foundations of tra
tional Chinese society. . . . The Legalist concept, whi
has been present, but generally muted, in Chinese societyf

for almost two millenniums, is now again attempting t0#
destroy the age-old, generous, humane moderate tradition

The image of the Chinese as a humane and generous peoplej
for many years was powerfully implanted in the American mind,
Mr. Harold Isaacs, in a study of American attitudes toward th
Chinese people, found that by a large majority of a representatlv
panel, there was recurring mention of the Chinese as a supenot;,
people,” and of: :

China’s ancient and great culture; a beautiful, wonderful;
cohesive culture; its great cmhzatlon a bond of ancient.
traditions; a culture devoted to the arts and sciences; . . .
great respect for Chinese thought, Chinese architecture, cu

8 The Prospects for Communist China_(published jointly by the Technology
Press of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and John Wiley and Sons. g
Inc., New York, 1954), pp. 118-19.
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. the wise old Chinese; a great and noble

toms, mores . .
9

race; a people highly cultured for many centuries. .
These deeply implanted images in the minds of Americans who
had not been exposed to the realities of Chiang’s China were
profoundly shaken when the Communists took power, and they
were finally shattered at the time of the Korean conflict when it
was discovered that these humane, wise Chinese, whom we
thought of in terms of philosophic calm and patience, as “un-
mechanical” and artistic, could fly jets and handle artillery and
were able to fight our Army to a standstill. The old image vanished
and in its place, as Isaacs reported in his book, there came a quite
different one. The principal ingredient of this new image of the
Chinese was the idea of their vast numbers; we began to think
of them in terms of the “human sea,” the “expendable hordes,”
“the faceless mass,” “fanaticism,” “cruelty,” “treachery,” and the
picture of them as an urbane, humorous, likable people, deeply
attached to ancient traditions, gradually vanished from our mind.
Neither of these oversimplified concepts of the Chinese, of
course, has any validity, but the earlier, idealized, image was suf-
ficiently ingrained in our consciousness and was there for so long,
that many could only relinquish it with pain and remember it
with nostalgia.

No people—and I do not apologize for repeating this so often—
can be understood except in terms of their own history. If we
are to understand the Chinese of today we must relate them to a
Past that is real and not to a past that is unreal. We should heed
these words of Professor Keith M. Buchanan, of the University
of Wellington, New Zealand, who was in China in 1958 when the
communes were in their first stages of development and who re-
ported afterward:

. . . if we want to understand the almost feverish energy
and the dedication with which the people of China are
throwing themselves into this gigantic task of economic
development, we must keep in our minds a picture of old
China—not the China of exquisite jade carving and golden-

® Harold R. Isaacs, Scratches on Our Minds, p. 89.
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roofed pagodas and elegant scholarship, but a counisg

of poverty and exploitation. A country where children wif
swollen bellies died by the wayside, and the peasants g
roots and grass; a country where the collapse of the 1
Revolution left the peasant and factory worker at
mercy of a rapacious ruling class; a country where th
between the rulers and the ruled was so great that !
billion of American aid failed to ensure the survival of
corrupt and despised regime.1® ’

In the course of thousands of articles, hundreds of editori
and so-called expert analyses, American readers rarely have
reminded of what China was really like. Newspaper experts
Mr. Durdin, scholars like Mr. Rostow, and their colleagues
write movingly about the “social order, based on Confucian
cepts of family loyalties, filial piety, . .. and veneration
ancestors”; the “age-old, generous, humane moderate traditio
and so on; but they remain silent regarding the unspeakable
ditions which the Chinese were attempting to eradicate—and §
which Professor Buchanan from New Zealand reminds us.
They failed to relate the Chinese revolution and the comm
development to the real China of the past—if they had done 8§
they might have understood, and helped us to understand, whi

point. Mr. Richard Walker, for instance, as long ago as 1955 (threj
years before the communes) was saying that the purpose of thy
1950 distribution of land to the peasants was “all too clear. Firs§
complete destruction of the traditional pattern of rural life. . . .
Indeed it was! And anyone who knows what that “traditiona
pattern of rural life” was like would say: And why not!

As a newspaper and magazine writer, Mr. Jack Belden s
many years in China before 1949, traveling widely through thd
country areas. In his famous book, China Shakes the World,

10“The Many Faces of China,” Monthly Review, New York, (May 195
11 Ching Under Communism—The First Five Years, p. 137.
12 New York: Harper, 1949.
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Mr. Belden gives us a vivid picture of the realities of life in
China:

Have you ever considered what it means to be a Chinese
in the interior of North China? Almost completely out-
side the influences of modern science and twentieth-century
culture, the peasant was a brutal, blundering backwoods-
man. He had never seen a movie, never heard a radio,
never iddden in a car. He had never owned a pair of
leather shoes, nor a toothbrush and seldom a piece of
soap. . . .

A) characteristic North China peasant proverb was the
following: “Husks and vegetable peelings are foodstuffs for
half a year.” Truly startling revelation! It meant that the
peasant could not even eat grain under the old rule, but
only the grain shells or husks. . . .

The average consumption of millet, from what peasants
in the poorer areas of North China told me, used to be
two and fourfifths bushels a year. In the richer grain-pro-
ducing areas it was only four bushels a year.

Rich area or poor area, the consumption of meat for
the average farmer was only one and one-third pounds a
year. Just about the weight of a good T-bone steak you
might gobble down at one sitting.

In the cotton-producing areas, farmers used to get two
and two-thirds pounds of cotton cloth and the same amount
of raw cotton a year per person. In the areas where cotton
was not produced, a man got only one pound of cloth
and a half a pound of cotton.

Figures. But those figures spelled tragedy for the peasant.
A man used to be lucky to have rags. Suits were often
shared between two and three people. When a father went
out, he would put on the family pair of pants and leave
his daughter naked on the bed. A man and wife would split
a pair of pants between them. No wonder in North Shansi
women did not go out into the fields.

. . . The Chiang regime could not reform as long as
it dared not attack the landlords. And it dared not attack
the landlords because in essence it represented feudalism
itself,

What do we mean by feudalism? Technically speaking,
the name is incorrect. And certain learned philosophers,
both Chinese and foreign, have taken great pains to point
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robbed of his wife’s caresses and his children’s laughter,
suddenly rose with an impassioned thrill and, under the
threat of death itself, began to demand land and revenge.’

out that feudalism does not exist in China because th
is no serfdom; that is, men can sell their labor freely.
is true that China abolished this formal type of feudalisy
many years ago, just as it is true that the penetration f‘(
the West destroyed the self-sufficient natural economy of thj
centralized feudal society and placed much of Chinese liff
under the demands of a money economy, though with fey
progressive results, as we have seen. But this manner
looking at the problem of China is academic in the
treme and takes no cognizance of the feudal remnar
that exercise such an important role in the lives, though
customs, habits and emotions of the people. In abolishi
serfdom, the Chinese did not entirely do away with
power of the landlord to conscript labor, to jail debtors
to control the life and even death of his tenants; it did n
completely abolish child slavery, the custom of buying an
selling girls nor the system of concubinage or forced mag
riage. All of these conditions are irrevocably bound up wi
the rule of the landlords and the gentry. . . . ‘
The institutions of slave girls, concubinage and force
marriage were also irrevocably tied to the landlord systes§
All the fine Kuomintang laws on this subject were m
ingless unless landlordism itself were abolished. Slave g
not only worked in landlord homes in the interior, but
bought by merchants and shipped to Shanghai where th
were forced to become prostitutes or, if too ugly, factory
girls. In this they had no choice, being bound over to tif
party who had contract to their bodies. Far from helpi
to end this system, the revolutionary army of Chiang Ka#
shek helped to perpetuate it. In various Kuomintang armyg
headquarters I have seen with my own eyes officers call
the local gentry and ask their aid in securing young girls f6§
their use as long as they were in the territory. The girls, ‘%
obtained, were not prostitutes, but generally the virg
daughters of poor farmers. . . .
If the villages behind Chiang Kai-shek’s lines remain
comparatively peaceful, that was only because the peasa
was awaiting leadership and an opportunity to rise.
For this simple man, bomn to tenant, feudal slavery,
an overworked and crowded plot of ground, stunned inf{
obedience beneath the grasping landlord’s hand, disp
sessed from his land by crooked deals and savage violen

In examining, as I have had to do for purposes of this work,
the innumerable references to the communes in books, in the
press, in speeches, in scholarly essays, I was struck by the very
great contrast in the tone of voice customarily used when speak-
ing about the communes—or the Chinese revolution generally—
to the tone of voice adopted when discussing the conditions of
China under Chiang Kai-shek. This is worth examining, for it
tells us much,

Mr. Richard Walker, for example, in his book China Under
Communism—~The First Five Years, uses these charged words and
phrases in his introduction alone: “masters” (three times); “fa-
natically”; “inhumanity”; “unbelievable cost in terms of human
and cultural destruction”; “ruthless”; “people . . . eliminated”;
“submit abjectly to total control”; “new Chinese despotism.” On
other pages of this book he suggests that the Chinese people
were “kept in an almost perpetual state of mass hypnosis” (p. 77);
in addition, “mass mobilization and mass hypnotism” (p. 99);
“cost in terms of brutality and human suffering” (p. 127); “Under
Mao’s government fear has crept into every soul” (p. 214); “the
floods of 1954 offered one more opportunity for instilling terror”
(p. 231); “Machiavelli” (p. 241).

A scholar of Dr. Robert North’s considerable reputation uses
these words in one of his studies: “communist engine of frightful
Proportions”; “diabolically”; “high cost to freedom and dignity”;
“.Bf)]shevik supervisors”; “brutally clear”; “Machiavellian” (several
Fines); “regimentation”; “slavish efficiency”; “totalitarian cur-
taing 14

And John King Fairbank of Harvard employed such termi-
Nology as: “totalitarian monster,” and quoted another writer’s
Teference to the Chinese as “blue ants.”s
3 1bid,, pp. )

;4 MOSCOEJP(IT:;%Z?YI@SZ Communists.

P5 The United States and China (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
1css, 1958), P. 315.
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ueyil” about the government of Mao Tse-tung, uses far gentler
words about a phony 1948 currency reform. By means of this
“reform,” Chiang and his officials—before retreating to Taiwan—
all but squeezed the remaining savings of gold, jewelry, and
foreign currency from the middle class, netting themselves the
equivalent of about two hundred million American dollars. With-
out mentioning the corruption involved in this deal, or the
cynicism with which it was executed, the professor describes it as
a currency reform “which collapsed.”

It is also interesting to note certain changes made in some of
Professor Fairbank’s earlier criticisms of Chiang’s actions. For ex-

This list could be continued, but enough has been quoted
indicate the intensity of moral and human indignation wh
even scholars felt when they addressed themselves to developmenf
in Communist China. The point I wish to make is that scholaj
and apparently others, as far as I have found, felt no such mo f
outrage when considering conditions in prerevolutionary Chi ‘»’
It is extraordinary to me to see with what understanding a‘
detachment they were able to view the China of Chiang ¢
shek.
Unlike Professor Fairbank, Mr. Richard Harris of The Tim#§
of London has been twice to Communist China. He lived an

worked in China many years before 1949. He totally rejects t4 l ample, on pages 1go-g1 of the 1948 edition of his widely read
“ants” description of the Chinese. Speaking on the B.B.C. 3 ; book The United States and China, we read that
February 1961, Mr. Harris begins a discussion with the authg

. : L« 1 & . Chiang was able by military force and political ma-
Mr. Nicholas Wollaston, with these words: “People who, mpulatlon to take over the leadership of the revolution and

writing or talking about China, refer to ‘the ant-state’ or ‘]
organization of ants’ seem to me to have no feeling at all
what the Chinese are like. Whatever one’s views are about orgafh
zation, the people who are being organized are not, and nev§
have been, ants.” To this Mr. Wollaston, who has also been
Communist China, replied: “I absolutely agree. . . .” '

Mr. Walker has a range of epithets to describe the Commun
regime, yet when it comes to what I consider the unspeaka
conditions of exploitation and misery of the Chinese peasants 4
Chiang’s time he refers calmly to the “malpractices of some of tig
large landowners.” Dr. North, who talks of the Communists wif
high moral indignation, is able to write with admirable restraij
when on page 202 of his study he finds it necessary to C\’lth‘_‘
Chiang, “Unfortunately,” says this China specialist, “the integri]
and efficiency of Chiang Kai-shek’s government were open to!
measure of legitimate criticism.” And later, on page 240, Nor,
notes that Mao’s victory in 1949 was accomplished “partly "'
virtue of China’s wartime confusion, weakness, and disillusiof§
ment, partly through exploitation of Kuomintang madeq
cies. . . .” (my emphases).

Professor Fairbank, who uses such words as “monster”

consolidate his position. He treacherously crushed the vig-
orous labor movement in Shanghai. . . . The new Nanking
Government expelled the Chinese Communists from  its
ranks and instituted a nation-wide white terror to sup-
press the Communist revolution.

In the 1958 edition (p. 176), Chiang no longer treacherously
crushed, but merely crushed what is now described as the Com-
munist-led labor movement. Chiang no longer instituted a nation-
wide white terror to suppress the Communist revolution but a
nation-wide effort.

Though it is a well-recorded fact that Chiang did indeed in-
stitute an appalling slaughter of what had been his former associ-
ates (see for instance the description in the New York Times
of the “ruthless slaughter” in Canton, quoted in Chapter 3),
the 1958 edition of Professor Fairbank’s book substitutes for
another reference to the “white terror” (p. 192) the phrase (p.
177) “military campaigns.”

And finally, the New Frontier'’s own Professor W. W. Rostow,
In his Prospects for Communist China, who on page 27 finds
the Communist land reform “often bloody” and “ruthlessly ex-

Ccuted,” four pages earlier described Chiang’s wholesale massacres
ACI\G
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of his former Communist associates in 1927 in very restra
words. “Chiang,” says Rostow, “completed the removal of
Communists from the KMT structure, killed many Comm
leaders, and did what he could to destroy the Communist o
ization. . . . Six pages prior to this, Rostow discussed
“chronic financial corruption in the KMT” which was “in
testable” with no discernible note of moral disapproval and
apparently saw it primarily in terms of placing Chiang in “
ward circumstances.” (emphasis mine).

“Awkward circumstances,” “inadequacies,” “open to a mea
of legitimate criticism,” “malpractices”—it is almost always
such restrained terms that our academic experts write about
corrupt and vicious regime of Chiang Kai-shek. This is as
leading to the public as the general press reporting. No one ré
ing the later works of these experts would find an adequate pic
of the regime which the great masses of the Chinese cam
loathe and which they finally rejected-—a regime supported
narrow and selfish upper class whose main preoccupation was
retention of its position of power and privilege. No student
learn from the books of these scholars the depth of the animos
which Chiang had aroused, nor the level of degradation to w]
the ordinary Chinese had for so long been reduced.’®

To remind ourselves of these realities we must turn to the w
of Theodore H. White and Annalee Jacoby—written at a tim
greater frankness about Chiang’s China:

. « . the civilization of China in our own times, restg
on the effective enslavement of the common man. He w§

vention that made him prey to superstition, pestilence, 2 3
the mercy of his overlords. He shivered in winter, hung
in famine, often died of the simple hardship of his d

18] am here referring primarily to American scholars writing since 194
Journalists, writers, and correspondents provided American readers with. %
counts of conditions under Chiang—e.g., Belden, Peck, White, Stowe. Siff§
1949 these accounts by American writers have been reduced to the meti§
trickle. The best and most comprehensive firsthand account of Comm
China by an American is Edgar Snow’s The Other Side of the River,
lished in 1962.
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life before he reached maturity. On this base rested the
thinnest conceivable superstructure of a leisure class that
profited by the peasant’s toil and preserved for posterity
the learning and graces it had inherited from antiquity.l?

17 Thunder Out of China, p. 20.



Chapter 9

MR. ALSOP’S CHINA

To several million readers the thoughts, observations, and jut
ments of Mr. Joseph Alsop help to make up their pictu
the world they live in. Three times each week from coast to cg
go his columns entitled “Matter of Fact.” Alsop is a columr
with 2 mission and a hope. His mission—to wam his countrym
of impending calamities; his hope—that he will be able to arot§
us to our danger before it is too late. :
To Mr. Alsop the Chinese Communists are an embodiment:
all that is evil and brutal. Year after year his “Matter of Fad]
columns have pointed out the monstrous catastrophe that has l‘f
fallen the Chinese people.
I do not know Mr. Alsop and I have no reason at all to dott
that he writes his columns and articles with a very high sense §
duty to the American public. For more than ten years he has bef§
writing of the dangers that China has presented to our securif§
and interests. As early as 1953 he was hinting at the most om
possibilities.
Mr. Alsop’s warning: Southeast Asia has everything that}
China needs. The rice, the rubber, the minerals, timber
and petroleum. . . .
Southeast Asia will still be soft and virtually under
fended two years from now. . . . "

Unchallengeable Chinese military power; an acutel ;
painful problem in China; a wonderfully easy solution o
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that problem across undefended borders . .. such is
likely to be an explosive combination in Asia in the
rather near future. . . .
—October 12, 1953.
As a matter of fact: China has not yet moved into South-
east Asia. The “explosive combination” of ten years ago
has not yet exploded.

Mr. Alsop’s warning: On June 6, 1954, Mr. Alsop, with
his brother Stewart, was telling his readers that the
Chinese Communist government “is preparing to pick
up Indo-China”; and reported Chen Yi's “fall from power
and favor.”

As a matter of fact: China never “picked up” Indo-China;
Chen Yi today is Foreign Minister.

Mr. Alsop’s warning: . . . [There is] the clear possibility, al-
most verging on the likelihood, that the United States
will end by having to fight an atomic war for Formosa’s
off-shore islands.

—March 3, 1955.

As a matter of fact: There was no war, atomic or otherwise.

Mr. Alsop’s warning: The scheme of the communes is frankly
intended to transform the whole countryside of China
into a series of slave farms, of a character without any
modern parallel.

The probable horrors of this new phase in China go be-
yond the bounds of normal imagination . . . it is a
reasonable forecast that the Communist massacres will
pass a hundred million human beings.

. One way to relieve China’s internal pressures, di-
minish the need for massacres and ease the situation gen-
erally is to add the resources of China’s rich neighbors to
the southward to China’s own inadequate resources. And
in these circumstances it is unwise to ignore the possi-
bility that the attack on the off-shore islands is the first,
tentative, venture of a much more ambitious scheme of
conquest.

—October 6, 1958.

As a matter of fact: Havmg (unlike Mr. Alsop) been to
many communes in China I believe the description of
them as “slave farms” has no basis in actuality.

There have been no “massacres” in the communes and
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there are Western experts who believe that the exis
ence of the communes’ administrations made equitabl
distribution of supplies possible during the food short
period and prevented famine conditions.

No attempt has been made to “add the resources
China’s rich neighbors to the southward.”

. Alsop’s warning: . . . the present labor corvees co
prise close to 100,000,000 people. In other words, th
number of Chinese currently engaged in forced labo
is a good deal more than half the population of
United States. . . . ,

—January 4, 1959

As a matter of fact: For this statement no sources an

quoted except nameless “official analysts.” I do no
believe that anyone who has seriously studied develog

ments in China at firsthand would support this view.

. Alsop’s warning: Among the tiny number of Amen
cans who know the factors in the problem there is alm
breathless excitement about the rebellion in Tibet.
can, they say, shake the Chinese Communist regi
vastly more profoundly than the rebellion in Hungary
shook the Soviet regime. . . . The strain of the Comd
munes plus the strain of Tibet can just imaginably eq
a general explosion.

: —April 10, 1959

As a matter of fact: There were no indications that the

gime was “shaken”; there has been no general explosio

Mr. Alsop’s warning: On this date he told his readers thaljg
the Chinese were reduced to dining on afterbirths. 8
—May 12, 196
As a matter of fact: It is now generally acknowledged tha
there was a serious food shortage in China but no fan

ine.

Mr. Alsop’s warning: [Will] China explode as a result of th
ruthless experiment?

When any government has embarked upon a cours
that appears to require tens of millions of human sac
fices a year, one must surely consider the possibility of§
failure. . .

. in ten years the individual ration will be raised t
. « « 1,500 calories per day. . . . ‘
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To this blood-chilling resume, one must add . . . testi-
mony from the Chinese mainland [pointing] to a serious
breakdown . . . of the public discipline of the drilled,
intimidated people.

—May 17, 1961.

As a matter of fact: The Chinese regime has not “failed.”

There have been no human sacrifices. The average ra-

tion is now far above 1,500 calories per day and rising.

(See Chapter 6, “The Starving Chinese.”) There has

not, as far as we know, been any breakdown of public
discipline.

Mr. Alsop’s warning: The Chinese Communist govemment
is now providing the Chinese people with a national
diet averaging 6oo calories per day. . . .

—September 13, 1961.

As a matter of fact: Medically this makes no sense.! The
Chinese would all now be dead. There are still
700,000,000 of them left.

Mr. Alsop’s warning: . . . the Chinese masses are now receiv-
ing a nationwide average of 1,300 to 1,6c0 calories per
day. ...

. . . this being the case, the figures raise the question
whether Communist China is not caught in a remorse-
lessly descending spiral from which a vast upheaval of
some sort is the only likely way of escape.

—April 13, 1962.

. . . the evidence is clear that Communist China is
now suffering from an acute generalized industrial break-
down. . ..

Once again . . . the question has to be asked whether
Communist China is not caught in a remorselessly de-

scending spiral.
—April 16, 1962.
As a matter of fact: Food production up; industrial produc-
tion up; international trade up. No descending spiral,
remorseless or otherwise,

;3218@ Food and Nutrition Board of the U. S. National Research Council
(tw
DePartment of Agriculture, World Almanac, New York, 1962.)

709 calories as the minimum for the maintenance of a thirteen-pound
0- to six-month-old) baby! (Home and Garden Bulletin No. 72, U. S.
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China was caught in a “remorselessly descending spiral”; each year
“growing hungrier and hungrier and producing less and less.” He
thought this downward spiral might even be “self-perpetuating.”
If the harvest in 1962 was good the spiral might be reversed,
but he saw little hope of this. In fact, he rather suspected that the
downward spiral itself “almost forbids a generous harvest.”

The initial “down-twist” began with the “most megalomaniac
proclamations” ever heard from the Chinese leaders. This was
when the communes were organized—‘vast, drilled rural slave-
labor camps, each comprising 30,000 to 40,000 peasants, in which
at the outset even love was supposed to be rationed, with husbands
and wives sleeping in different communal dormitories.” (He gave
no such description of the communes for the more scholarly read-
ers of the China Quarterly.)

The second phase of China’s “plunge into misery” led the leaders
to reverse many of their policies. All capital construction was
stopped. Output from existing plants suffered a “vertiginous drop”
without parallel in any other country since World War II. By the
winter of 1962 industrial production in China “was expertly
estimated” at no more than 30 percent capacity.

In the countryside there was a corresponding retreat, almost
a rout, with the communes being “dismantled and dismembered.”
As far as food was concerned, Mr. Alsop thought that in the
“late winter of 1962” the average diet level was from 1300 to
1600 calories a day. He didn’t think the peasants could have been
so “hideously undernourished” for three years on end so he says,
“we may guess” that by the end of 1959 the average diet level
Was about 1800 calories a day and that it dropped after that.

Those, therefore, were the main features of the second down-
bwist in the spiral. It was “far more terrible” than the first. During
the first down-twist the peasants had to “pay with misery” for
Industrial growth. On the second down-twist industry itself “fell
Into ruin.” Unless China was rescued by a good harvest (which
he had already said was unlikely) an even more terrible third
down-twist was to be expected.

Discussing the exodus of refugees and the military buildup
38ainst Chiang Kai-shek’s possible landing, Mr. Alsop thought

Mr, Alsop’s warning: THE COMING EXPLOSION IN RED CHIN.
heading of his article in The Saturday Evening P
—August 11, 196

As a matter of fact: Still no explosion in sight. b
This article in The Saturday Evening Post—“The Coming ¥
plosion in Red China”—is worth examining in some detail.
tually the same article, in an extended form, appeared um
another title, “On China’s Descending Spiral,” in the July-
tember 1962 issue of the China Quarterly, a leading Westd
journal addressed principally to scholars and specialists in
China field. A number of passages in both articles were identid
others were identical except for a phrase or a few words; #
theme was the same in both. 4
Mr. Alsop paints a very grisly picture of the conditions in Chig
and what he believed lay in store for the Chinese people. Usi§
mostly The Saturday Evening Post article, we can summarize
Alsop’s views as follows: ]
The serious plight of Communist China raises a basic politid
question: Are there any limits at all to the sufferings that a pol§
state can inflict on the people they have in their grip? Remeé
bering Stalin, some people might think there are no such limf
but Mr. Alsop believes that there is a point beyond which
would be dangerous to push the Chinese people. He points ¢
that Mao could much more easily attain his ambition to ma]
China into a military-industrial giant if there were fewer peof
in China. But suppose, he says, that an order went out to sef
half of China’s six hundred million to the slaughter houses (}
the China Quarterly the figure used was onethird) and ti
another order was given to “compost the 300,000,000 plus corp§

Mao, Mr. Alsop asks, really rely on his orders being. carried 0‘_'“
He thinks not, and this shows that there is a point beyor
which it would become dangerous for Mao to inflict suffering '
his people. The question then arises whether China may not #
ready be moving toward the “explosion point.” ]
It seemed clear to Mr. Alsop when he wrote his article
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these developments “much less ominous” than an order tha
percent of the people of China’s cities must be sent back to
countryside. To have between fifteen and thirty million pe
shifting for themselves in a countryside “already deep in miser
was like loose parts rattling about in machinery already da
ously out of order.

The reason for China’s downward spiral, Mr. Alsop trac
the fact that Mao was attempting to follow a pattem of {
dustrialization set by Stalin. Stalin got away with it because
standard of living in Russia was higher and could drop 5o per
and still have a safety margin. China had no safety margin at a§
Mao as a result pushed his people “far below a bearable suf
sistence level” and the result was “catastrophic.” We can in
that it was catastrophic because whereas Stalin never hesitated
he strode to his goal “through rivers of blood,” Mao soon qua
and began desperately to try to repair the damage he had do
and this was not because he was “either more humane or l¢
ruthless” than Stalin, :

These attempts to correct a disastrous situation, Mr. Alsop saj
have failed. The depression of the living standard of the Chinef§
in 1959 was “like stoving a huge hole in the bottom of a boal

(The idea of a hole in the bottom of a boat was develop
further in the China Quarterly version. Before mentioning tH
hole in the boat, Mr. Alsop said that the “plunge into misery”
the Chinese peasants in 1959 was “different in character frof
the plunge into misery” of the Russian peasants in 1929. “It hi#
the same kind of difference as a benign and a malignant tumd}
It went vastly further. It was very much more terrible, causit§
Mao to quail where Stalin had not quailed.” It is at this poi
that Mr. Alsop suggested that the Chinese leaders were like peopf
trying to lighten their boat by throwing just about everythisk
overboard to lighten it—but the boat continued to sink lowf
in the water. It could now be lightened only by throwing
passengers overboard as well—in other words, by deliberate
reducing China’s population.)

Coming back to The Saturday Evening Post version, we ne
find Mr. Alsop showing how even the return of tiny plots of lang

be the
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to the peasants for their private use led to terrible results. Accord-
ing to Mr. Alsop, one-quarter of all available fertilizer in China is
human excrement. As even the most rigorous police state “cannot
control the individual’s disposition of his own excrement,” the
peasants naturally used it on the privately owned plots of ground.
Mr. Alsop asks us to imagine what happened when more than a
quarter of the available fertilizer supply was used on only half of
1 percent of the usable land. He gave this private use of human
excrement as one of the reasons for the bad harvests.

Mr. Alsop believed that the Chinese population had stopped
growing and was possibly even declining, because of the des-
perately low level of nourishment.? In fact, he thought this popu-
lation decline was Mao’s best hope. His problems would be greatly
simplified if the population was massively reduced. “If Mao can
just hang on somehow while the people he leads are reduced by
something like a quarter,” he might yet win through, though at
the cost of 150,000,000 lives. This is quite a possible solution but
something would break “before a quarter of the Chinese are ex-
terminated by their government’s own acts.”

Before a quarter of the population is exterminated, the regime

itself might collapse—a palace revolution might bring in a new set
of Communist leaders. But Mr. Alsop thinks this is unlikely. It is
more probable that Mao will continue on, “battening down a
hatch here and making a concession there and hoping for an
uptumn.” (China Quarterly) But if this hope comes to nothing, a
breakdown of the entire system might occur. No Western nation
in modem times has experienced the “nadir of wretchedness”

(China Quarterly) which is the present condition of China. The

System might break down in China; and if the army rallied to the
People the system would break down.

*In an interview with Edgar Snow, reported in the New York Times of

cbruary 3, 1964, Mr. Chou En-lai indicated that the very opposite might

964,
tmth—tiat far from a declining population growth the Chinese

bovernment is faced with the problem of an increasing growth. After speak-
ng with approval of the Japanese achievement in reducing their rate of pop-

ation growth to 1 percent, Mr. Chou gave reasons as to why the Chinese

:’e not likely to be able to equal this within the next few years: “For
cimple, with improved living conditions over the past two years, our rate
mcrease again rose to 2.5 percent!”
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. . . They all give food shortage and the general discom-
fort of life as their reason for coming. None of the refugees
has claimed political asylum, or said that he was escaping
from the Communist regime as such. That many would
welcome the opportunity to go to Taiwan . . . is doubtful.

“All, indeed, is uncertain except one thing: China’s desces
ing spiral cannot continue unendingly without causing at
one of the three kinds of breakdown” outlined in the a

That, I believe, is a fair summary of Mr. Alsop’s article, “
Coming Explosion in Red China.”

The basic hypothesis on which Mr. Alsop’s argument w
grounded, the raison d’étre, as it were, of the entire exercise,
soon disproved by events. g

Shortly after the article appeared, the food shortage in Chig
was generally acknowledged to have eased, industrial productic§
was again moving upward, and foreign trade statistics shows
that China’s commerce was once more expanding. Within a s «C
while a high British official reported after his visit to Peking th
effective organization for the distribution of food had preventd
starvation, that conditions were improving, that national econo ;,&‘
development was going forward again; and this general ass
ment was confirmed by The Times of London. But if Mr. Alsd
replies that this information was not available to him before 1§
wrote his article, but only afterward, then let us point out some
the evidence which was available long before his piece appea: ,”
which might have suggested to him that perhaps his basic surmi
was erroneous.

Three months before the Alsop article appeared in The Saturdd
Evening Post, the British government announced officially in the
House of Commons that the refugees arriving in Hong Kon
showed no signs of malnutrition (and this would hardly indica'
they had reached a “nadir of wretchedness”). About the samy
time the authoritative Far Eastern Economic Review, which
is published weekly in Hong Kong, included in its issue of May 24
an article by Colina MacDougall discussing the question of thy
refugees. She had written:

Food shortage and discomfort—that was indeed a reality; but
surely a far cry from the “plunge into misery”—very much more
terrible than the Russian, so terrible that it caused “Mao to quail
where Stalin had not quailed”! There are other facts that might
have given Mr. Alsop pause. The average nutritional level in
China, even during the food shortage, was significantly higher
than in India, but no one was suggesting that India was on the
point of “exploding.” Following a trip to Southeast Asia and
Hong Kong, on July 31, 1962, a Scripps-Howard correspondent
reported that “there is not one shred of evidence known to the
West that famine threatens Communist China.” In addition, the
Reuters dispatches from China, while reporting food shortages,
failed to make any mention of the coming explosion Mr. Alsop
was predicting with such certainty. There was also Professor Gil-
bert Etienne’s very careful and sober analysis of conditions in
China (see page 115), based on his own direct observations.
These reports and others might have suggested to Mr. Alsop
that things in China were not as desperate as he believed.

In the subsequent issue of the China Quarterly there appeared
ten “commentaries” on Alsop’s essay by China “specialists.” They
took up thirty-four pages. They were full of the normal academic
solemnities. Seven of the ten were scholars working in the United
States or Britain; two were British correspondents; one was a Euro-
Pcan “news analyst” working out of Hong Kong. Of the ten,
to the best of my knowledge, only one had ever set foot in China
since 1949. Michael Lindsay of American University in Wash-
Ington had worked with the Communists in North China during
World War IT and returned there—his most recent visit—for a
brief period in 1954. Several of the ten gave general support to
Alsop’s thesis; some hedged, partly agreeing and partly not; some
Voiced serious reservations; but—and this is to me the really aston-

Everyone who has seen the refugees has commented thai
they do not seem to be starving ... their stories ard§
roughly the same: they are people from the rural areas of
Kwangtung, some of whom had worked in Canton and
been sent back to the farms in the “aid agriculture” dri
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the outside?—with the exception of Michael Lindsay, who had
been to Communist China, who had formerly worked with the
Communists there, and (judging from his books and writing) is
now one of the sharpest critics of the regime. Why were at
Jeast some of the very fine scholars who have seen China re-
cently not chosen?

Is it any wonder that we remain tragically ignorant of the facts
about China?

ishing fact—all but one treated this Alsop article as a con
tion worthy of scholarly discussion. Only Mr. Kenneth Walk
the London School of Oriental Studies differed. I quote pa
his comment:

I found it difficult to decide whether or not to a
the Editor’s invitation to comment on Mr. Alsop’s arti
To accept was to indicate a willingness to treat it serio
even to imply that I recognized it as an authorita
contribution with scholarly claims. I do not, however,
gard the article in this way at all, but an essay in wi
thinking. In commenting, then, I am giving the a
more publicity than it deserves. On the other hand, it
been put to me that as Mr. Alsop is a famous journa
some readers of The China Quarterly will accept his vi
on China as gospel. In spite of the arrogant and catego:
tone of the article, I find it hard to accept that m
readers of the journal will believe that Mr. Alsop’s vi
are current doctrine among all those who try to study Chini
economic development, but in case there are some,
haps one or two comments will make it clear that it
not so. . . . g

After subjecting Mr. Alsop’s use of the comments of refu
to a devastating analysis, Mr. Walker concluded:

Meanwhile, it is important that the few shreds of
dence available on China’s economic position should §
used with care. We must not try to answer questions whid
cannot be answered. Our conclusions and claims must 1§
fully documented; our assumptions clearly stated. . . . (f
all these points I consider Mr. Alsop’s article to be d
plorable, It will hardly convince the Chinese Governm
that to let scholars and journalists into China for len
periods would necessarily give rise to more responsible cop
ment.?

Why did the editors of the China Quarterly run this piece
the first place? Did they really consider it worthy of scholar
debate? Why did they select these particular specialists to con
ment on it? Why choose men who had never been to Con
munist China but who could only attempt to understand it fr

8 China Quarterly, October-December 1962.
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CHINA WANTS WAR




Chapter 10

THE CONDITIONING OF AMERICA

Deeply implanted in the minds of Americans is the belief,
the certainty almost, that of all the nations in the world today,
China is the most belligerent. If she is less dangerous today than
Russia it is only because she is not yet as powerful. But give her
time.!

The questions that I am most frequently asked at my lectures
are those that revolve around China’s “aggressiveness,” her “wish
to expand,” her “disregard for human life,” and “what will hap-

pen when China has the nuclear bomb?”

THE CHINA DANGER
A regime that manifests the desperate xenophobia now
being displayed by the Chinese Communist Government
cannot but be a constant, unpredictable threat to neighboring
territories. . . .
Editorial, New York Times
(Western Edition), August 3, 1963.

PEKING’S GRAND DESIGN
Communist China has made no secret recently of its re-
solve to enter upon a Napoleonic phase of expansionism . . .
With the leverage of 700,000,000 people and a vast territory

L’}Ccording— to a Gallup Poll of March 24, 1963, 47 percent of those asked
roleved that China will be a greater threat to world peace than Russia in
979; 34 percent thought that Russia will be the greater threat.
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virtually immune to conquest, its rulers feel bold enough to

blueprint their ambitions. . . .
Editorial, New York Times,
September 14, 1963.

.. . we find a great powerful force in China organized and
directed by the Government along Stalinist lines surrounded:
by weaker countries. So this we regard as a menacing situation,

In addition, as I said, that Government is not only Stalinist .
in internal actions but also has called for war, international
war, in order to advance the final success of the Communist;

cause. . . . :

I would regard that combination, if it is still in existence
in the nineteen seventies . . . potentially a more dangerous
situation than any we've faced since the end of the second

war.
President Kennedy at his news

conference on August 1, 196

as reported in the New York

Time,

Influenced by statements such as these, it is no wonder that
vision of China in the minds of most Americans is dominatey
by a sense of danger. China represents a threat that we canng
clearly define and presents a future menace against which W
hardly know how to prepare. One human being out of four is§
Chinese—we have a picture in our minds of vast hordes ang

defeat China, but we sense instinctively that we could never cof
quer her. 1

The enormous confidence of the Chinese leadership disturlf
us—they don’t behave as leaders of a poor and backward natioX
they don’t seem to need us. i

For fourteen years we have been told by our press that t
Communist leadership was nearing collapse—but it remains todd}
in full and confident control. We debate among ourselves as #
whether we should “recognize” China, but we suspect that shd
would quickly reject recognition unless we offered it to her on he
own terms. Year after year we have stubbornly opposed h
being accepted in the United Nations, and are now beginning .
wonder whether the ostracism we have imposed on her has ng
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after all, been to her advantage. Our support of Chiang Kai-shek
is costly and gives us no compensating advantages; and no moral
support, for we know he is a poor representative of the principles
we claim to be defending. Thus we have reached an impasse and
can see no way through it, unable to visualize how our problems
with China will eventually be resolved.

These are some of the components that make up an image of
China that gives us a deep sense of foreboding when we consider
our future relations with her.

Above all, it was our experience with the Chinese in the Korean
conflict that set this pattern of thinking. This costly armed col-
lision, far more than the collapse of the Nationalist government,
opened up a wholly new chapter in our relations with the Chinese
people. In our memory had remained the Chinese soldier under
Chiang Kai-shek—ill-disciplined, underpaid, good humored, dis-
honest, slovenly, unable to make good use of modern weapons;
the despair of his American military advisers. When in the autumn
of 1950 a new kind of Chinese army swept down upon the
American troops and forced them to retreat, a host of images
were swept away as well. It was Korea that finally expunged the
picture of the Chinese as a kindly, urbane, likable people. The
men whom we thought “couldn’t handle machines” were now
flying jets and were found to be better artillerymen than the
Germans.? In our anger and bewilderment old images revived.
We began to think of the Chinese (as we did in the Boxer War
half a century earlier) as savage and brutal, a people with no re-
gard for human life. We once more saw them in terms of the
“faceless mass,” “aggressiveness,” “the Yellow Peril.” The Mogul
hordes had returned.

To suffer defeats at the hands of the Chinese was a staggering
2Hflr_old Isaacs, in Scratches on Our Minds (p. 226), quotes a member
of his panel, “one of the country’s bestknown newsmen,” as saying: “The

hinese were better artillerymen than the Germans ever were.” Life, November
E;’ﬂt}gso, des’c’ribed the new Chinese armies as “a menacingly Russianized

g force.” On April 5, 1954, Secretary of State Dulles read to a con-
garfsi:)iil_al committee what he called an “ominous account” of Chinese techni-
itary help being given to the Vietminh army. A few years earlier, a

:i‘:lggestion that any “technical aid” provided by the Chinese could be con-
¢red “ominous” would have been laughable.
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and Cambodia are all evidence of this. I think Laos, if
it is ever allowed to settle down, will prove the same.
What the Chinese want is the removal of American power
which they believe is a threat to them.
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national humiliation. To be fought to a standstill and sign
armistice which brought us no victory was an experience that af
into our national consciousness more deeply perhaps than ¥
realize. It is this humiliation, and the bitterness that arose from §
that has above all made it so dificult for us ever since to
China and her actions with dispassion.

We are told by the press so often that China’s intention.
aggressive that we tend to see “proof” of this in all her actions
though these could sometimes bear quite different interpretati
We are sometimes puzzled and hurt when other nations, evf
some of our closest allies, do not view China in the same d
light as we do. Nor are we sufficiently detached to see that sotg
of China’s “belligerence” is a very natural response to our
hostility.

After reviewing the whole mosaic of events in Southeast Asia,
Mr. Harris concludes that “, . . China has no expansionist am-
bitions.™

This sober assessment by a highly informed and responsible
writer of China’s non-expansionist intentions is apparently shared
by the best intelligence of the U.S. govemment. On August 1,
1063, the New York Times (Westemn Edition) reported from
Washington that a high-level review conducted by the adminis-
tration had concluded that it was “unlikely that Peking will
depart from its policy of ‘minimum risk’ in foreign affairs” and

The picture of the Chinese as belligerent, aggressive, warlil§ that the “United States suspects that China plans no major ad-
expansionist, ruthless, and ready to plunge the world into war Iy ventures.”
been frequently presented by the press. This general descrip . But only two days later, on August 3, the Times (Western
of China is well summarized in an editorial in the New Yl | Editon) printed the editorial THE cHINA DANGER which we have

H already quoted, in which China is pictured as “a constant, un-
predictable threat to neighboring territories. Red China now dis-
plays an implacable hatred . . . to all other countries and peoples
that do not accept its grim philosophy of hate and violence. . . .”

And this was followed, as we have seen, by the other fear-in-
spiring editorial on September 14, in whicl the Times warned
its readers of China’s “resolve to enter upon a Napoleonic phase
of expansionism.”

What are we to think of editorials such as these in America’s
most influential newspaper?

Times:

Communist China is and will remain indefinitely a by
overpopulated, economically stricken nation whose presq
rulers have unsatisfied ambitions that impel them into
belligerent, revolutionary attitude. They see United Stad
power and influence as the chief barrier to these ambi o

and regard hostility, even war, between the Soviet Unid
and the United States as a way toward removal of
American obstacle to their aspirations.® '

A wholly different tone was taken by Mr. Richard Harris,
China expert of The Times of London, a paper even more cof
servative in outlook than the New York Times. He has kn

AR . . . . . In reading over innumerable press reports, the columnists, and
China since his youth. His last visit to China was in 1g6o.

the weekly magazines of the past few years, I was struck by the
Cxtraordinary paucity of any solid analysis of China’s foreign
Policies, There was plenty of denunciation but mighty little ex-
Planation, Here are a few of the words used when discussing
China’s foreign policies, not taken as one might think from the

Whatever their revolutionary fervor or however much
propaganda churned out in Peking, any careful examinatig}
of Chinese policy towards south-east Asia shows conclusivel
in my view, that China wants neutralist governments wi
which she can be friendly—and no more. Burma, Indone

4 .
3 January 24, 1963. The Listener, London, September 6, 1962.
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sensational press but from some of our more respected journalf
“war-mongers,” “threatening,” “temrifying,” “implacable,” “ps§
chotic,” “fanatical,” “rigid,” “smoldering belligerency,” “obsessi
hatred,” “impervious to rational argument,” “intransigent,” “dre
apparition,” “evil portent.”

The Chinese, we have been told over and over again, “r
peaceful co-existence”; they “support wars of national revolutity
even if it means risking nuclear war”; they would “welcome a
between the United States and the Soviet Union as that wouf§
leave them the strongest power”; they don’t mind “losing haf
their population because there would still be 300,000,000 lefg
they have “absolutely no regard at all for human suffering”; th
“blamed Russia for weakly withdrawing the missiles from Cubsj
their attack on India was “unabashed aggression”; they are ‘i
filtrating” wherever they can into Southeast Asia; “to feed the
hungry millions they are almost certain to move either into

States”; they are attempting to “grab the leadership of the C
munist world” and they have the “ultimate ambition to rule
entire world.”
I do not believe it is exaggerating to say that these words ar§
statements in a broad way represent what most Americans beliey
to be the nature of the Chinese Communists and the for
policy they are pursuing. 4
It conjures up the nightmare dreams of Hitler. It is a picture §
paranoia and madness. |
Some experts, indeed, have wamed us in so many words th§
the Chinese leaders are indeed near madness. Michael Lindsa
a China specialist originally from England, now in Washingt'
believes that the Chinese have fallen “under the control of peop}
near the borderline of actual insanity.” He regrets there are stif
people “who are unwilling to face the unpleasant realities §
political fanaticism.” These people, Lindsay continues: 4
assume that the Chinese Communist leaders must realf

be normal people who, if rightly approached, would joi§
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in reasoned discussion and negotiation for the peaceful set-
tlement of disagreements, and whose obsessive hatred of
America would disappear if rational grounds of suspicion
were removed.’

. . appropriate Western policies would have to be
based on a realization that relations with the Chinese Peo-
ple’'s Republic are not a problem that can be handled
within the categories of traditional diplomacy but only within
new categories of applied international psychiatry.®

(So we need to train special diplomatic psychiatrists to deal
with the Chinese!)

Lindsay, who during the war against Japan served for three
years with the Chinese Communist guerrillas—when presumably
they were less “on the borderline of actual insanity”—is one of
the most vocal of those who believe the Chinese are fanatics. But
he is not alone.

Mr. Stewart Alsop, in The Saturday Evening Post, October
26, 1963, wrote an article entitled:

THE MADNESS OF MAO TSE-TUNG

In this article, Mr. Alsop tells us that the Russians “have
made no secret at all about their conviction that Mao is
mad. . . .” While warning us that allowances should be made
for Soviet distortions and exaggerations, Mr. Alsop nevertheless
says that the “American experts” (he doesn’t name them) agree
that what the Soviets have revealed “is true in substance.” He
goes on to warn us that: “The madness in Peking is a fact—and a
fact of world significance. . . .” He ends his article by telling us
that one conclusion can certainly be drawn from all the evidence
“that the Chinese leaders have ‘gone crazy.” To permit these men
to get their hands on even a limited nuclear capacity would be an
act of supreme folly. . . .”

I suggest that Mr. Alsop and Mr. Lindsay, before telling us that
the Chinese leaders are madmen, would do well to read some of
the accounts of Westerners and others who have met and talked
and negotiated with them. In none of these accounts have I
:'III;}'w China Quarterly, No. 10 {1962), p. 57-

id., p. 59.
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seen even the remotest hint that Mao and the other leaders
mentally disturbed or irrational men. The very opposite, ind
is the truth. From Mr. Malcolm MacDonald’s remarks on
return from China (see page 105), one gains the impres
that the Chinese are tackling their problems in a very realist
manner. M. Frangois Mitterand, a former French Minister of Stat
gives a very vivid account of his meeting with Mao Tse-tung §
the New Republic, October 23, 1961. He writes of Mao’s “e
treme courtesy, a quiet straightforwardness.” (For contrast
need only recall the many descriptions of Hitler's rantings
shouting or of the cold craftiness of Stalin in his later years

Mr. Lindsay and Mr. Alsop might also have done well to rej
M. Edgar Faure’s account of his meeting with Mao describe
in his book The Serpent and the Tortoise.” As a former P
Minister of France, one must suppose he has some ability to
up other men of importance. Mao’s manners, he says, “are
extreme and pleasing simplicity.” He relates how Mao Tse-
spoke with candor and realism about the backwardness of hf
country and the immensity of the task that faces them. Mao, 4
the close of the interview, accompanied his visitor to his
“From this last picture of him through the car windows—
wellknown face above the close shut collar of the beige tun
that hand raised in a gesture of sympathy—I retain an impress
of force, of naturalness and of ‘presence.’” 3

Hardly a description of a paranoic!

Mr. Alsop’s article reached me while I was in China. I
cussed it with several members of the Western embassie
men who have personally met and had dealings with Mao ang§
Chou Enai. T think it is absolutely true to say that not ond]
would share Mr. Alsop’s or Mr. Lindsay’s views that these leaders}
are “near the borderline of insanity” or anywhere near it! ]
also, have met several of the Chinese leaders and saw not
slightest indication that they were mentally disturbed or “fana
ical” men. *

I think that all talk of this kind is dangerous. Because

7New York: St. Martin’s Press (1958), pp. 27-33.
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Chinese leaders, far from being mad or wild, are probably among
the most intellectually disciplined, best-informed, most coolly
rcasoning leaders in the world today. As long as we consider them
“fanatics,” “paranoics who don’t mind risking a nuclear war,”
and suggest that they are men who act “wildly” and so on, we
arc deluding no one but ourselves.

Scholars have sometimes been quite ready to use newspaper
speculations about Chinese expansionism. For example, Dr. Robert
North of Stanford University provided an alarming list of places
into which China was “infiltrating” as early as 1951 and 1952.
Quoting three issues of the New York Times as his source, this
scholar wrote (interpolations mine}):

“ .. there were reports of Chinese Communist infil-
tration of Nepal from Tibet [never happened], of rapid
growth on the part of the Nepalese Communist Party
[never grew to be of any political consequence}, and local
estimates of a Chinese Communist take-over within a matter
of a few years [twelve years later, hasn’t happened] . . .
in August Robert Trumbull, quoting “unimpeachable
sources” in the area, reported systematic Chinese Commu-
nist infiltration of Afghanistan, Nepal, Bhutan, and Sikkim
. . . [the sources may have been unimpeachable but they
were wrong. There has been no Chinese Communist in-
filtration of these countries, all of which are in friendly
relations with China)8

From the day that China “was lost” or opted out of the Free
World fold, some of the scholars have been warning us of Peking’s
“expansionist” aims. Under the heading “External Expansion,”
Professor W. W. Rostow wrote:

The effort to exploit possibilities for external expansion
has evidently colored all aspects of China’s domestic policy
since 1949. Although we have no direct evidence, the only
hypothesis which fits into known facts is that the broad
strategy for expansion was settled between Stalin and Mao
at the meeting in Moscow from December 1949 to February
1950 . . . it was almost certainly agreed that, under Soviet

8 Moscow and Chinese Communists, p. 273.
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guidance, the North Koreans would attempt their advend
ture of June 1950, while Communist China would seeld
to conquer Formosa, support Communist military efforts ig
Indo-China, and encourage and lead Communist effortg

at subversion elsewhere in Southeast Asia.?

There is no evidence for these sweeping generalizations, and
there has been no attempt by China to recapture Formosa; and if
is unlikely that she would, even if she could, if she felt that by
using force she would risk a general war. But Rostow’s is a faif
example of the hypothesis of Chinese aggressiveness that has com‘
to be generally accepted. In the preface to his volume, Rostovg
advanced his ideas as to how we should meet “Peking's preten

sions to power in Asia”:

. . . we are deeply persuaded that . . . a vigorous Freg

World policy—political, economic, and military—can con
tain the military threat of Chinese Communism, defeat i
pretensions to political and ideological leadership in Asigj
and, in time, diminish or even remove the danger we nov

confront.10

Rostow is a scholar. For the newspaperreading public the
theme of China’s expansionism has been expressed in simpler and

history is being repeated among the Red moguls of Peiping.”*§
Many writers in the press have used similar charged expressions—4

the “Red Peril,” the “Yellow Peril,” “Oriental cunning,” “
inscrutable Asiatic,” “hordes,” etc.

The specialists have presented essentially the same image 'f

g

rather more “scholarly” language. In their works one can find§

9 The Prospects for Communist China, p. 67.
10 Ibid.

Several years later, in his capacity as foreign policy planner in the Kenn
administration, Rostow accompanied General Maxwell Taylor to Soutd
Vietnam. Not long after his visit over 10,000 American “advisers”
technicians were taking an active role in upholding the Diem regime, wh
some critics have compared to that of Chiang %(ai-shek in its despoti
nepotism, corruption, and its ability to attract the hatred of the people.
11 New York Post, October 11, 1954.
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constant assertions of “xenophenia” and “chauvinism.” For ex-
ample, Allen Whiting, in his book China Crosses the Yalu'?
devotes several pages to Chinese “xenophobia.” And Mr. R. G.
Boyd writes:

Chauvinism has long been recognized as a dominant
factor in the psychological make-up of the Han Chinese.

The Chinese unquestionably have intense national pride and
(perhaps with good reason) a suspicion of foreigners. But China’s
pride and her sense of ethnocentrism should not, as it often is,
be confused with expansionism.

The extent of Chinese “expansion” often depends on which
authority you read. The eminent barrister and statesman, Arthur
H. Dean, as early as 1957 noted a large increase of Chinese-con-
trolled real estate:

Having regained control of Manchuria and taken over
North Korea, the Chinese Communists, in cooperation with
their ally, Ho Chi Minh, have taken over North Vietnam,
are infiltrating Laos and Cambodia, are threatening South
Vietnam, Thailand and Burma, and have made serious in-
roads into the political life of Indonesia, where rumors of
an impending coup have been frequent.*4

The impact of such cumulative statements of China’s sinister
advances is frightening. Let’s examine them:

“regained control of Manchuria”: Manchuria was always
Chinese except during its occupation by the Japanese. This
is as sinister as France’s regaining control of Paris in World
War II.

“taken over North Korea”: North Korean government still
in control.

“taken over North Vietnam”: North Vietnam govemment
still in control.

ﬁNew York: Macmillan, 1960, pp. 4-6.

Communist Chind's Foreign Policy (New York: Praeger, 1962), p. 47. No
5';‘ stantiation is offered for these assertions of Chinese chauvinism.
S Howard L. Boorman, Alexander Eckstein, Philip E. Mosely, and Benjamin
bChwartz, Moscow-Peking Axis: Strengths and Strains, with an introduction
OY Arthur H. Dean, (New York: Harper, 1957. Published for the Council
" Foreign Relations), p. ix.
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to be taking place. For days the “invasion of Laos” dominated
the news. The State Department announced that the situation
was “grave.” Units of the Seventh Fleet were moved as close as
possible to the danger zone. As the crisis grew there was talk in
Congress of bombing the invaders with U. S. Navy and Air Force
planes. Millions of dollars were spent in airlifting military sup-
lies to Laos—and announcements were made that we might send
troops as well as supplies if they were needed to “halt aggression.”
The press outdid itself in printing “communiqués” from the “in-
vasion front.” This was not subversion, we were told, but a mili-
tary attack on a large scale. The American people were led to
believe that our country was moving toward a crisis of great
magnitude, and in those early September days the dread, but
unspoken, fear of “another Korea” was abroad in the land.

By 1959, when all this was taking place, the press and the
“experts” had so conditioned the American people to assume that
China (and Southeast Asian Communists generally) were “ex-
pansionist” and “aggressive” that these shrill reports of the invasion
of Laos were accepted without question. But when Secretary of
State Christian Herter hurriedly called an emergency meeting of
the UN Security Council, we received a shock. Other UN
members were not at all ready to accept the validity of our re-
ports of “invasion,” and they insisted that a team of neutral
observers go to Laos to get the facts at firsthand.

I was in Laos just before the UN team made its report. I was
flown by army plane to Samneua, near where the fighting was
Supposed to have taken place. I had an all-afternoon interview
with General Amkha, who was in command of the forces that
were “repelling the invasion.” I pressed him hard. He could pro-
duce no captured equipment for me to examine, no prisoners, no
tvidence at all (except some very fancy three-dimensional maps
Prepared in Washington) to prove that any invasion had taken
Place. On my return to Vientiane, I prepared a broadcast in
Which T forecast with a sense of confidence what the gist of the
UN report would be.

And I was right. The UN investigators reported (as I knew
they must) that there had been no invasion at all; and that such

“are infiltrating Laos”: disproved by UN commission—it
Russia, not China, that gave military aid to the Lao
rebels.

“are infiltrating Cambodia”: Cambodia was at this H
a strongly neutralist nation.

“are threatening Thailand”: What evidence is there for th

“are threatening Burma”: Burma is on peaceful and friendiy
terms with China and in 1962 signed a border agreemeny
in which China gave up some territory to Burma. y

“have made serious inroads into the political life of Indonesigg

where rumors of an impending coup have been frequen
The repatriation of Chinese to the mainland in 1959
was accompanied by some friction, but friendly relationy
have been maintained since. In 1963 Liu Shao-chg
Chinese Head of State, paid a formal visit to Indone
There has been no coup.
This broadside was launched by a U.S. statesman, who
later to be entrusted with some of the most delicate negotia
with the Soviet Union.
A frequent practice employed by both scholars and the p§

is the interchange of the word “China” with “Communist,” 'i.

by this sleight-of-word linking revolutionary movements in A

with the Chinese whether there is any evidence for such anj)

sociation or not. For example, Professor Howard L. Boo i

in the same volume as Mr. Arthur Dean, writes:

. . . The protracted war in Korea and the Comm:
conquest of northern Vietnam have confirmed . . . th
crudescence of Chinese power in Asia.'® (emphasis mit§

It was not, as one would infer from this statement, the Chini§
but the Vietnamese themselves who “conquered” North Vietnag
One could present literally hundreds of examples of such g
eralized statements about Chinese aggressiveness. |
One example is worth some examination because it backfif
painfully. :
In September 1959 we were told in dramatic headlines t}
the North Vietnamese (it was suggested with Chinese suppo§
had launched an invasion of Laos. Largescale fighting was s#

15 Moscow-Peking Axis: Strengths and Strains, p. 1.
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fighting as had taken place was of a trivial nature involving
handful of troops.

The truth was humiliatingly obvious. So anxious was the Am
ican press to report Communist “aggression” that for weeks it
misled the public. It had apparently accepted without adeq
verification the propaganda, the communiqués, the “refugee §
ports” handed out by the Laotian government. Rumor had b
passed on as fact. If the correspondents in Laos were not i
position to send much hard news, the papers at home compensa
by providing exciting headlines.

So firmly was this story of the “invasion” of Laos implanted
the mind of the American public, and so closely had wri
associated “China” with “Communism in Southeast Asia,” ti§
more than four years later, I am still repeatedly asked whether §
“Chinese invasion of Laos is not proof of Peking’s aggre 4
ness?”’16

Between 1947 and 1949, when Mao T'se-tung’s troops were
feating the armies of Chiang Kai-shek, equipped with Ame
arms, there were rumors that Mao’s success must be due to I
scale Russian military aid. We know now that this was not §
case. The arms used by the Chinese Communists were Americ}
arms—either captured or sold to them by Chiang’s officials
equipment left behind by the Japanese. .

Today, in South Vietnam and Laos, history is repeating its

On April 24, 1963 (in striking similarity to military events)
China during the last years of Chiang), an American correspogy
ent who had served in Vietnam for a year and a half, wrof

0. How does the Vietcong get its weapons?
A. Most Vietcong weapons are new U.S. weapons, captufy
in ambushes on government units and attacks on outpo$
Often a Vietcong unit is organized initially with no we %
ons. The political organizer tells his men and won
they must fight at first with handmade arms—spears, dagg
swords, and crude shotguns. To get better weapons,
must capture them from the enemy. The system evid

18 For a more complete account of what he calls “The Laos Fraud,”
William J. Lederer’s A Nation of Sheep, pp. 11-31.
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works. Vietcong arms now include modern recoilless can-
non, heavy mortars, good machine guns and very large sup-
plies of submachine guns.*?

With millions of dollars worth of U.S. equipment, and thou-
sands of U.S. military advisers, the regimes we are supporting in
these countries are making little headway. We are told, without a
shred of evidence, that the poor military performance of the Diem
and the Laotian governments is partly due to the arms the opposi-
tion forces are receiving from the Chinese Communists. On May 4,
1962, a UPI dispatch from Vientiane reported:

U.S. military sources said today the rebel forces which
captured the town of Muong Sing Thursday in a renewal
of the Laotian civil war apparently came from Communist
China.

This story died down almost as quickly as it flared up, but
the result was once again to hammer home the image of Chinese
involvement in Laos—though it should have died when the UN
investigating team made its report.

With South Vietnam the same is true.

In making a detailed study of reports regarding South Vietnam
during the first four months of 1962, in a period when great
military activity was taking place there, I could hardly find any
mention at all, in countless articles, dispatches, and editorials,
of Chinese involvement. Tad Szulc, reporting to the New York
Times on February 26, after the Kennedy administration had
turned down a Communist Chinese suggestion for consultation,
wrote

there was no belief in the Administration that Commu-
nist Chinese would seek to intervene directly in the Viet-
namese conflict.
Five days earlier the New York Times quoted a Pentagon spokes-
nan as saying:
The United States Government has committed itself to
support the Government of President Ngo Dinh Diem to

1" Malcolm Brown, AP, April 24, 1963.

ACI-\H
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victory against the guemillas which are backed by N
Vietnam and the Soviet Union.

No mention at all was made of Communist China.
So constant and emphatic have been the reports of Comm
fighting in Laos and Vietnam and so quickly is this associated §
readers’ minds with Chinese aggression, that refutations from t§
most unimpeachable non-Communist sources make little imp"
sion and are soon forgotten.
On March 6, 1963, the Washington Post reported a press
ference given in Saigon by General Paul D. Harkins, chief
American forces in South Vietnam. According to the report by
Washington Post (my italics):
Harkins said the guerrillas obviously are not being

forced or supplied systematically from North Viet
China, or any other place else.
Whatever the chief of American forces in Vietnam might
reports of Chinese “aggression” continued. Within a few wed
William R. Frye, writing from Bangkok, had the Chinese on
move ready to strike all over Southeast Asia. b

Communist China is penetrating Southeast Asia or
tively preparing to penetrate it on five identifiable mili
and diplomatic fronts. . . .

. . . the supply line to South Vietnam through Laos I
never been choked off. . , 28 5

The standard rule appears to be that whenever China is i§
volved in a dispute China is always the aggressor. Occasionally§
very occasionally—a courageous and refreshing voice is heard wat
ing us that the facts if they were fully known might bear a df
ferent interpretation. We are so accustomed to hearing Chi
actions discussed in terms of stale banalities, that to hear a vi
orous and untimid expression by an expert of quite another
point is a very heartening experience.

In a speech before the United World Federalists, Urban Whi
ker, Professor of International Relations at San Francisco S

IS;Thailand Fears China on the Move,” San Francisco Chronicle, April 3
1963.
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College, dealt forthrightly with the question of “Chinese aggres-
sion.” Professor Whitaker’s talk was broadcast February g, 1963, by
the non-commercial station KPFA in Berkeley:!®

I want to make a more specific response to some of the
nonsense which we often hear about China the aggressive
state. Examples are usually cited about Korea, Formosa,
India, subversion in Indo-China, Tibet, etc. At the risk of
speaking too long let me say a word about each of three
or four of these. It is awfully hard to dispel the notion
in the United States that China was the aggressor in Korea.
And yet I think when we take an objective look at what
happened in 1950 and 1951 on the Korean peninsula we
have to agree tlzat it would be natural behavior for any
state bordering on the Yalu River to engage in some ac-
tivity helpful to the friend to the south when that friend
seemed about to be overwhelmed by a foreign and hostile

wer.

PoNow I have not said that anybody is right or wrong.
I am just saying that it is quite easy to explain how any-
body with his territory bounded by the Yalu River would
be concerned when an enemy approached that river. I sup-
pose many Americans actually believe that the Chinese
Communists were fighting in the Korean war from the very
beginning, It is hard to convince people nowadays, as they
look back thinking that it was the United States versus the
Chinese Communists, that the Chinese Communists actu-
ally did not come into the war until November, after it
started in June. The Chinese Communists did not come
into the Korean war until after we had pushed back across
the 38th Parallel and General MacArthur had announced
his intention of going on to the Yalu River, the border
of China. . ..

.« . I do not think the Korean war is sufficient evidence
to prove that the Chinese Communists are inherently ag-
gressive or that we might expect them to be aggressive some
place else. What it proves is that if the United States ap-
proaches the Chinese border from any direction the Chinese

;,9 This station is one of three listener-supported stations run by Pacifica
Oundation. These three stations in Berkeley, Los Angeles, and New York

o © Consistently given opportunities for all sides of the China question and
ther controversial issues to be heard and discussed. In my criticism of the

Press and radio reports, I am glad to make an exception in the case of
¢ excellent stations.
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Communists are going to want to fight to move us b
It does not prove that the Chinese Communists are gois
to approach somebody else’s border. Certainly it does
prove that they have designs of the Rocky Mountain
It is also hard to get Americans to look at Formosa
jectively; and yet the Chinese desire, and clearly there
Chinese desire, to take Formosa is again hardly proof
inherent aggressiveness among the Chinese Commu
leaders. Formosa has always been a part of China in
view; it has been a part of China from our view (exce
from 1895 to 1945 when the Japanese had taken it §
military force). Chiang Kai-shek, our friend and ally
Formosa, agrees with the Communists that Formosa i
part of China, though he puts it that China is a part
Formosa. It is most difficult to cite this Chinese Commung
desire to re-unite island and mainland as having any
whatever to do with an aggressive intent. i
The Indian border question is also very difficult to tg
about objectively, and make sense about with Ameri¢f
people and with many others, including Indians. In
first place, the question who is right and who is wrong§
setting the line at one place and another between Ing
and China is a question to which we don’t have a v
good answer. And I suppose most Americans would s#
if they were asked who’s right and who’s wrong in
border dispute, “the Chinese are wrong, they are the §
gressive Chinese Communists, and the Indians are rig
But I wonder how many Americans who are firmly og§
vinced of this know anything at all about the border dispu#
So far as I can see, and I've read quite a few things about tif
dispute, there isn’t any clear evidence on either side that
border ought to be drawn where it is drawn. Again, howe
we can bring Chiang Kai-shek in to clarify the picture for
Chiang Kai-shek’s government drew the line that the Ching}
Communists are now willing to fight to defend, and agd}
Chiang Kai-shek and Mao Tsetung agree that the lin
where they think it is—they are both against the India
And, in fact, there is substantial evidence that the Uni

20 Almost ten years after the Korean conflict started a China specialist. All
S. Whiting, in a study made for the Air Force by the Rand Corporati
came to some similar conclusions about Chinese “aggression” in Ko
This report was later published under the title China Crosses the Yd§
The Decision to Enter the Korean War, (New York: Macmillan, 1960).
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States has assumed in drawing its own maps and making its
own conclusions in the past that the Chinese were right and
the Indians wrong in the placement of that border. . . .

It is clear that the Chinese, not the Indians, took it upon
themselves to resolve this dispute by resort to military force.
And I think that’s wrong. It doesn’t prove that the Chinese
are aggressive, it doesn’t prove that they are bent on military
expansion. I don’t think, and I didn’t think, when they were
roaring down on the plains of Assam, that they had any
intention of taking over India. . . .

So the Chinese have used force in resolving their border
dispute with India, and I think that was wrong. But I think
that it was also wrong for the Indians to use force in resolving
their dispute with Goa, and it was clearly illegal for the
United States to use force as we did in blockading Cuba in
order to win the argument with the Soviet Union and Castro.

In any case, do all these things prove that the Chinese are
inherently aggressive and that they are bent on military ex-
pansion? I think not. I haven’t seen any convincing evidence
that the Chinese believe that military expansion is possible,
or that it is a good idea for them.

Statements such as these are so rare, and when made are heard
by so few, that it is not at all surprising that their impact is small.
The generally accepted view is that the Chinese leaders and their
foreign policy are “aggressive”. It would be quite impossible, in my
opinion, to come to any other view if one were to rely on our news-
Papers and many of our syndicated columnists and weekly news-
Mmagazines. It certainly is not the purpose of this book to examine
China’s foreign policies and pass judgment on them. The point I
4m making here is that I believe we have been given too little ob-
lective information. Tibet, Laos, Vietnam, India . . . the image of
“aggression” is deeply implanted in our minds. Whenever these
“acts of aggression” take place, the invariable epithets are trotted
out, the cartoonists get busy with their drawings of the rapacious
dragon, the usual outraged editorials are written—but the facts?

. I'shall examine in later chapters two cases of Chinese “aggres-
S1on” which remain vividly in our minds—the Chinese-Indian bor-
der dispute and Tibet.

When each of these events is examined in detail, not in terms
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of cold war assumptions, but based on historical background
documented evidence, the issues that at the time seemed so y"}
ously certain are seen to be not nearly so unambiguous as they I
been made to appear. We have already seen how the press &
public officials referred to the “invasion of Laos” in 1959; &
how stubbornly the belief persists—though repeatedly d
by our military men—that the Chinese are infiltrating i
South Vietnam. The facts, I think, will show a similar situa
with regard to our information about both the Indian border:
pute and Tibet.

During the same week that the New York Times was telli
readers that the rulers of Communist China had resolved to
upon “a Napoleonic phase of expansionism” and that “thei
major objective” was to “establish their control” over the
continent of Asia, Prince Norodom Sihanouk, the head of sff
of Cambodia, published a signed article in the September 17 i
of the Weekly Nationalist. Cambodia, with whom the Unif§
States had retained good relations, was strongly determined§
maintain its neutrality, In this article Prince Sihanouk takef
candid look at America’s fears about Communist China.
worth quoting at some length:

I want to remind our readers that this article is n
tended to speak in defence of People’s China because it
no need whatever for others to do so on its behalf. '§
purpose in writing this article is simply to answer those qi§
tions which prominent personages and journalists in #
West have so often put to me . .. the naiveté of th
questions stupefies and baffles me, but at the same time
permits me to gauge the depth of misunderstanding in §
West of the greatest nation in the world . . . with all’
consequences this will bring to our common future.

Sihanouk then describes his interviews with the late John Fos§
Dulles who told him, in 1958, that “according to reliable infort§
tion I have obtained, the suffering of the Chinese people uni
the oppression of the Communist regime will soon reach its bré
ing point.” Prince Sihanouk goes on:
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. « . this is a classic and tragic example of the errors of
judgment on the part of the West towards China.

. . . the political thinkers of the free world doubtless
think they are very clever in flattering me, my government,
and our “way of life” and in putting me in a dilemma: either
to disown my own policy or recognize with them, the evil
character of the Chinese government! . . .

The Chinese people know far better than the Western
politicians what Mao Tse-tung’s government has brought
them because now they have land to cultivate and an income
fairly distributed according to productive work; because even
if they do not have feasts, their daily meals are assured and
for the first time they have been eating their ill; (it is suffi-
cient to look at the Chinese children to be convinced) be-
cause they are now decently dressed . . . because they know
that they enjoy free medical care, that their children have
the right to public education, and that they will not be
abandoned in case of natural calamities; and because they
are assured that there will be no more plundering by bu-
reaucrats, soldiers, and pirates. . . .

. . . it is necessary to understand that for the first time in
its modern history, China has become forever and completely
free from foreign control . . . the Chinese people know
that credit for this must be given to Mao Tse-tung and the
Communist Party of China. . . .

. . . another grave psychological error of the West when
dealing with China warrants attention. The West fears the
emergence among the peoples of Asia of a People’s China
which is bent on conquests and ready to absorb all other
Asian countries. . . .

This image . . . used widely since the commencement of
the Sino-Indian border conflict, has no effect whatever on
the minds of the Asians (with the possible exception of the
Indians). On the contrary, and all the more remarkable, it
is Westerners, including the elite, who are in a panic towards
Chinal

. . . my feeling towards China is not mixed with any fear.
I must say that neither I nor our people are afraid of China.

Our confidence in China is by no means naive, nor is it
without reason; quite the contrary!

The question is raised, on what grounds do the defenders
of the “free” world say that China wants to conquer all Asia
and particularly southeast Asia? . . .
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After dealing with the way that Laos, the Sino-Indian dispu
and the use of overseas Chinese have been taken by the West |
examples of China’s aggressiveness, Prince Sihanouk says:

. .. It is impossible for us to follow the Westemers
their judgement of China. They have conjured up the imag
by auto-suggestion, whereas we judge by facts. 3

neutralist Prime Minister of Laos, said on his arrival in Paris
September 25, 1963, (Algeria France Presse dispatch) that §

“People’s China was exerting no influence on the situation:§
Laos. . . . Up until now China has not shown itself. The i
fluence we note, politically speaking, is that of the Sovi
Union,

As far as T have observed, reports such as this or the articl
the head of state of Cambodia are given little or no attention
America, and our people remain convinced that “China wa
warl”

Chapter 11

“THERE WILL BE
THREE HUNDRED MILLION LEFT”

Without mentioning names or places Marshal Tito said
the Chinese liked to boast that their population of 600,000,
ooo was a guarantee of victory in war. According to President
Tito, Peiping calculated that “if 300,000,000 were killed there
would still remain 300,000,000 Chinese.”

—New York Times,
June 16, 1958.

With these words by Tito, a major and perhaps immortal
myth was born. (It was reported later that a somewhat similar
statement was made in 1956 by Marshal Peng Teh-huai to a
group of Japanese military officers visiting China. But the US.
press did not take it up at that time. The “ready to sacrifice 300
million” story went into circulation only after Tito’s speech
quoted above.)

Ask any group of Americans, and nine out of ten will have
heard (in one form or another) that China “wouldn’t mind a
war because even if half of them were killed there would still be
three hundred million of them left.”

No one today even knows that the remark originated with Tito,
or if they do, that Tito and the Chinese at the time he made it
Were engaged in any angry exchange of polemics.

It was said, and that was enough. Here was further “proof” of
the unspeakably callous nature of the Chinese leaders. The remark
Was eagerly seized upon, dissemninated, editorialized, analyzed by
learneq scholars, embroidered, enlarged, broadcast, discussed on
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TV, written about by a score of columnists—until today it ig
central and ineradicable component of our picture of the Chine

Tito’s words were part of a long speech. A number of Am
correspondents were there; they all reported the speech, but o
the Times’ correspondent thought the remark about the Ch
worth mentioning. (The AP’s long account of Tito’s speech
tained only one reference to China on the international 1
saying that “China was against relaxation of tensions in
world.”)?

The day following the report from its correspondent in
grade, the Times ran an editorial in which the editors drew
ominous conclusions:

TITO DARES THE LIGHTNING

In terms of drama, of course, the highlight of Tito’s addn
was his exposure of the peaceful professions of the Chi
Communists. We knew from the past bloody history of
establishment and consolidation of Chinese communism-
process which cost countless lives—that the present Pei

Western opponent of the Peiping regime would have -
itated to believe Tito’s revelation that they regarded 304
000,000 lives as of little import.

The story was soon in orbit.

From then on it was difficult to find anyone writing about Chig
who would not contrive to include some reference to the Chinef§
being ready to sacrifice half their population. Thus on July 2
Joseph P. Lash, who was writing about the United Nations
the New York Post, reported the following awesome facts a
developments in China (my numerals and my comments):2

1. Chinese Communist leader Mao Tsetung has been
pushed aside in Peking, and a reactionary “China Lobby”.
in Moscow is gunning for Soviet Premier Khrushchev, ac-
cording to reports reaching the U.N. [He is still, five yea
later, the acknowledged leader.]

1 New York Herdld Tribune, June 16, 1958.
2The New York Post, July 28, 1958,
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2. Chinese communism is described as having in the last
18 months taken an almost “catastrophic” turn toward the
slave state. Stalinist Russia and George Orwell’s nightmarish
vision of “1984” are called benevolent compared to what is
taking place in Red China. [I was in China during this period
and judging by what I saw, I believe this description is un-
true. See also Chapter 8, “650 Million Slaves.”]

The man in the driver’s seat in Peking is said to be
Premier Chou En-lai. [Mao Tse-tung is still the leader, Liu
Shao-chi is Head of State, Chou En-lai is Premier.]

4. At the Communist “summit” meeting in Moscow Mao
is said to have remarked that another world war might well
mean the death of 1,500,000,000 people; but of the 600,000
ooo who would survive half would be Chinese and they would
rule the world. [So it is now Mao who said it; and the Chi-
nese would not merely “win a war,” but would “rule the
world.” And a billion and a half deaths in the next war is
now on the recordl]

The Herald Tribune, relying on the AP report from Belgrade
which didn’t mention it, carried nothing about the Chinese readi-
ness to sacrifice three hundred million of their population. Not,
that is, until three months later, on September 23, 1958, when
the editors rather tardily discovered what they proceeded to call
“Red China’s New Weapon,” and they wrote an editorial:

Months ago, Marshal Tito reported that Red China’s
Communist leaders were talking more and more ominously
of risking war if necessary to obtain their expansionist aims.
That these aims are a new form of imperialism is now being
made apparent by an equally ominous switch in Red China’s
population policies. . . .

. . . Population increase is now being regarded as an asset,
since it will provide all the more man power for the ambi-
tious industrial projects, as well as for cannon fodder.

This new view of population as a military asset has led
the Chinese to boast (as Tito has revealed) that they can
win a war even if atomic weapons are used: “Even if 300,-
000,000 Chinese were killed in an atomic war, there would
still remain 300,000,000.”

Quoting another correspondent, the Herald Tribune editorial
Continued;
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.

4
.

“The Chinese program is almost terrifying in its audaci
. . . Its success could soon make of China the greatest pows
the world has ever seen.”

. . . Communist China is the first nation to adopt a
ulation explosion as an instrument of state policy. It is §
mark of the implacability of leaders who have turned a fadg
of unrelenting hatred toward the West and all its ways.

This editorial is a masterpiece of imaginative development. G
a foundation of a few words of Tito’s which its own news columij
had not reported at the time, the editorial staff of the ,
Tribune found it possible to construct a whole edifice of meaning
and implications and motives and intentions. “War” becom
“atomic war.” Though Tito didn’t mention it, the Chinese ai
now “talking more and more ominously of risking war” and the
have “expansionist aims.” China’s large population is now seen
be much more than what it appears—a lot of people—but has
come “an instrument of state policy” to be used “for cannon
der.” And all this—risking war, expansionist aims, large populati
cannon fodder—is associated with China’s “unrelenting ha
toward the West and all its ways.”

Tito’s words in the course of time have appeared in alm
every newspaper, every magazine dealing with China, hund
of syndicated columns and editorials. Tito himself was soon fo§
gotten. It is sometimes Mao who is said to have made the remail§
sometimes Chou En-lai, sometimes the Chinese Foreign Minis
Chen Yi; once it was an unnamed general in Tokyo.

The story continues. Drew Pearson said (on October 28, 1959
that Mao “doesn’t worry about atomic war because [China] coul§
lose half its population”; and it’s only a little step from not wor}s
ing about war to approving war.

The Chinese government approves war, agitates for wa
and predicates its entire existence on war. . . .
—Lucius Beebe, San Francisco Chronicle,:

January 28, 196

The authorship of the famous remark remains forgotten, an
the number of his people that Mao is ready to sacrifice varies,
but never China’s eventual doom.
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Referring to an official Department of Agriculture report, the
New York Herald Tribune, in a front-page feature, wrote on Octo-

ber 17, 1962:

A vast and grisly wasteland, offering only a future of non-
existence to a massive but starving population, is Red China’s
bleak prospect for 1980. . . 3

The plight of people never bothered Mao. He said that
in case of nuclear war, Red China would emerge best off in
the world. Why? Even if 200 million lives were lost on the
mainland, there’d be more people left in China than perhaps
the rest of the world combined.

The arithmetic may be confused but the purport is clear. For
whoever is reported as the author of the statement and whatever
the number of Chinese to be sacrificed, it is always dutifully pre-
sented to show what monsters the Chinese leaders are, how cal-
lously indifferent to the wholesale sacrifice of human lives,

Tito, himself, must be amazed. Rarely has so much mileage
been wrung from so brief a remark by any leader. And who really
knows whether the Chinese ever said what he said they said!

During the height of the Quemoy crisis in 1958, some of our
commentators went far beyond anything Mao was alleged to have
said. Mr. Holmes Alexander, the columnist, writing on July 23,
said (my italics):

We have ingested the Communist-concocted idea that it
is wicked to kill our enemies with A-bombs or H-bombs. You
can read it in editorials. You can hear it in speeches. “Spare
civilization by swearing off Nuclearonics. . . .”

Are we afraid to throw this punch? Are we ashamed to
possess it? Are we sorry we knocked out two Japanese cities
in 1945 with atomic bombs instead of fire bombs? Are we
in a mood to blow up the world, destroy every vestige of
life upon the planet, rather than lose a war?4

¥ Not much more than six months after this official report was issued, and

long before 1980, it was apparent from all reports that China’s food supplies

:Vefe improved and agricultural production was once more moving upward.
McNaught Syndicate.




218 A CURTAIN OF IGNORANCE

Afterwards, I searched for some editorial reproach, some pre
test from readers . . . I found none.

It has always struck me as rather strange that Mao’s reman
(if he ever made it) that half the population of China woul
survive a war caused such a furor in our press. That the Chin
like other civilized people, have had to take into account the
possible effects of nuclear war is not startling. We accept estima
of how many of us might have to be sacrificed to win a war cal
enough—in fact I don’t know of any country in the world that
openly calculates and debates and discusses the number of peo
who might be left alive after the bombing is over. Mr. Jos
Alsop has long been preparing us for the number of “megadea
that we must expect to suffer. Mr. Herman Kahn’s macabre boo!
in which he spoke of sixty million deaths or more as “acceptab.
was read and considered soberly by thousands. For what we do
the press violently castigates the Chinese, and from it draws al§
kinds of absurd and frightening conclusions.

And in doing so, it conditions us further to accept the image
the Chinese as inhuman monsters.

While Tito’s “disclosure” of Chinese readiness to sacrifice th
hundred million people is the stuff that columnists’ dreams
made of, scholars and specialists tend to seek something a li
less crude—all the while following the same general line.

In the writings of Mao Tse-tung they found what they v
looking for. And like the columnists with the three hund
million casualties, they have squeezed out of it every ounce
juice.

Over a quarter of a century ago, while Mao and his group
guerrilla forces were busy fighting both the Kuomintang and
invading Japanese armies, Mao delivered a long speech (in E:
lish it runs to fourteen pages) on “Problems of War and St
egy.”® Much of this five-thousand-word address was historical
8 On Thermonuclear War (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 19

8Mao Tse-tung, Selected Works, Vol. II (New York: Intemational
lishers, 1954-1956), pp. 267-81.
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theoretical, and in the course of it Mao said: “Every Communist
must grasp the truth: ‘Political power grows out of the barrel of
a gun.”"?

One would not have imagined that in a country which won its
own political independence by using guns, this rather mild and
obvious phrase would appear very startling. But nevertheless, torn
out of context and with no reference to the conditions under which
it was made, it has been often used at the highest levels of scholar-
ship as conclusive proof of the wicked and warlike nature of Mao
Tse-tung., The phrase, or part of it, was also used as a title of a
book Out of the Gun by an Australian journalist, Denis War-
ner, who reports on China from Southeast Asia.

Reviewing this book in The Christian Science Monitor, a
correspondent, who covered China by being there in a bygone era,
extended the quotation:

Mao Tsetung, Communist China’s leader wrote in his
book “Problems of War and Peace” [the reviewer confused
Mao and Tolstoy at this point]: “Every Communist must
grasp the truth. Political power grows out of the gun. . . .
Anything can grow out of the barrel of the gun. . . .”8

Two years later, A. Doak Barnett, a leading China specialist and
Ford Foundation staff member, devoted several pages of his latest
volume to the “Philosophy of Power,” and used the same quota-
tion as a springboard for launching his own version of what Mao
Tse-tung thinks:

Communist China’s leaders also attach very great impor-
tance to the intimate relationship between military and po-
litical power. As Mao Tse-tung stated bluntly in 1938, “Po-
litical power grows out of the barrel of a gun. . . . Anything
can grow out of a gun.” The Chinese Communists have no
moral scruples or inhibitions about the use of force . . .
they regard force as a perfectly legitimate instrument of
policy. As Mao wrote in 1936,

“War is one of the highest forms of struggle for the settle-
ment of contradictions between classes, nations, states, or

o Did, p. 275,
QROHal&) Ste7ad, January 17, 1958.
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political groups in a certain stage of development since
beginning of class society . . . There are two kinds of war i
history: revolutionary and counter-revolutionary. We suppos
the former and oppose the latter. Only a revolutionary wg
is holy. We support holy national revolutionary wars
holy class revolutionary wars.”®

In this quotation Mr. Barnett availed himself of two parts fro
Mao Tse-tung’s work and is guilty of what I would consider sory
very misleading quoting. No one reading his selection would suj
pose that the three ellipses after the words “since the beginning of
class society” represent a jump of three pages into another sec
of Mao’s essay; and a study of what Mr. Barnett omitted discl
that what is omitted, far from showing that the “Chinese
munists have no moral scruples” about the use of force, is ins
patt of a closely reasoned argument as to how wars can finally B
eliminated.!® Indeed, the heading of the section from which
Barnett selects the latter part of his quotation reads: “The Aim
War Lies in Eliminating War.” The sentence immediately foll
ing this (not quoted by Barnett) reads: “War, this monster ¢
mutual slaughter, will be finally eliminated through the prog
of human society, and in no distant future too.”1t

A reading of Mao’s long analysis of what constitute just
unjust wars would, I think, give readers almost the opposite
pression as to the Chinese leader’s feelings about war than
would arrive at from reading Mr. Bamett’s quotations. What
more, because his quotation stops where it does (to continue a
a gap of three pages) readers were unable to see the very nes
sentence. This missing sentence contains, I think, a central poi
in Mao Tsetung’s thinking—the absolute necessity to ,’4.
carefully the laws and anatomy of war: “Without understanding
the circumstances of war, its characteristics, and its relations t§
other things, we cannot know the laws of war, cannot know ho
to direct it, and cannot win victory.”12
9 A. Doak Bamett, Communist China and Asia, p. 75.
10Mao Tse-tung, Selected Works, Vol. I (1954), see pp. 176-79.

1 1bid., p. 179.
12 Ibid., p. 179.
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When one considers that all this was written several years before
the outbreak of the Second World War and before the Japanese
invaded and overran much of China’s territory, an analysis of the
Jaws of war can no more be considered “proof” of Mao’s warlike
nature than discussion of military tactics before Pearl Harbor by
officers in the Pentagon proves that they were devoid of any “moral
scruples.”

The phrase about “political” power and the gun barrel is catchy.
Mr. Barnett used it once before in the course of contributing to
the Atlantic Monthly’s special China issue in December 1959.
Alice Langley Hsieh, of the Rand Corporation, and other scholarly
specialists in the field have also cited Mao’s few words as evidence
of his hunger for power.

That those who wish to prove how “belligerent” the present-day
leaders in China are, still rely on a part of a single sentence ex-
tracted from a speech made a quarter of a century ago—a speech
made to a band of soldiers who had only recently survived a six-
thousand-mile retreat—is in itself, I think, significant.

Nor have the China specialists been alone.

On December 1, 1961, Adlai Stevenson used this twenty-five-
year-old quotation in the UN to show how belligerent the Com-
munist regime is, how unworthy to be admitted to the UN; and
in 1962 the former U. S. Air Force Chief of Staff, General
Thomas D. White, assessing the weaknesses and strength of
China’s military position, was still relying on this tired old
quotation:

Her enormous population is now backward, her industries
are not technically oriented, her natural resources undevel-
oped, and her vast area without adequate communications.
But the political philosophy of this massive land is violently
militant both at home and abroad. Mao Tse-tung has said,
“Political power comes from the barrel of a gun.”*®

It would appear a legitimate request that our scholars, states-
Men, and soldiers, attempting to convey to us some knowledge of
Mao’s thoughts about war and the use of force, should give us

18 Newsweek, September 3, 1962
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more than a few selected quotations, with this phrase about
“barrel of a gun” thrown in. Mao Tse-tung, after all, is one of
great, and probably the most prolific, of military theoreticians
our day. ‘

Chapter 12

“CHINESE AGGRESSION"—
THE SINO-INDIAN BORDER DISPUTE

So solidly built into our consciousness is the concept that China
is conducting a rapacious and belligerent foreign policy that when-
ever a dispute arises in which China is involved, she is instantly
assumed to have provoked it. All commentaries, “news reports,”
and scholarly interpretations are written on the basis of this as-
sumption. The cumulative effect of this only further reinforces
the original hypothesis so that it is used again next time with even
greater effect.

This certainty of Chinese aggressive and expansionist aims
is not shared by our allies who have been in far closer and more
continuous contact with the Chinese government. In the United
States it is absolute and unvarying.

Thus it was entirely predictable that when on October 20, 162,
ﬁghting broke out along the Sino-Indian border, the unanimous
Tesponse, like a conditioned reflex, was that this was a “naked and
uriprovoked attack” by China against her southern neighbor.

Neutral countries, one should mention in passing, took a much
more cautious and judicious view.

It would probably come as a surprise to most Americans that
most of the neutral governments do not subscribe to the Indian-
American-British interpretation of what actually took place. The
Staunchly conservative Daily Telegraph of London reported from
its correspondent in New Delhi, on October 2g, 1962:
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But what really hurt in New Delhi was the discovery
the rest of the neutral block deserted India to a man. M
seemed to prefer the Chinese version of the events lead
up to the final collision.

It may be valuable, therefore, to take this border conflict a
“case history,” and to examine the anatomy of the dispute in ¢
tail. My purpose is not to prove that the Chinese were blamele
or that they were not guilty of provocative acts. Rather it is §

from these facts.

The chronological story of the dispute as I outline it in #
chapter is, I think, accurate. The meaning I draw from it read
must accept or reject as they will. But if I am right, this dispy
provides another example (almost as clear-cut as the “invasi
Laos” story of 1959) of how our press and officials, speaki
what appears to be impressive harmony, by deceiving themsel
misled a whole nation.

It would be hard to find any part of the world with a longer}
more checkered history than the vast mountainous region whif
separates China from Burma, Nepal, Pakistan, and India. 'I'h'
borders, undefined and often previously disputed, are a legacy§
history. Almost all conflicting claims along this border can fi§
some support in history, ethnography, or in common justi§
The history of this area supplies enough material for any party §
support any claim. Under these circumstances it is obvious that 3
only way to a peaceful resolution of the various claims is throu§
a process of compromise. And this was in fact exactly the way 4
borders between China on the one hand and Burma, Nepal, a§
—later—Pakistan on the other were settled. In none of these cal
were there armed clashes. In all cases the status quo was taken
the basis of negotiations and adjustments were then made,
way or the other, taking into account historical and geographif
factors and the interests of the parties involved. All three bord:
were demarcated and recognized in formal international treat:
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On balance in the process of give and take, it has been generally
acknowledged China gave considerably more than she took.

Between China and India matters took a very different course.
No basis of negotiations could be agreed upon. Numerous armed
clashes continued, culminating in large-scale warfare, Why did
this happen? Has China’s attitude been more “aggressive” toward
India than it was toward Burma, Nepal, and Pakistan? Or has
India, unlike these other countries, been unwilling to compromise?

On this question the record is absolutely clear. China unques-
tionably was seeking an amicable settlement through discussion
and mutual accommodation, suggesting that pending a settlement
both parties should maintain the status quo as it existed in 1959
when the border clashes began. India has at all times insisted that
all her principal claims must be conceded before the discussions
could begin, There can be no doubt in the mind of anyone who
studies the record that it has been India and not China that has
stood in the way of a settlement through mutual compromise.

So, we must ask, was this because the status quo of 1959 was
specially disadvantageous for India? Were there reasons why the
choice of this particular moment was unacceptable to her? Before
we can answer this question we must examine the border situation
as it was in 1959.

The Sino-Indian border is divided into three sectors. The western
sector separates the Ladakh area of Kashmir from China’s
Sinkiang province and Tibet. The middle sector separates three
Indian states from Tibet (the disputed areas in this middle sector
Were quite minor and need not be discussed here). The eastern
Sector separates the Indian state of Assam from Tibet.

In the eastern sector the Indians controlled the disputed area,
Claiming what is known as the McMahon Line to be the legal
boundary, a line drawn up unilaterally by the British. The Mc-
Mahon Line was named after the British delegate at a conference
held at Simla in 1914 which was attended by representatives of
B‘ritain, China, and Tibet. The Chinese government refused to
Sign the draft Convention and no Chinese government since has
Cver accepted the McMahon Line. The Chinese today still claim,
3 they did then, that the traditional boundary included the south-
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ern slope of the Himalayas and was never based on the wat
which was the basis used for drawing the McMahon Line.* T
point out that the people who have lived here are Tibetans o
Tibetan origin and the place names are also Tibetan and
Indian,
The Chinese say that some of the area between the traditio
border and the McMahon Line (about thirty-five thousand squa
miles, including much good farming land and valuable fores|
had been taken by the British from China at a time when Ch
was too weak to resist. This area was organized by the Bri
and was known as the Northeast Frontier Agency (NEFA),
it retains that status today under Indian rule, together with a
tional territory occupied by India in 1951. The Indians reject i
Chinese claim and state that the McMahon Line merely confirn
the natural, traditional, ethnic and administrative boundary:
this area. :
This Indian interpretation of the McMahon Line is g
weakened by the fact that the official Survey of India map pd
lished by the Indian government in 1917; the map attached to. t#
1929 edition of the Encyclopedia Britannica; the 1940 editi§
of the Oxford Advanced Atlas (Bartholemew); and the 1g4
edition of Philips’ Atlas all show the border as claimed by Chil
and not the McMahon Line as claimed by India. In the couf
of a long note addressed to the Indian government on Decemi
26, 1959, the Chinese Foreign Office pointed out that the M
Mahon Line

was not adopted on the official map “Tibet and Adjace
Countries’ published by the Survey of India in 1938. . &
Neither was the so-called McMahon Line followed in drdf
ing the eastern sector of the Sino-Indian boundary on &
map ‘India 19&;’ attached to the 1951 third edition
English of the Discovery of India written by Prime Mi
Nehru himself. . . 2
1The former Acting Governor of Assam, Sir Henry Twynam, wrote
The Times of London on September 2, 1959, that “The McMahon
which sought to secure the main crest of &e Himalayas as the fronty
does not exist and never has existed.”
2 Documents of the Sino-Indian Boundary Question (Peking: Foreign
guage Press, 1960).
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Even when the McMahon Line appeared on the official mapy
of India in 1950, 1951, and 1952, it was marked as “undemay
cated.” Up to 1958 the London Times Atlas of the World include§
both the traditional line and the McMahon Line with the word

Line merely “reaffirned” what was always accepted as the
boundary cannot be supported.

The situation in the western sector in 1959 was different.
this sector, the Chinese and not the Indians were in possession: @
the disputed area—about thirteen thousand square miles. TH
Indians claim that the legal border is considerably to the north aiy
east of where it is at present. But here again, in 1950 the offic
Indian maps show this area as “undefined.” It was only in 19§
that the Survey of India map for the first time showed the boun

to justify the Indian government (without reference to China)
claiming an area that had until then been acknowledged by the
to be undefined? &

The explanation is that after the Chinese entered Tibet
1950-51, what Britain and India had considered a “buffer stat§

When the Chinese first entered Tibet . . . frankly we di
not expect any trouble on our border, but, naturally, lookif
at things in historical perspective, we though )}
ture of our border had changed. It was a dead border, it v
now becoming alive, and we began to think in terms of t
protection of that border. . . . i

Our attention was first directed, naturally or not, to theg
borders, and a high level, high power committee was 2}
pointed, the Border Defense Committee, right then in 19§
or 1952, I forget. This Committee presented a comprehensif
report, and many of the suggestions were accepted by Gof
emment, some were not. This was ten years ago.

It seems clear that one of the things that this Border Defe
Committee did was to decide what border it proposed to “defe
This was done unilaterally without consultation with China. Fr
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then on a border which had never been defined became in the
Indian view precisely determined.

But now—still considering this western sector—we enter a
phase of the dispute which even the Indians find it embarrassingly
difficult to explain. Across territory in the Aksai Chin area (which
India had now unilaterally defined as being hers) the Chinese had
been constructing a highway. This road, which follows an ancient
caravan route across the high Aksai Chin plateau, provides the
Chinese with the only practical communication between Sinkiang
and central Tibet. This was the route by which Chinese troops
entered western Tibet from Sinkiang in 1950 without any com-
plaint from New Delhi. The transformation of this old caravan
route into a modern highway was (in Chou En-ai’s words) a
“gigantic task.” Thousands of Chinese must have been engaged
in the work. The survey work for the road was started in 1954, and
the road itself was not completed until 1957. But though this
road was crossing land that India was claiming as hers no protest
was made until 1958—a year after the road was completed and
four years after it was begun. Why, we must ask, did the Indian
government wait so long before complaining of these Chinese
“incursions” into Indian territory? The answer is simple: the
Indian government had no idea what was going on in this area.
This is how Mr. Nehru explained it to the Lok Sabha on February
23, 1961:

It was not clear to us whether this proposed motor way
crossed our territory. The first suspicion that this might be
so came to us in 1957, from a map published in Peking. We
did not even then know definitely whether this transgressed
our territory. The map was a small map, but half a magazine
page. We did not know, but we began to suspect it . . . as
we did not have proof, we did not protest then.

But even with their suspicions aroused, the Indian government
made no effort apparently to confirm the presence of this road or
its location, for no protest was made until 1958.

How is it possible that a government does not know what is
going on in part of what it claims to be its territory? The answer
again is an obvious one. India had never actually exercised juris-
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diction over the temitory it was now claiming. Though read
accessible from the Chinese side, the Aksai Chin plateau can o
be reached from India after weeks of difficult travel across ba
and unpopulated mountain ranges.

With these facts in mind we can now get an over-all picture
the situation as it existed in 1959—the situation which Chi
wished to take as the basis for negotiations and which India
jected. In the east the Indians were in possession of the disput
area—thirty-five thousand square miles. In the west the Chin
were in possession of the disputed area—thirteen thousand squajg
miles. It was in 1959—in August and October—that the first serig
armed clashes occurred. Reacting to these encounters, the Chin
government on November 7 (a date that was to figure frequeni
in subsequent correspondence) proposed that both sides sho
withdraw at once twenty kilometers from the actual line of conti
to avoid further incidents and that negotiations to settle the lod
tion of the boundary should be begun. The implications of ti}
proposal were quite clear. The Chinese were in effect offerin
accept the McMahon Line in the east provided the In
would accept a line in the west which would secure for China
important highway which they had built. This proposal was }
jected by the Indian government. No negotiations could take p
they said, until the Chinese accepted not only the McMahe}
Line but India’s definition of the boundary in the west, whid}
she had unilaterally defined on her maps without discussion wik
China. v

The rejection of this sensible compromise put forward by ‘
was, we can now realize, the real turning point in the dispute. §
is very hard to see how any rational person could regard the
nese suggestion as arising from anything but a sober sense
realism and a desire for a peaceful settlement. India woul
getting legal recognition of thirty-five thousand square miles:
the east, including much farm land and forests, in exchange )
giving up her claim to thirteen thousand square miles which
had never occupied, which by no stretch of the imagination ca
be considered to have value to her, and which (on
Indian side) could only be reached with the greatest diffic
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The Chinese were offering to swallow a bitter pill by accepting
the McMahon Line—the very name of which denotes its im-
perialist origin and a reminder of past humiliation at the hands of
the Western powers. The Indians were in control of the area up to
the McMahon Line and the Chinese knew they could not be
dislodged without military conflict. Though subsequent events
showed they had ample power to throw the Indians back, the
Chinese did not want a war with India and proved it by being
willing to make very considerable concessions to avoid one.

All the tragic events that have happened since were the in-
evitable result of India’s rejection of the only compromise that
could have led to a peaceful settlement of the border dispute.
What in fact followed? Having defined the Chinese occupation of
the Aksai Chin plateau as “aggression,” the Indians began, logi-
cally enough, to apply military pressure to oust the Chinese. During
the next two years the Indians pressed forward, clashing increas-
ingly with the Chinese, and they were successful in advancing
against relatively light Chinese resistance. As Mr. Nehru put it in
addressing the Lok Sabha on June 20, 1962:

India had opened some new patrol posts endangering the
Chinese posts and it was largely due to movements on our
side that the Chinese had also to make movements. It is
well known in knowledgeable circles in the world that the
position in this area has been changing to our advantage and
the Chinese are concerned about it.

Throughout the summer of 1962 there were indications of Indian
preparations for military action, which undoubtedly were watched
carefully by the Chinese. Addressing Parliament on August 13
and 14, Mr. Nehru described the government’s preparation:

We have concentrated on increasing our strength, military
strength, strength in communications, roads, etc. We have
a special border roads committee which has done very well
—I do not know exactly—thousands of miles in very difhcult
terrain. We built up our air supply position by getting air-
craft—big aircraft—from various countries; we have got some
helicopters too; but in the main it consisted of big transport
aircraft; there were some from the United States and some
from the Soviet Union. ... We improved our military
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position, our supply position, and we have got our troop
various areas there with forward posts. If they [the
have got nine posts, we have got 22 or 23 or 24.

With India openly improving its military position alon
frontier areas, the Chinese must undoubtedly have been mal
their preparations also. With India consistently refusing to
tiate on reasonable terms and pursuing her “nibbling” tactics
1959 on, the Chinese must have been convinced that they
sooner or later have to administer a severe defeat to the Indj
before any negotiations were possible. It is hard to see what;
ternatives they had. They were certainly not ready to accept
prospect of a border in perpetual conflict.

This, then, was the general background to the large-scale
ing that broke out all along the Sorder on October 20, 1962.
events which immediately preceded these hostilities (with
present knowledge of what was about to happen) are interes
to recall and can be summarized below. China had alrea
peatedly put forward proposals for negotiations which India
rejected. India’s rigid attitude had by this time caused
adverse comment.

(July 26) India offered to negotiate the boundary disp
on the basis of the study undertaken jointly in 1g6o.

(August 4) The Chinese responded and proposed that
cussions begin as soon as possible.

(August 22) An Indian note said that before discussionsj
could take place the border in the western sector must beg
restored to its status quo (the border as defined by India).  §

(September 13) The Chinese said there could be no pre-
conditions. They again proposed that each side withdra

twenty kilometers to avoid further incidents and suggested
that the representatives of the two countries meet on October.
15 in Peking and then in New Delhi, alternately.

(September 19) The Indians agreed to the proposed date and
place but insisted that the talks should have the specific objec
of “defining measures to restore the status quo in the western
sector.”

“CHINESE AGGRESSION —SINO-INDIAN BORDER DISPUTE 233

(October 3) A Chinese note reiterated the proposal that both
sides should enter speedily into discussion and that neither
side should refuse to discuss any question that might be raised
by the other side.

(October 6) The Indian government rejected the Chinese
proposal and called off the talks scheduled to begin in Peking
on October 15.

(October 12) Nehru announced that he had instructed the
Indian army to “throw the Chinese” out of the disputed
areas. (The New York Herald Tribune main editorial head-
line on October 15 was: NEHRU DECLARES WAR ON CHINA, and
the editorial went on to say that Nehru's orders to his troops
were “tantamount to a formal declaration of war.” The
Guardian—England—described Nehru's order as an “ultima-
tum.”)

(October 14) China called upon Nehru to “pull back from

the brink of the precipice.” China was “absolutely unwilling
to cross swords with India.”

(October 14) Krishna Menon (still Minister of Defense)
declared: “We will fight to the last man, to the last gun.”

(October 15) Nehru called upon his people for discipline
and sacrifice.
(October 16) The Indian Defense Ministry instructed ord-

nance factories to start maximum production even if it
meant having three shifts on a round-the-clock schedule.

(October 17) China charged India with repeatedly violating
China’s air space and invited India to shoot down any Chi-
nese planes if they flew over Indian temitory. (New York
Times, October 19.)

(October 20) Large-scale hostilities began along the entire
front.

And we are asked to believe—by the Indian government and by
Numberless Western editorial writers, politicians, and radio re-
Porters—that this fighting came as a “tremendous shock and sur-
Prise” to the Indians!
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Contrary to the general assumption in this country that "

reported: “India made a secret high level approach to the
for support shortly before launching her offensive against
Chinese on the Himalayan border, it is now learned . . .”
italics).

The general assumption in the American press was that
Chinese had initiated the fighting, Further light was thrown'
this matter, however, by a report in the New York Times of
19, 1963, based on a UPI dispatch from Washington:

TAYLOR INDICATES INDIANS
STARTED CLASH WITH CHINESE

General Maxwell D. Taylor, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, indicated in secret Congressional testimony ma
public today that India might have started the border fig
with Communist China. j

The previously accepted version of the border fighting that
flared last fall was that Communist China had attacked Ine
dian troops. . . .

[Asked by one Congressman] “Did the Indians actua
start this military operation?” ;

“They were edging forward in the disputed area,” repli
General Taylor. “Yes, sir.”

At this point the testimony was censored out of the pub
transcript.

¥

To return to the events on the border in October 1962:
By October 24, military operations on all fronts were decisi
in China’s favor. On this day Chou En-lai made one more attemp
to bring the hostilities to an end and to settle the dispute peat
fully. He sent Mr. Nehru a three-point proposal:

1. Both parties affirm that the Sino-Indian boundary qué
tion must be settled peacefully through negotiations. P
ing a peaceful settlement the Chinese Government h
that the Indian Government will agree that both parti
respect the line of actual control along the entire Sino-In
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border, and the armed forces of each side withdraw 20 kil-
ometers from this line and disengage.

2. Provided that the Indian Government agrees to the above
proposal, the Chinese Government is willing, through con-
sultation between the two parties, to withdraw its frontier
guards in the eastern sector of the border north of the line
of actual control; at the same time, both China and India
undertake not to cross the line of actual control. . . .

3. The Chinese Government considers that, in order to seek
a friendly statement of the Sino-Indian boundary question,
talks should be held once again by the Prime Ministers of
China and India. At a time considered to be appropriate by
both parties, the Chinese Government would welcome the
Indian Prime Minister to Peking; if this should be incon-
venient to the Indian Government, the Chinese Premier
would be ready to go to Delhi for talks.?

India’s response to these practical suggestions was swift. On the
same day (October 24) they were rejected. Three days later, Mr.
Nehru wrote: “My colleagues and I are not able to understand the
niceties of the Chinese three-point proposal, which talk about
lines of actual control,’ etc.”* (One cannot help but wonder
whether Mr. Nehru would have adopted this supercilious tone if
he could have foreseen the resounding defeat that was in store for
his armies!)

On November 15, the Indian Ministry of Defense announced
2 large-scale attack in the eastern sector, and the next day the
Chinese counterattacked and resumed their advance. By now the
Chinese armies were looking down toward the plain of Assam
and were in a position to threaten India’s main oil field. Sela,
nearly fourteen thousand feet high, the main Indian position south
of Tawang, was stormed and outflanked. Tezpur was evacuated in
Panic. The heartland of India now lay virtually defenseless before
the Chinese armies. Wild speculations appeared in the press as to
how far the Chinese would advance. The Chinese “hordes,” so
We were told, were hell-bent for the oil fields of India; they were
driving to Calcutta on the sea; India was only the first step in

€ conquest of Asia—then Europe, and tomorrow the world.

zﬂ dideastem Economic Review, Feburary 28, 1963.
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Just one day before the Chinese made their cease-fire of
which put an end to the border warfare, some of this county
most respected newspapers were making these forecasts:

With total victory over the Indian armies assured, the C
government on November 21 made their dramatic annouf
ment—that they had ordered a unilateral cease-fire along the:
tire line to start the following day; and that from December
Chinese armies would withdraw in the eastern sector to
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. . . the entire Northeast Frontier region may even
succumb to Peking’s domination, opening the Bengali g
and menacing the Governments of India and Pakistan
not all Southeast Asia.

. . . the long-range goal is that discussed decades ago
Sir Halford MacKinder, the geo-politician: conquest of A
and then Europe, starting from the central Asian pla
that borders immense population masses. That is the l¢
range goal. (C. L. Sulzberger, New York Times, Novem
10, 1962.) ‘

Red China needs a port, Shanghai is too far inland
the Whangpoo River is too cramped. . . . But Calcutt
virtually undefended, and it is one of the great ports of
world, (Royce Brier, San Francisco Chronicle, Noven

20, 1962.)

The Chinese Communist attack on India is assuming 1
sive dimensions. . . . b

In this war the long-neglected Indian forces are being @
fought, outmaneuvered, outgunned and are forced t "
back before the human waves of Chinese Communis
riors. These warriors have already jumped across the
layan barrier and are now streaming down mountain
toward the Indian plains, oil fields and strategic airpq
(New York Times editorial, November 20, 1962.)

The Chinese intention seems clear. It is to break th
to the Assam plains and seize its main oil and coal re
Should this happen, the whole of eastern Asia wi
heavy concentration of industries, including new steel, pow
and fertilizer plants is in grave danger. (The Ch
Science Monitor, November 20, 1962.)
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twenty kilometers behind the McMahon Line and elsewhere to
a line twenty kilometers behind the line of actual control on
November 7, 1959. On November 22 all fighting stopped; in De-
cember the withdrawals of the Chinese armies were completed;
and later all Indian prisoners, and even captured weapons, were
returned to India®

Caught totally unprepared for such a move, many writers re-
mained distrustful

Set no store by the Red Chinese ceasefire. . . . Mao and
Chou haven't a live-and-let-live bone in their bodies. They
will not stop this warfare . . . until they are stopped. . . .

If the Red Chinese debouche to the Upper Ganges plain,
which seems to be their target, they should be met by a
thousand tanks, fleets of bombers, reconnaissance planes to
seek out their formations and destroy them. India lacks this
gear. Yet if we send it, it is no good lying on the docks of
Calcutta and Madras. It needs crews to service and fight it.®

With the cease-fire the Chinese were at last able to impose
precisely those arrangements which she had so repeatedly offered
as a basis of negotiation—including her acceptance of the Mec-
Mahon Line—and which India had so consistently and stubbornly
refused.

The crucial question must now be asked: Why was the In-
dian government so reluctant, while there was still time, to reach
a peaceful agreement with China—like Burma, Nepal, and Pakis-
tan have done?” What were the pressures which prevented

S While the border fighting was taking place The Christian Science Monitor
on October 29 carried an AP report with ominous implications: “The Chinese
are said to be taking no prisoners.”

As things turned out it was the Indians who never captured a single Chinese
soldier involved in the “massive invasion.”

Con May 25, 1963, an AP dispatch from New Delhi in the San Francisco
hronicle’ reported that the last batch of a total of 3211 Indian prisoners
Was returned by the Chinese,
Oyce Brier, San Francisco Chronicle, November 26, 1962.

In an interview with U.S. News & World Report (May 13, 1963), Pakistan’s
cresxdent Ayub Khan said: “Here, we are next-door neighbors to a great
O(f’lmtry having a very difficult border . . . we have agreed to have this border
ng 300 to 400 miles with China demarcated. If India had done that I have
ar?dd(():li,b‘t in my mind there would not have been any conflict between India

ina,

ACI\I
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such a settlement? The answer to this riddle will not I' think
found in any further examination of the legal rights and wro:
of the border dispute itself, but rather by examining the extrz
dinarily difficult problems that were at this time facing the i
groups in India. Wl
Although India’s economy is part “socialized,” part “capitalig g
the nation’s ruling class (the big industrialists, the bankers, t}
upper ranks of the civil service, the army; in short, the “povs
elite” which makes the major decisions and sets the nation’s |
rection) is by origin and mental habit deeply committed ta
capitalist future for India. But in the conditions prevailing in
world today capitalism cannot solve the pressing problems of §
backward countries. Where some development does occuf
such as in Mexico, for example, or some of the Latin-Ame
ccuntries—the benefits go almost entirely to the few who
already privileged and the gap between them and the poor g
wider. In India, as we have shown in Chapter 7, “The Mathenk
ics of Suffering,” the circumstances are especially unfavorabl
any rapid capital accumulation under the present system. B
the same time there are signs that the great masses in India
not indefinitely endure without protest their present condi
of appalling poverty.
Nor can India’s ruling groups ever allow themselves to f
that her northern neighbor and the country most like their
in population and stage of economic development, only fou
years ago overthrew its own ruling class and since then ha
outstripped India’s advance. The Indian ruling classes are
aware that India’s rate of progress must at all costs be speeded §
if the Indian people are not, sooner or later, to follow Chirg
example and attempt to seek a better life through social 24
economic revolution. The large Communist gains in the Indig
elections in 1957 were the first wamning signals.
Nehru, it is true, remains an immensely popular leader,
while he is in control he provides some reassurance to the
circles that India will not move decisively to the left. Bu
popularity tends to conceal, except to those most sensitive t
the growing political restiveness of the Indian masses. But
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Nehru goes, as eventually he must, what then? Who will provide
the unifying force? How can the ruling elite ensure that Nehru’s
successor will keep India moving to the right rather than to the
revolutionary left?

Far from expanding rapidly, India’s economy is stagnant. By
1960 it was clear that something was seriously wrong.®

Thus, there were complex and interlocking problems that con-
fronted the leaders of India. A seriously faltering economy, an
aging leader, a population living always on the very edge of sub-
sistence and showing signs of looking to other means to solve their
wretched poverty, and northward a China moving forward far
more quickly than their own country. And above all (the most
immediate need) the absolute necessity of getting yet more assist-
ance from the only country that could provide it.

The connection between official Indian policy on the border
dispute and pressing need for foreign aid was revealed in an
astonishing report from New Delhi by one of Britain’s top re-
porters. Nine months before the outbreak of hostilities, Stephen
Barber reported (my italics):

Reports during the past week say that preparations are
now well advanced for strictly limited “probing action”
against Chinese outposts established within Indian-claimed
territory in the Ladakh and Karakoram Pass regiom. . . .
Throughout the winter, military build-up has been detected
in Leh, the principal town near the disputed Kashmir line.
Apparently tﬁe Indian plan is to move highly trained moun-
tain troops in behind the Chinese posts. . . . From well-
placed Indian sources I understand that New Delhi’s defense
planners, with the agreement of experts in the External Af-
fairs Ministry, have urged this move for three reasons:

It should serve as a test of Chinese long-range intentions
regarding India;

It would test the validity of the underlying feature of
India’s foreign policy, which is that in the event of a Sino-
Indian clash Moscow would bring pressure to bear on Peking
to withdraw;

Chapter 7, *“The Mathematics of Suffering,” which gives further details
India’s faltering economy.

8 See
of
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It would create a sympathetic mood towards India
Washington at a time when foreign aid appropriations, §
which Indid’s share predominates, will be under Congry
siondl consideration.?

And even before October 1962 the United States had not cof
cealed the fact that one purpose of aid was to keep India out
the Socialist bloc. “The Administration is defending its req
for a boost in economic assistance to India on grounds that I
is a bulwark against Red Chinese encroachments in the Far Eas
(Wall Street Journdl, July g, 1962.) “We know right now,” s
Senator John Sparkman, Acting Chairman of the Senate Fo
Relations Committee, in a television appearance on june g,
“that India is pressing very hard against Communist China,
her northern boundary line . . . we ought not to be discour
India at the very time she is moving in the direction we have b
wanting her to move for a long time.” :

It has been said that just as the US. economy “needs|
cold war,” so India needed the border dispute with China.
propositions are of course oversimplified, but their meani
clear. Was it, in fact, ever possible, within the terms of Indj
present economic and social system which the ruling elite ard
determined to maintain, for the Indian government to co
a settlement with China and move once more toward frien
with her? I think it is doubtful, for a friendly settlement
China would probably have abruptly ended the foreign aid w!
alone was keeping the system going.!® :

The results of not coming to a peaceful settlement with
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broke out in October. Additional foreign aid on a very masy
scale was swiftly made available to India; a nation that wa
litically divided found a new and almost hysterical national ut§
in the drive to “resist Chinese aggression” (and a unity it s

9 Daily Telegraph, London, January 10, 1962.

10 UJ.S. aid to India for 1962 totaled almost a billion dollars, lifting the NG
government to first place in the world picture. An AP dispatch from Waskh
ton on March 21, 1963, citing figures provided by the Agency for Internats
Development, reported: “In 1962, India was the biggest recipient of Us
States aid, with $838,000,000.”
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be noticed directed at precisely the country whose revolutionary
experience might under other circumstances have held a dangerous
attraction for the Indian masses); and the Indian Communist
Party was in disarray. Under the stress of the emergency, the
government had already passed laws that curbed freedom of
speech and which severely restricted left-wing political activity (it
is not generally known in the West that from May 1961 it has
been a criminal offense in India to question the rights and wrongs
of the border dispute).

To sum it up, the immediate result of the rejection of any
peaceful settlement with China was to move India decisively to
the right politically, and decisively into the Western camp inter-
nationally,

This, I believe, is the real significance and meaning of India’s
dispute with China. It was a conflict which India was able to
provoke by refusing any compromises and by making demands on
China which were certain to be rejected. One thing is clear: if the
ruling groups in India had felt that a settlement was in their
interests they could have reached one with as little fuss as Burma,
}I:Iepal, and Pakistan did; and with not the slightest loss of national

onor.

To the U.S,, of course, the Indian move into the Western camp
was a source of satisfaction. Dr. Oliver E. Clubb, Jr., a foreign
policy expert at Syracuse University, wrote in the National
Observer (November 12, 1962):

For the United States in one sense the Sino-Indian con-
flict has been a windfall. Soviet influence in India has been
weakened; leftist Indian Defense Minister, Krishna Menon,
until recently a possible successor to Mr. Nehru, has been
toppled from power; and America’s ties with India have been
strengthened as a result of prompt American military assist-
ance, . . . Neutralist India, not pro-Western Pakistan or
Thailand, clearly has become the strategic key to southemn
Asia and the principal balance to Communist China. . . .

Fears that a neutral India—the largest and most influential
Ueutral nation—would one day move into the Socialist bloc could
fow be laid aside. The Indian econamy will be increasingly mili-
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tarized (already in 1963 vast increases in taxation have been
nounced to pay for its largest military budget ever)!! and India}
future dependence on U.S. military and economic aid will
doubtedly make her more responsive to suggestions from Wa
ington,?
But the price of all this will be paid by the Indian peo
Already the increased taxation for military purposes has doomg
any hope of real economic improvement for a long time to co .
No amount of U.S. aid can compensate for the damage thy
has already been dome. A deteriorating economy will inevitalf
shift the government yet further to the right. Political democrac ’
India’s greatest experiment—will be abandoned, except per
in name.
The significance of the dispute with China does not lie i
demarcation of boundaries high in the Himalayan mountains,’
rather in India’s rejection of a settlement with China in
of involvement in the cold war. The benefits—and there wi
benefits—that this decision will bring will be enjoyed b
few who are already among the privileged. The cost in su
and continued poverty will have to be bome by the
masses of the Indian people.
11 India’s defense spending for 1963-64 of Rs. 8670 million ($1,820,700/

represents 47 percent of her estmated revenue budget and is more than

entire revenue budget three years ago.

12In an editorial on May zg, 1963, The Christian Science Monitor
Indian demands for military and economic aid calling for more than two
half billion dollars.

Chapter 13

“CHINESE AGGRESSION”~TIBET

One of the charges of Chinese “aggression” that has occurred
in the last few years, the suppression of the Tibetan rebellion has
remained vividly in our imagination. I am not an apologist for
the Chinese and I have no doubt that some Chinese soldiers
were guilty of cruelty and caused suffering in Tibet; but I have
learned to accept with the greatest possible caution accounts of an
event which derive from one side only. Much reliance, for instance,
was placed on the “International Commission of Jurists” which
declared, in an interim report after a two-month study, that China
had been guilty of genocide in Tibet.

- « . Red China had engaged in a campaign of killing,
torture, rape, abduction and forced sterilization in Tibet in
the last 10 years.

The commission published a 340-page report based mostly
on accounts by refugees who fled to India after the futile
Tibet revolution of March 1959.

. The report also included testimony by Tibet’s exiled spir-
ltual and political leader the Dalai Lama. . . 2

_The title of the commission is imposing and, as the New York
Oflmesl s?id on June 7, 1959, the body “under the chairmanship
o 2 distinguished Indian lawyer, can hardly be called a propaganda

§an. Its findings should be accurate and impartial.”

Yes, they should have been; but were they?

1
AP, Geneva, August 7, 1959.
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I have read the commission’s report. It struck me as a curioug
hodgepodge of “evidence,” hearsay, and downright trivia. Thoug
tragic events were recorded in it, any impartial court of law
either America or Britain would require a great deal more soli
backed evidence before declaring the Chinese guilty of “ge
cide.”

We have on record one account by a Western correspond
who was actually present at a socalled “legal enquiry” coig
ducted by the International Commission of Jurists. He is Georg
Gale, correspondent for the London Daily Express, one of thg

patch):

UP IN CLOUD CUCKOOLAND WITH THE LAMA

I have just come down from hill station Mussoorie, sea
of the Dalai Lama’s exile Government.

I have also just come down from Cloud Cuckooland.

At an international legal enquiry in Mussoorie I he:atd
the Dalai Lama reel off a list of fantastic allegations agai
Red China. _

But he made no attempt to prove his allegations. Not
single document was produced. Not a shred of evidence was
provided. )

This was no way for the Tibetans to present their case
an official enquiry. .

The case, as put by the Dalai Lama was that China
seeking to destroy the Tibetan race by:—

ONE: Mass sterilization;

TWO: The mass deportation of children; and r

THREE: The mass settlement of 5,000,000 Chinese if
Tibet.

The Dalai Lama was asked for details first about sterili
tion. He said: “My statement is true.” \

Pressed further he referred to one place where these acH
“have been committed for so-called experimental efforts and
under the pretext of counteracting certain epidemic diseases.
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He said that 10 victims of these acts had gone to India as
refugees. But seven of them had since died.

Pressed again, he said that he might be able to let the
enquiry have the names of one or two such men—but he
did not know about any women.

(I note in passing that in India—under the Government’s
family planning policy to reduce the rising birthrate—z22,515
sterilization operations were performed last year.)

The Dalai Lama was tackled on the statement that 5,000,
ooo (hinese settlers had arrived in Tibet.

His explanation of how this vast multitude—four times
greater than Tibet’s total population—was supported was:
“Our country is not short of foodstuffs. Due to high altitude
we can keep food for 25 years. There are many fish in our
lakes.”

He was asked: “How many children were deported to
China?”

The interpreter said: “His Holiness cannot give you the
right number. These children came from various parts of
Tibet. Approximately, he thinks 10,500 were taken out.

“Some are resisting against the Chinese, and some who
have studied in Peking are working for China.”

(Again, I note in passing that Britain has much experience
of educating selected children from Colonial countries, not
all of whom return to their homeland.)

The eight members of the enquiry—set up by the Inter-
national Commission of Jurists—sat through most of the day
without complaining.

But at one point an English secretary of the enquiry burst
out: “I would like to make it clear that as far as lawyers are
concerned there is a difference between believing a thing to
be true and proving it.”

And an Indian professor of law, exasperated at having to
listen to hours of allegation and not seeing a single document
produced, exclaimed: “Have you no documents, decrees,
laws? Where are the laws of Tibet to be found? I have looked
all over India and haven’t been able to find a single law of
Tibet passed in the last 150 years!”

The members of the enquiry—three from India and one
€ach from Ghana, Ceylon, Malaya, the Philippines, and Siam
—-are expected to publish their findings within two months.

Lord Shawcross was originally a member of the enquiry
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committee. He resigned “due to unforeseen professional and
personal commitments.”
I am not surprised.?

And it was about this committee’s report that the New Yorig
Times said: “Its findings should be accurate and impartial”l

In December 1962 I had lunch in London with Mr. Stu
Gelder, an able and experienced correspondent, who had onl
recently returned from Tibet. He went there commissioned by thug
London Daily Mail to write a series of articles. Several corr
spondents resident in Peking had been to Tibet in 1959 (2mory
them the American Anna Louise Strong), but Stuart Gelder a
his wife Roma were the first non-resident Westerners to tray
to Tibet since the Chinese entered the country in 1951,
Gelder told me that the Peking government agreed to
conditions that they could travel wherever they wished witho
restriction, and photograph and film whatever they pleased.
made a film which was shown on British television. All
negatives, both movie and still, were developed in England.

in Tibet. Their general impression was that the accounts
Chinese behavior published in the Western press were (M
exact words) “fantastic exaggerations and distortions.” The Dd
Muail (though they paid for them) did not print his articles.
as far as newspaper readers are concerned, this rare eyewitne
report on Tibet was never seen.
It will be remembered that even before the flight of the Dalj
Lama in 1959, a good deal of discussion had taken place in off
press as to whether Tibet was a part of China as the Chi
claimed.
As in the case of Taiwan, while China was ruled by Ch
Kai-shek, there was no official (or editorial) doubt in the Uni
States that Tibet was part of China. It was only after the collap¥
of the Nationalists in 1949 that the United States governmesl
began to convey the idea that Tibet was a “sovereign state” af
there was even talk of supporting a Tibetan application for mer

P S R

2 Ddily Express, London, November 16, 1959.
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bership in the United Nations. By the time the Dalai Lama left
Tibet there was widespread belief in America that it had been
“invaded” by the Chinese—and this, of course, was then cited as
yet another example of Communist Chinese “aggression.”

Edgar Snow has directed attention to some facts about all
this:

During the Second World War China’s suzerainty over
Tibet was a subject of discussion between Britain, China
and the United States. In an aide-memoire in 1943, the
British Embassy in Washington conceded “formal Chinese
suzerainty” but also wished to secure the Llasa government
“the full enjoyment of local autonomy,” and the right to
“exchange diplomatic representatives with other powers.” In
reply the State Department unequivocally declined support
for the latter aim when it declared: “The Government of
the United States has borne in mind the fact that the Chi-
nese Government has long claimed suzerainty over Tibet
and that the Chinese constitution lists Tibet among areas
constituting the territory of the Republic of China. This
Government has at no time raised a question regarding either
of these claims.”s

This may strike many as being very legalistic and remote; and
having little to do with the million and a half peasants trying to
live their lives on the high windy plains of Tibet. What do they
know of “suzerainty” and “aide-memoires” and decisions made
in faroff capitals? But their lives nevertheless were profoundly
affected. Peking, in 1959, after nearly nine years of gradual re-
forms, was beginning to alter some of the Tibetans’ ancient ways.

Changes are nearly always painful, but let us not assume that
all the changes the Chinese made in Tibet were bad. The Tibetan
way of life may have sounded tranquil and romantic to many of
us; but except for the few, it was appalling. Peasants and herdsmen
were born into serfdom; they were bound all their lives in a
feudalism as absolute as any during our Middle Ages. Only inac-
cessibility preserved it. One of the first “ways of life” the Chinese
% The Other Side of the River, pp. 588-89. Mr. Snow’s quotations come from:

Foreign Relations of the United States, 1943, China (Washington: 1957),
Pp. 630, 728.
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attacked was to put an end to the barbaric punishments th

were still meted out—the gouging out of eyes, the pulling out :5

tongues, and other revolting mutilations. The only secular schools
in Tibet are those started by the Chinese; the only hospitals a
those which the Chinese established after 1951. Land, most of
held by the monasteries, was divided among the serfs.

Almost a year before the “revolt in Tibet” there appeared i
The Times of London a remarkable article on conditions in th
area. | use the word remarkable only in the sense that it woul
be difficult to find an organ of public opinion in this count
that would deal with the subject as did the eminently conservative
Times. |

. « . The Chinese have considerably changed the patteng
of Tibetan economy. For instance, within two years of theif
arrival they had totally abolished the system of unpaid labourg
People living in the vast areas owned by monasteries and
landlords could be drafted to work without pay by theif
landowners. The Chinese exerted their influence to end
system. . . .

. . . Several thousand Chinese and a few Tibetans
busy conducting research on growing more food and impro
ing sheep herds. ;

The monasteries no longer retain their monopoly ove
education. Several schools have been opened under Chine
guidance; unlike the monasteries, they teach other subjectf
besides the scriptures. . . . Once the majority of the popula
tion was unfamiliar with coins; now they use Chinese cu
rency for the smallest transactions. ... In open space§
basketball poles and nets have blossomed. . . . People sti§
look up when they hear the drone of aircraft engines, buf
they have become familiar with them. . . . L

. . . employment in Tibet has increased considerably, ang
the economic conditions of the Tibetans has been impro
This has given the Chinese the opportunity to fratern
and influence Tibetans, especially the lay masses. But
politically conscious and educated Tibetans were greatly o
fended by these reforms, and stayed on their guard againg)
all Chinese moves. . . .t

For the upper classes—the theocracy and the landlords—th
£ The Times of London, June 28, 1958.
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coming of the Chinese was a calamity, the end of centuries of
privilege. Some of them found they were even expected to workl
It was their outraged cries that we heard in the West. That this
minority suffered is not to be denied. But who is to say, here as
elsewhere in the world, where the ultimate balance lies?

In 1956, in the richest and most populous region of Tibet,
Peking introduced a system of taxation by which the hitherto
untapped “vast revenues of the monasteries” would be affected.
To quote again from The Times of London:

The leading monks, already greatly offended by the Chi-
nese and knowing that one day they would be totally power-
less, thought the time had come to strike. They began
spreading the story that the Chinese had levied taxes on
the images of the Buddha to eliminate monasteries, and
ultimately Buddhism, in Tibet. This rallied the militant in-
habitants of Kham against the Chinese.

When the monasteries declared that they would not pay
the tax, the Chinese began to confiscate their properties.
‘The monasteries resisted, and a minor war started in Kham.
All those who were nursing grudges against the Chinese, the
landlords, the big traders, and those whose arms the Chinese
had confiscated, joined the monasteries (which always had
]their own arsenal of primitive arms) in an armed rebel-
ion, . . 8

And as for genocide (in 1959) as charged by the “international
jurists,” Edgar Snow gives us all a sobering reminder:

. . current talk of genocide . . . falls wryly from the lips
of American officials whose ancestors seized a continent from
native Indians and wiped out nations of them scarcely more
than a century ago. The march of civilization? No doubt.
1])3ult let us leave claims to moral superiority in the vest-

ule. . ..

Perhaps because of our painful Korean experience, perhaps for
other reasons, we have convinced ourselves that the Chinese are
conducting a highly aggressive foreign policy. The Chinese have
Certainly played their part in confirming this assumption by their
®Ibid, The 1958 fighting in Tibet was pictured in the American press as some

ort of “Hungarian uprising” by the downtrodden and freedom-loving Tibetans.
The Other Side of the River, p. 596.
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pugnacious language. But students of military affairs, who p:
less attention to words than they do to actions, well knowf
that this popular image of the Chinese as reckless and belligereng}
is totally erroneous. ‘

Some commentators have concluded that Peking’s angry wor
are proof enough that we are dealing with rapacious, perhaps e
paranoic, men. But these words may seem rational enough whe
some of the provocations that have evoked them are remembere:
For years official U.S. policy was based on the determination
destroy the Chinese government: “. . . there are strong clemen
within the State Department and the Pentagon which believe th
the Communist regime must be snuffed out sooner or later,”
ported The Christian Science Monitor.” There is “the clear pg
sibility, almost verging on the likelihood, that the United Stat
will end by having to fight an atomic war for Formosa’s off-shos
islands,” wrote Mr. Joseph Alsop.® )

We do not have to look to the Chinese press for details. In o1
own Saturday Evening Post we read: :

For nearly ten years, with every offensive weapon
could command, the Nationalist Chinese have carried ¢
their own small, gnawing war against the Reds. . . .
tected from Red retaliation by the planes and guns of
United States 7th Fleet, they seek to harass and bedevil
Communists on the mainland. . . . Chinese Nationalist
Force planes fly over the mainland mapping future
gets. . . ®

“The U.S. also has experimental reconnaissance satellites w
ing over China,” reported Newsweek, on September 3, 1962.

And on September 20, 1958, Madame Chiang Kai-shek, o
U.S. nationwide television program, advocated the dropping
nuclear bombs on her own countrymen on the mainland!

Would we speak in quiet and measured tones if we were sul
jected to the same provocations, and by an infinitely supent
military power?
T April 5, 1954

8 New York Herald Tribune, March 18, 1955.
9 September 6, 1958.
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The Chinese words are indeed violent and angry; their actions
have been marked by an extraordinary prudence. Except where
they have felt that their national security is at stake—as in Korea—
they have been careful not to provoke a military clash with the
armed forces of the United States. In India their action was an
effective, limited-risk action called off promptly when their ob-
jective had been reached. Contrary to popular belief they have not
been engaged in either Laos or Vietnam. Since 1958 they have
not even attempted to retake the island of Quemoy, though it lies
less than five miles from their shores; and even at the fierce height
of the Quemoy crisis in 1958 they very carefully refrained from
firing on any foreign vessel. They have made no attempt to take
the island of Taiwan.

The distribution of the Chinese military budget indicates con-
cern for self-protection—expenditure is largely on defensive per-
sonnel and weaponry: a relatively large fighter force (almost no
bombers); a mobile land army and a large civilian militia; virtually
no navy except for coastal defense vessels. The proportion of the
national budget devoted to military expenditure has been reduced
annually until in 1960 it represented less than 10 percent of the
national budget.?®

This is the country that is so often described as “expansionist,”
“reckless,” and aiming “to conquer the world”l

As Allen S. Whiting of the Rand Corporation concluded after
several years of study, Chinese foreign policy is much more
rational, calculating, and cautious than we have been disposed to
believe, 1t

1% In 1959 expenditure on national defense was 5800 million yuan out of a
total national expenditure of 52,770 million yuan, or almost 11 percent. In
1960, the total national budget was 70,020 million yuan, with military ex-
Penditure remaining the same, at 5800 million yuan, which represents 8.3 per-
cent of this total. These figures were presented to the National People’s
Congress on March 30, 1960, by Li Hsien-nien, Vice-Premier of the State
Council and Minister of Finance, and are reported in the Peking Review of
April 5, 1960. (U.S. military expenditures in 1963 accounted for approx-
llmz‘ltely 56 percent of the national budget.)

! “Communist China,” The Liberal Papers (New York: Doubleday Anchor
Books, 1962), pp. 283~302.
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In this section of the book I believe I have shown with a
representative examples how the image of China as an aggressi
and expansionist power has taken root in the minds of the Amery
can people. It is true that the Soviet Union, in the intensity of
their dispute with China, has used many of the same chargd
about China’s belligerence, her readiness to use nuclear war
gain her ends, and so on—and this in turn fortifies our oy
conceptions. But an erroneous image remains erroneous, howe
many may appear to share it. )

My suggestion is not that we should approve of what
Chinese are doing or saying, but that we should stop deludi
ourselves. We should know in far greater detail what in fact,
going on. When this happens we will, I think, discover that
far too long a time we have been employing the vocabulary
self-deception.

Part IV

SOME MINOR MYTHS




Chapter 14

THE GIMO RETURNS

All this comes of founding a policy on untruths: on the
untruth that the Red Chinese are planning the military con-
quest of Formosa, on the untruth that the offshore islands
are related to Formosa, not to speak of the still bigger un-
truth that the real government of China is in Formosa and
that some day it will move back to the mainland.

—Walter Lippmann, New York
Herald Tribune, during the Que-
moy crisis, September g, 1958.

I.ike old generalissimos, some myths never die.

For fourteen years, like a religious rite performed by the emper-
ors of old, Chiang Kai-shek stands up at least once a year to
pledge his word that he will soon return to the mainland and there
conquer his enemies.

And, like the perennial appearance of the groundhog, the news-
papers dutifully print these pronouncements as “news.”

Does Chiang himself really believe these annual proclamations?

To cling to hope is natural enough; and for a man of Chiang’s
temperament, and for a man who once held personal power of
life and death over a quarter of mankind, to be impotent, to be
confined to an island, must be an almost unbearably humiliating
€xperience.

He has his memories and his minor glories. Eight hundred
admirals and generals provide an admiring and dependent court.*

! “The Formosa Impasse,” Foreign Affairs (April 1958), p. 443
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And plans for what will happen when they “return” have
endlessly discussed. But does he believe all this? Do any of th
He has an army on his hands—what has he to offer them !
visions? Even if they are visions in which he no longer can
himself?

Overweening conceit, of course, creates its own delusions
there are times when even conceit is not invulnerable. Chi
must have his dark moments when he comes face to face with §
tormenting reality that he no longer counts; that for all his st
ting and his boasting, he has been swept aside.

Across on the mainland, but 110 miles away, his peopl
moving forward unbelievably, forging China’s future; and in
he has no part to play. To 700 million of his countrymen
now (when they think of him at all, which is not often)
much more than a hated name in history, a symbol of all
was rotten in their past, a reminder of a period of inconcet
sufferings and humiliations. If he ever attempted to inject b
self in their lives again they would rise in unity and enorm
anger and wipe him out for good.

Chiang knows this, he must; and his lieutenants know it.

As early as October s, 1958, a Taiwan military spokesma
ported to the London Observer:

We haven’t seriously considered invading the mainlan
at least five years now. We have to keep up the pretensey
course, largely for domestic consumption—a matter of m
and discipline.

The myth of Chiang’s “return to the mainland” requires an
myth to give it plausibility—that terror, starvation, oppression
destruction of family life and so on, have wrought such hided
suffering that millions of Chinese who had no use for Ch
before are now waiting for him with open arms as their “sa

There are, in China, unhappy people. I met and spoke wi
number of them. They are usually from among those who
personally suffered as a consequence of the revolution; the fo
wealthy or those among the intellectuals who-found it impos
to identify themselves with the revolutionary world around
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They talked—some of them—frankly enough, and sometimes bit-
terly. I would always ask them if they would throw their lot in
with Chiang if he led an invasion and mounted a counterrevo-
Jution. They invariably would look at me with utter and blank
astonishment, as if I were out of my mind even to conceive of
such an idea. I came to think that any opposition movement
would be doomed if Chiang’s name was in any way associated with
it.

The Canadian correspondent, Gerald Clark, reported the same
view. Speaking to the World Affairs Council of Northem Cali-
fornia on May 2, 1959, he said:

The Chinese have not forgotten the corruption or in-
efficiency associated with Chiang Kai-shek and the National-
ists. 1 was in Peking when the Dulles-Chiang Kai-shek
communiqué came out, after their meeting in Formosa and
Chiang promised he would not attempt to regain the main-
land by force. People in Peking laughed. To them it was
almost as ludicrous a kind of statement as it would be for
us if Khrushchev suddenly announced that he had decided
after all, not to run for the presidency of the United States.

In terms of history, Chiang and his defeated army mean no
more than the emigrés of the French Revolution, the seventy
thousand Empire Royalists who fled to Canada during the Amer-
ican Revolution, or the White Russians who fled from the Russian
Revolution. They all, in their day, clung to dreams of a triumphant
“return.” History has all but forgotten them. As far as military
capability goes, Chiang and his forces have never had any more
chance of successfully landing on the mainland than the forces
of Fidel Castro have of capturing the Fontainebleau Hotel in
Miami Beach.

I have collected the annual pronouncements of the Generalis-
Simo and his lieutenants. They are pathetic, and oddly embarrass-
ing to read. Here are men who once held high positions re-
Peating resounding words that they know are hollow. Reading them
how one can see how every year they would devise ways to make
them, if possible, sound more convincing. “A new major strategy
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plan has been drawn up . . .”2—1949. In 1950: “We promised
people of Shanghai today that a Nationalist counteroffen:
against the mainland would be under way this time next yea,
In 1951, “all available manpower, material and revenue” wer
be mobilized for the recovery of the mainland.* In 1952 Ch
predicted that an all-out bombing “might touch off a powde
of rebellion.”® “My energy today,” he declared that year, “
powerful as it was 28 years ago.”® In 1953 he said, “We are r
to launch a counteroffensive.”” Again in 1953, “The mome
our counterattack is drawing nearer and nearer . . . hundr
millions of our compatriots . . . are eagerly looking to u
deliver them at an early date.”®

So, year after year, the brave, hopeless pretense went on.

In 1955 John Foster Dulles at last threw in the sponge.
he couldn’t keep up the myth.

On January 26 the Washington Post reported:

But no; the myth lived on.
In 1958 Madame Chiang, according to a report in the New
York Herald Tribune of June 28, was interviewed in New York:

We are (and she emphasized the word) going to regain
the mainland and don't let any one tell you different,” she
said, leaning forward tensely in her chair. “And we are going
to do our own fighting.”

We find the Oakland Tribune on October 10, 1959, giving
great prominence to an AP story from Formosa:

Chiang Kai-shek predicted today his Chinese Nationalist
forces would be fighting the Chinese communists on the
mainland next year.

He declared the Nationalists would wipe out the Peiping
regime and restore China’s position as “a free, independent
country.”

In 1961 we find The Christian Science Monitor, on November
24, devoting a large spread to an interview by their correspondent,

Sccretary of State John Foster Dulles has written off & Takashi Oka. The introduction to this featured article stated:

idea of Chiang Kai-shek returning to the China mai
by force of arms.

He did so in his Monday appearance before the
Senate Foreign Relations and Armed Services Commi
closed-door hearing. . . .

One Senator said Dulles “absolutely” wrote off the re
to-the-mainland idea, so long nourished by Chiang’s ba
in the United States as well as by the Formosa governn
itself,

Despite skepticism among many free-world observers Gen-
eralissimo Chiang Kai-shek sturdily maintains that his Chi-
nese Nationalist regime . . . will some day return to main-
land China and liberate it from communism.

Newsweek, on April g, 1962, looked to Joseph Alsop to give
their report a note of conviction:

4 Chiang Kai-shek declared that a “holy expedition from

Mr. Dulles’ China policy was long based on the assump Taiwan to save our people may come at any time.” This
" was more than routine trumpeting, according to columnist

that the Communist government must be removed. When ev§ Joseph Al h rted that Chiang “has b tronel
h . o oseph Alsop, who reported that Chiang “has been strongly
¢ was persuaded that an attack by Chiang would be futile pressing the U. S. Government to approve invasion of the

might have imagined that other less stubborn supporters of Ch Communist mainland . . . this summer or autumn.”

Kai-shek might h i t hiang himself.
aishek might have given up too—or even Chiang himse A month later, on May g, the same magazine, under the head-

line, 1nvAsION FEVER, had Chiang all but on the high seas speeding
to the mainland:

2 Minneapolis Star, July 7.

3 New York Times, May 27.

4 San Francisco Chronicle, December 3.

5 AP, Washington, June 30.

8 San Francisco Chronicle, June 17.

7 UP, reporting a Chiang interview with a Japanese newspaper.
8 New York Times, March 1.

The official and unofficial talk in Taipei was almost as
striking as the sight of the four-week-old assault boats. “Back-
to-the-mainland fever,” says one Western diplomat, “is al-
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ways endemic here. But it has never reached the proportiom
it has now.” b

On October 10, 1962, Chiang himself, according to a UPI ‘f""‘
patch in the San Francisco Examiner, declared:

“I personally shall lead our anti-Communist people a
our armed forces in Taiwan, the Pescadores and Matsu in
united movement against the Chinese Communists.” i

“T'ime is auspicious for our national movement,” he saif

And on October 14 the New York Times, in an editorial :
titled: BACK TO THE CHINA MAINLAND? was carefully weighi
Chiang’s “important new initiative” in calling for a “revolt '
military forces and civilians in Communist China.” Chiang,
the editorial:

accompanied this appeal with a specific new commitme;
to provide supplies, radio facilities and air support to re
military and to guerrilla insurgents. He promised to give
mal recognition to revolting officers and units and to ap
insurrectionary leaders as “political and military chiefs
their areas.

Do the Times’ writers really take all this seriously? Don’t
know that often Chiang’s pronouncements about which they
so ponderously have been printed in mainland Chinese n
papers for comic relief?

The meaning of these solemn absurdities is clear enough.

By giving prominence and credence to empty pronounceme n
issued for its own purposes by the Chiang regime, the pre§
wittingly or unwittingly allows itself to become the agent for mi§
leading the public. The experts, the columnists, the editorif
writers employed by the press were still in 1963 earnestly sp
lating about the possibilities of Chiang’s “return.” And this, e
years after the U. S. Secretary of State had evidently wri
off the idea that Chiang could ever regain the mainland by for¢
of arms. It is true that these writers sometimes conclude, aft
long balance of arguments, that perhaps the time is not
quite propitious for Chiang’s return. But even to take the ques
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seriously at all is to mislead. It has about as much validity as an
earnest discussion on Albania’s ability to send a man into space.

To suppose that a Chinese party which could not retain
power when all was in its hand could now regain it with
limited foreign support is to fly in the face of all history and
indeed of common sense. It is certain that nothing could so
well please the Chinese Communist leaders as to see
Chiang’s forces landed on the coast of China. In Formosa
they can neither surrender nor be destroyed; on the main-
land both surrender and rapid destruction would end the
Nationalist Party forever.?

Those words of sanity were written by Professor C. P. Fitz-
gerald, a British Sinologist now living in Australia.

Where Chiang Kai-shek is concerned, our press has helped to
create a national climate of self-delusion, reaching into the high-
est branches of our government.

Mr. Walter S. Robertson, Assistant Secretary of State for Far
Eastern Affairs from 1953-59, was one of those who helped to
mold our China policy during the 1951-61 decade.

Robertson had made no secret of his conviction that Mao
Tse-tung was a passing phenomenon and Chiang Kai-shek
remained China’s “real” symbol. Indeed, in 1957 the affable
Assistant Secretary assured me at a Washington party: “Mao
has no more real influence than the first taxi driver who
goes by outside.” To call such a statement meaningless, is

to flatter it.10

Postscript
While I was drafting this chapter, Mr. Joseph Alsop devoted his
column on May 10, 1963, to the question of Chiang’s “return.”

The “return to the mainland,” so long and so often pro-
claimed, may really be attempted this year by Generalissimo
Chiang Kai-shek. . . .

There are no boastful, empty proclamations now. Instead
there are serious preparations. . . .

9 Revolution in China, p. 213, Frederick A. Praeger, Inc., New York, 1952.

10C. L. Sulzberger, What's Wrong with U. S. Foreign Policy (New York:
Harcourt, Brace, 1959), p. 198.
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There is, in fact, no doubt at all that Chiang and ki
government at present intend to make the landing atte
early this summer, or perhaps in the next favorable sea
in the autumn. . . 1

And on May 28, Mr. William H. Stringer, Chief of the WasH
ington Bureau of The Christian Science Monitor, wrote an articlg
CHIANG AND LURE OF MAINLAND, which began with the senten
“Is Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek likely to attempt an invas
of the Chinese mainland this year?”

Mr. Alsop, Mr. Stringer—would either of you care to tak
bet?

11 Washington Post.

Chapter 15

WHERE’S MAO?

At the time of this writing Mao Tse-tung, at the age of sixty-
nine, is apparently in good health and exercising unimpaired
authority. Edgar Snow, who spent many hours with him in 1g6o,
said that for a man close to seventy, often reported dead, Mao
was holding his own, and had had no serious illness for many
years. Pictures of him, apparently as flourishing as ever, appear in
the Chinese press and in the English-language magazines from
China,

Almost from the day when he became head of the Chinese
government, an extraordinary concern for Mao’s health—even his
safety—has been shown by Western correspondents and China
“experts.” Literally hundreds of news stories have been written
that have had Mao in broken health, dying, purged, demoted, or
just plain “disappeared.” It is well known that Mao spends several
months every year traveling through China, visiting towns and
villages to keep in touch with the people. (He expects other
cabinet members to do so, too.) This should have alerted cor-
Tespondents to the possibility that when his name is not listed
among those present at some function in Peking, it does not
Decessarily mean that something dire has happened to him.

On December 16, 1950, scarcely giving Mao time to set up
shop in Peking after beating Chiang, Robert S. Allen, a widely
Syndicated columnist, asked: wrere 1s Ma0? This, it will be re-
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membered, was the period the Russians were much in the newy
(see Chapter 5, “When the Russians Took Over China”), s
M. Allen, writing in the New York Post and noting an absenci
of reports of Mao’s doings or whereabouts, concluded that the
Russians had completely taken over the Peking governmen
and guessed that Mao was probably being held as a prisoner.

Mzr. Allen did not believe that Mao had been liquidated
he thought such a “sensational development” would be boun
to “leak out”” He thought the best surmise was that he
being held as a prisoner of his own regime.

Later, on October 11, 1954, Mr. Allen was writing that
had cancer and might die before long.

K. M. Panikkar, Indian Ambassador to China, writing aboyj
the celebration of the anniversary of the Indian Republic in Peking
on January 26, 1951, said:

For weeks foreign papers had been publishing new:
Mao’s illness, asserting that he had been deposed by L
Shao-chi. Many other canards of a similar character h4
found currency in foreign papers. The Hong Kong journ
which under Taipeh inspiration excelled in this kind of pra
aganda, had persuaded most Western diplomats that soni
thing was wrong with Mao. So when Mao arrived at ang
party, it created something of a sensation among them. .
One of the Alsop brothers, this time Stewart, in his th
weekly column in the New York Herald Tribune, was still w
dering about WHAT HAS HAPPENED TO MAO? on March 18, 195
Speculating on Chinese failure in Korea as having disastrog
consequences at home, Alsop wrote that two apparently “so\
facts” stood out. One was that something had happened to Mg
Tse-tung, though no one really knew what; and the other was th§
the authority of the Communist government was “quite genuine}
threatened” throughout large areas of the country.
Alsop continued:

On the other hand, it is considered just as possible that
is either actually very ill, or that he has been marked f@

1In Two Chinas: Memoirs of a Diplomat, Chapter X, p. 125 (Lond
George Allen & Unwin, 1955). 3
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liquidation. Mao has tuberculosis, and he has also had several
severe heart attacks. His death of natural causes would there-
fore not be surprising. But neither would it be surprising if
he suffered the kind of convenient “heart attack” which has
ended the careers of numerous European Communists.

‘Whatever Mao’s fate, Mr. Alsop held out little hope for the
future of Peking. “. . . the Chinese Communist apparatus is al-
ready being strained almost to the breaking point, according to
reports which no longer leave room for doubt.”

In the spring of 1954, Time Magazine showed an extraordinary
solicitude for Mao’s health and whereabouts:

WHERE'S MAO?

Persistent rumors have described the Chinese dictator as seri-
ously ill with heart disease. Whatever the rumor, Mao did not
appear at a New Year's meeting of high Communist officials,
and he failed to show at a committee meeting on January
21 on the anniversary of Lenin’s death. His birthday last No-
vember 17th went entirely unnoticed in China, though Russia
and the satellites whooped it up in his name. (March 1)

STILY, MISSING

Red China’s rubric event of the week: a massive “memorial
ceremony” in Peking on the first anniversary of Joseph Stalin’s
death. Notably missing from the ranks of the bigwigs: China’s
Dictator Mao Tse-tung, 6o, who has not been seen in public
this year. (March 15)

Last December Mao mysteriously vanished from the public
eye, and rumors cropped up that Peking was concealing news
of his death. There was even one report that Mao, 63, had
died following an operation for cancer. . . .

Last week Peking papers arriving in Hong Kong carried
seemingly genuine likenesses of Mao—looking thinner than
usual—posing with 25 other members of the constitutional
committee. While this made it almost certain that Mao is
alive, his strange and unprecedented absence from important
party meetings over a 14-week period remain unexplained.
So in Hong Kong, Tokyo and Formosa rumors persist that
he is sick.




266 A CURTAIN OF IGNORANCE

The Chinese Communist press, naturally, ignores such
mors. . . . (April 12)

Two old China hands were also concerned about Mao in
Preston Schoyer filed a story from Hong Kong for the New
Herald Tribune on March 14, which began:

There is mounting speculation here on the whereabou
Mao Tse-tung, the boss of Red China. . . . Two reason
suggested by those studying Red China from this observ.
post for Mao’s failure to appear at official Peking funct

The reasons, Mr. Schoyer told his readers, were either politi
health. Of the two, he seemed to lean toward health which,
reported, “is the one most commonly given.”

. .. he is dangerously ill. Though as a young man h
rumored to have suffered from a tubercular condition, he i
not shown signs of it for many years.

Pictures today show him to be flabby and unhealthily
It is not improbable, as rumors attest, that he has high blak
pressure and a bad heart. If so, he may have suffer
serious stroke. . . .

Speculation on Mao developed two months ago bec
so far as is known here, he had not appeared at any fun
since Dec. 24th, when he was reported to have attended
meeting of the Peking Politburo. . . . i

Two weceks later, Henry Lieberman of the New York T
was writing: i)
Mao’s absence, along with his previous spotty health ré

5
’!;’

ord and the current references to “collective leadership™}
the party press, led to widespread speculation about his p
ical condition. Rumors spread that he was seriously ill
that a “triumvirate,” consisting of Party Secretary-Pren
Foreign Minister Chou En-lai had taken over.

Not only Mao’s physical well-being, but his political health
gave our writers much concern.
I was in China in the early fall of 1957. I did not notice
people there were much concerned about Mao’s political po
I saw him—apparently in genial form—take his usual plac
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Jeader to watch the October 1 procession. I heard not the faintest
whisper of a rumor that some great shakeup was afoot—not from
the senmior civil servants I spoke to nor from any of the
many Western embassy officials I met. But, apparently, writers in
Hong Kong knew something that was not yet known in Peking.

On November 22, 1957, The Christian Science Monitor 1an a

story from their chief Far Eastem correspondent: “Has Mao Tse-
tung been replaced as China’s Communist Party leader? Most
informed Western intelligence groups here do not believe such is
the case,” read the next sentence; however, the correspondent
himself must have thought there was more to the question than did
the “intelligence groups,” for he devoted much of his story to
presenting the other side:

. « . There have been, however, recurring reports here re-
cently that . . . within the past two months the top leader-
ship of Peking has shifted into other hands.

The acting director of the Union Research Institute—a
professional analysis group with at least indirect support from
the United States State Department—gave a public speech
in which he alleged Mr. Mao had lost his post in favor of
Liu Shao-chi. . . .

This claim, which was made by William Hsu, lacked any
firm confirmation. . . .

Mr. Hsu claims Peking is at present divided into two
power cliques led by Messts. Mao and Liu. . . .

For most of the following year, judging from the absence of

news, Mao’s health and leadership seemed to be fairly solid. But,
by the end of 1958 and the beginning of 1959, predictions about
Mao’s fall were again being warmed over.

TOUGH SOLDIER LIKELY SUCCESSOR TO MAO read a headline over a

Hong Kong story appearing in the October 2, 1958, San Francisco
Chronicle, from a New York Herald Tribune service report. The
writer rushed headlong to the heart of the matter:

Aging Mao Tse-tung, chairman of Communist China,
has picked young soldier Lin Piao, as his eventual successor,
in the opinion of Chinese refugees once closely associated
with the Communist hierarchy.




268 A CURTAIN OF IGNORANCE

The writer, being a thorough newsman, was not satisfied §
rely solely on unnamed refugees. “These and other observers §
Hong Kong,” who until recently had opted for Liu Shao-chi
Chou En-ai, had leamed differently:

But their reading of recent events is that both Liu
Chou are being sidetracked for “Peoples Marshal” Lin.

While there is no indication that Mao will abdicate, h
65 years old and in faltering health.

When in late 1958 it was officially announced that Mao
tung would relinquish his post as Chairman of the People’s
public of China (he retained his position as head of the Cqg
munist Party), not to Lin Piao but to Liu Shao-chi, th
was a veritable orgy of speculation. While some calm counsel §
to be found, generally everything from the “failure of the
munes” to a “power struggle” within the Party were cited as 1
real reason.

MAO FADEOUT—WHAT'S AHEAD IN CHINA? was the lead item|
the editorial page of the Detroit News, December 18, 1958, -

The official Red Chinese line that President Mao Tse-
in resigning from the presidency has only been relieved
President Eisenhower, of nonessential ceremonial duti
order to devote himself to matters of high policy is off
credible if one ignores history and the nature of the revd
tionary, totalitarian state.

Takashi Oka, in The Christian Science Monitor for the
day, took a less didactic view. After paying his respects to
repressiveness and all-pervasiveness of their totalitarian rule
the part of the Peking government, Mr. Oka did list several
sibilities for Mao’s move:

. . . unrest in the communes, Communist failure to
the offshore islands, or a desire by Mr. Mao to free hi
from governmental routine and devote his time to be
the-scene guidance and expositions of Marxist theory.

But for a precise clarification of the “Mao Mystery,” layig
must go to The Wall Street Journal's expert on internat
communism. On December 30, William Henry Cham
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handled matters in one illuminating sentence: “Yet it is some-
thing of a puzzle why the change was made at all whether it
means a downgrading, an upgrading or merely a meaningless
transfer for the chief architect of Communism in China.”

In 1960,* while I was in China, I found Mr. Mao still holding
down high responsibilities—his health appeared to be excellent.
But for the next year or so the Hong Kong and Washington tea
leaf readers on Mao’s fortune were heavily engaged in forecasting
the results of his battle with Mr, Khrushchev. However, in the
New York Times of May 27, 1962, Tillman Durdin got back in
the swing of things with a report on the condition of the Chinese
leader.

Mao Tse-tung is known to be in failing health with his
mental powers faltering. There are surely cleavages in the
Chinese Communist leadership as between the moderates
and the extremists that could burst into a struggle for control
when Mao dies.

But let us return to Robert S. Allen (who in 1950 had wondered
where Mao had gone). In his column of January 3, 1959, Mr.
Allen thought that Mao had been “forced” to step down from his
position as Chief of State and was, in effect, also “deposed” as
head of the Communist Party. Mr. Allen gives his ideas of why
Mao was made to “appear” still to be keeping his Party position—
1t was a “face-saving stratagem” but really a “lie.” The actuality,
Mr. Allen said, was that Mao had already been “shorn of his
power” in the Communist Party and would be “ousted” before
very long.

In 1950 Mr. Allen had Mao a virtual prisoner of a Russian-
controlled government; in 1954 he had Mao possibly dying of
Cancer; and in 1959 Mao was “shorn of his power” and about to
be ousted. Mr. Allen continues to exercise his expertise for the
enlightenment of the American public, and Mao Tse-tung, un-
Tuffled and apparently in good health, continues to be the un-
Questioned leader of the Chinese people.

*and again in 1963
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had consolidated its position and was firmly committed to a
totalitarian policy for survival.

The purpose of mentioning these events is not to discuss the
historical consequences of the allied intervention in Russia, but
to illustrate a point which has significance for us today. These
events in Russia burned themselves deeply and unforgettably into
the soul of the Russian people and established an attitude toward
the West which still profoundly influences Moscow’s political out-
look. But Westerners have almost forgotten these tremendous
events; many have not even heard of them. And part of the
reason why we have so readily dismissed them from our minds is
that American public opinion was very poorly informed about
them even while they were occurring,

The Lippmann-Merz study of the reporting on the Russian
Revolution is a deeply disturbing document, They found during
this period “passionate argument masquerading as news” in head-
lines as well as articles.

How far the news of that period was distorted can be seen
by the fact that in the two years following November 1917,
the New York Times stated no less than ninety-one times
that “the Soviets were nearing their rope’s end, or actually had
reached it.” “Collapse” was reported fourteen times. The “red
terror” was constantly reported in the press; the “white terror”
Was never mentioned.

Nor did the hope of a “collapse” of the Soviet government
end with the defeat of military intervention,

The Chicago Tribune, for example, published a stream of
articles which would lead its readers to conclude that there was a
never-ending series of revolts in the Soviet Union, and that there
Was a constant likelihood of the regime being overthrown. Pro-
fessor Frederick L. Schuman, in his book American Policy toward
Russia since 1917, collected the following headlines from the
Tribune (p. 325):

Chapter 16

“THIS, TOO, WILL PASS AWAY”

After the revolution in Russia in 1917, the Westffo}: asl
time cherished the hope that the “oppress.ed masses of t 2 .
Union” would rise up and overthrow their new master}sl. 2
this hope was supported by action. For two afld a ha ,
U.S., British, French, Japanese, an.d other allxe&}?c;velr{x‘ll
gave large-scale military and other assistance to the White.
who were attempting to overthrow the Communist regime,
we did so in the hope that we could “strangle Bolshevism
criil\i; major campaigns were launcl.med against th(il ('(Jlontlm ,,,”:
forces, and all failed. The cost in lives, aggny, an <‘:s ™
was appalling. In one retreat alone, a .r{ulhon Ru\s;xlalflte
women, and children perished. The brutahtles‘of the. hi
sian forces have been described by the American historian,
fessor D. F. Fleming. “Until the Nazis m.ade wholesalfa DS'I
a scientific business, the campaign of Adrmra.l Kolchak in :
[which the allies were supporting] resulted in the most
f all recent times.™ E
tm\g;i};no the intervention eventually was ab.al.ldoned, Russia
devastated from Poland to the Pacific. Millions of her p
had died of hunger, disease, execution, and torture. The 1 ;
classes, for whom the war had been fought, had been k'll e
were in exile. The regime it had been hoped could be dis

1 The Cold War and Its Origins (New York: Doubleday, 1961), Vol. I,

CLAIM STARVING POOR THREATEN DOOM OF SOVIET  (June 185, 1925)
RUSSIANS FREE! TO ROB, STARVE, MURDER AND DI (Nov. 15, 1925)
SIBERIA TRIES TO SHAKE OFF MOSCOW'S YOKE (Nov. 26, 1925)
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RUSSIA UNLOADS JEWELS TO SAVE SOVIET REGIME (Feb. 10, 192
SECRET REPORT SHOWS RUSSIA NEAR COLLAPSE (Mar. 20, 1926)
UNCOVER SECRET TERRORIST PLOT TO SEIZE RUSSIA  (July 30, 1926
SOVIET PARTY IN CHAOS AS TRADE, INDUSTRY TOTTER (Aug. 4, 1926
RUMANIA HEARS OF WIDESPREAD RUSSIAN REVOLT (Aug. 7, 192
REDS REINFORCE KREMLIN FORT AS MUTINY GROWS  (Aug. 13, 19208
ECONOMY REGIME IN RUSSIA FAILS: CRISIS IMPENDS  (Aug. 21, 192
REPORTS REVOLT AGAINST SOVIET BEGINS IN RUSSIA (April 9, 192
RED ARMY FIGHTS WITH SOUTH RUSSIANS  (April 19, 1927)
RUSSIA CALLS SOLDIERS HOME AS REVOLT RISES (April 21, 192f
FAMINE STRIKES RUSSIA: POLAND FEARS INVASION (July 27, 1
INDUSTRY FACES SWIFT DISASTER IN RED RUssiA (Oct. 23, 192
HUNDREDS DIE IN UKRAINE RIOTS, RUMANIA HEARS (Nov. 26, 192

Professor Schuman’s comment was that the reports of re
were “wholly without foundation,” and the other articles
fered only in the degree of their inaccuracy.”?

There are many who may disregard these criticisms of ‘g
press because events to which they refer occurred nearly ‘
years ago. “Our press would not act this way now,” some peg
have said to me.

They are wrong.

Let us return to today.

Since 1949, continuous efforts have been made by high go
ment officials and by the press to persuade the people of Am
that China has been on the verge of collapse. Almost from:§
first, the public was being assured that the regime’s days
numbered, What is more, our official foreign policy was base
the assumption that the Communist regime was a “
phase” and would be replaced, and that we would help to
mote its removal.

. . . there are strong elements within the State Depa il
and the Pentagon who believe that the Communist Chl .

regime must be snuffed out sooner or later . . . (Ch
Washington Bureau, The Christian Science Monitor, :

5 1954).
. . . Senator Knowland recently told me that he ba
2New York: Intemnational Publishers, 1928, pp. 153-54-
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hopes for the future “on the seeds of decay” within the
Chinese system and that he regards “an upheaval from
within as in the realm of possibility.” (George Steiner,
Harper's Magazine, June 1957.)

. . . The United States holds the view that communism’s
rule in China is not permanent and that it one day will
pass. By withholding diplomatic recognition from Peiping it
seeks to hasten that passing. (U. S. Secretary of State John
Foster Dulles’ memo, August 11, 1958, sent to all eighty-
four U.S. missions around the world.)

While we were not prepared, as we were in the case of Russia,
to commit our military forces to a direct intervention, there was
no question at all that we would contrive by other means to
overthrow the Mao Tse-tung government.

In 1951 Dean Rusk, then Assistant Secretary of State for Far
Eastern Affairs, did everything but say the US. would aid
Nationalist China in recapturing the mainland. He did say that
as the Chinese people move to assert their freedom they could
count on the tremendous support from free peoples in other parts
of the world. The Nationalists, Mr. Rusk said, “more authentically
represent the views of the great body of the people of China.”8
US. News & World Report on June 1, 1951, spoke of “Mr.
Rusk’s determination that the Chinese Communists must be over-
thrown” and that their govemment “far from being recognized
- - . would be destroyed.”

Our national policy was spelled out more precisely by Mr.
Walter S. Robertson, then Assistant Secretary of State for Far
Eastern Affairs, when he appeared on January 26, 1954, before
the House of Representatives Committee on Appropriations.

RerresentaTIve Freveric R. Coupert, Jr.: “Did 1 correctly
understand you to say that the heart of the present policy
towards China and Formosa is that there is to be kept alive a
Constant threat of military action vis-a-vis Red China in the
hope that at some point there will be an internal breakdown?”
R. Warter RoBeRTSON: “Yes, sir, that is my conception.”

Vitqy Speeches of the Day, June 13, 1957.
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Coupert: “In other words, a cold war waged under the lead
ship of the United States, with constant threat of attack again
Red China, led by Formosa and other Far Eastern groups, a
militarily backed by the United States?”

RoBERTSON: “Yes. . .. ‘

Couperr: “Fundamentally, does that not mean that the United§
States is undertaking to maintain for an indefinite period
years American dominance in the Far East?”

RosertsoN: “Yes. Exactly.”

In 1958, Mr. Dulles’s State Department policy statement, digh
tributed to eighty-four U.S. missions around the world, dictate
that official policy was designed to hasten the passing of t
Communist regime. This policy statement has never been wi
drawn.

For years press reports presented an image of China as a coun
moving irreversibly toward its doom. Almost as soon as the Chi
government had established itself in Peking, its overthrow wi
predicted. No specific dates were given, but the governmen
collapse was virtually certain; it was near, its authority was faltef
ing, it was facing its greatest crisis—but the actual moment ne Y
came. As in a serial story or a soap opera, the supreme event nevf
quite arrives; it remains forever just about to happen; the deno"‘
ment, which would end it all, must remain tantalizingly immine#}
and perpetually unconsummated. Thus, the Peking governme a
tottering on the brink for more than fourteen years, refuses §
collapse. It is still with us. ’:

Four days after the formation of the new government in Peki :
Hong Kong correspondents were already speculating on how 108
it would last. On October 5, AP’s Seymour Topping was repo
the possibility that the “regime might go down.” But he W
somewhat cautious about dates; he preferred to take the loj
view:

Don’t expect a big upset in Peking soon. If one is to ¢

it probably won’t occur for from five to twenty y
Things move slowly in China.*

4 New York Herald Tribune, October 6, 1949.
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On January 1, 1950, the New York Times interviewed an official
of Nationalist China:

Lonq Liang, former Chinese Ambassador to Czechoslovakia,
predicted yesterday that the Chinese ... Government
would be overthrown by the Chinese people.

Conditions on the mainland were being watched for signs of
difficulties confronting the regime—any difficulties—which would
hasten its end. On March 26, 1950, the AP reported from Tokyo:

Shanghai . . . is being strangled by the ooze from which
1t arose . . . mud is choking off the sea approach to what
was once the third busiest port in the world . . . within a
year Shanghai will be inaccessible to commercial shipping of
any importance.

(Ten years later I found Shanghai’s docks crowded with foreign
shipping and was told by British officials there that the port was
handling more ships than ever before in its history.)

China’s perpetual collapse was intimately connected with
another image—the triumphant return of Chiang Kai-shek. With
the masses on the mainland disillusioned, starving, and in revolt,
Chiang’s assault would give the regime its final push.

In the same week that Shanghai was written off, a small hit-
and-run raid by Chiang’s forces on Sungmen, an island two hun-
dred miles south of Shanghai, moved the New York Times to a
stirring editorial:

Chiang Kai-shek . . . has made himself felt. . . .

What Nationalist China needed . . . was discipline, a will-
ingness to fight and a faith in the future. . . . Famine stalks
the mainland of Communist China. Disillusion must have
overtaken the multitudes who have waited in vain for long
months for the coming of the Communist heaven.

The tide may have turned. . . .

From Hong Kong on April 28, 1950, Christopher Rand was re-
porting to the New York Herald Tribune:

Reports coming to this British colony from various parts of
the Chinese mainland indicate that a huge part of that ter-
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ritory—perhaps half or more—is now beyond the control ¢
its new Communist-dominated government.

A month later, with perhaps half of China “out of control,
further news was brought from Shanghai, the city that was cho
ing in its own mud: ‘SHANGHAI DYING’ REFUGEES DECLARE Was th
headline in the New York Times on May 23 for an account ofg
the arrival of seven hundred persons evacuated from Shanghai
According to the refugees, most of whom were Westemersf bus
ness in Shanghai was going to pot. (But one of them—a direct
of the American-owned Shanghai Telephone Company—hit
somewhat discordant note. The new government, he said,
“a damned sight more honest than the Kuomintang post-war
ernment.”) .

On August 10, 1952, the Sunday New York Times called in
China expert, Professor Nathaniel Peffer of Columbia Universit

to give his views:

. » . the Communist regime, like the ones that Prec;eded.‘
is proving itself to be a surface, alien thing, artificially ing
posed on the ancient, authentic Chinese structure. And
history of China testifies that anything that does not
on Chinese foundations cannot long endure. . . .

A report in U.S. News & World Report (August 6, 195
predicted the worst:

]
FROM AN EXPERT: “COMMUNISTS HAVE LOST THE CHINESE

One of the most highly respected authorities on Ch'ina was!
discussing the deepening crisis in Communist China. H
said: .
“The Communists have lost the Chinese.”. . . Famine ne
winter or spring is a real possibility. . . . A million will di
(The US. News did not name its “expert.”)

About a year later, U.S. News & World Report (July 24, 195
was again the bearer of bleak tidings:
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COMMUNIST CHINA IN TROUBLE
WAR-FAMINE-CORRUPTION . , , RESISTANCE SPREADS

Communists have a mess on their hands in China, Strain of

war beginning to tell. There is trouble on the inside, too.

Farmers are getting restive, starting to balk. Nothing is really

going as planned.

China looks like one more soft spot in the Soviet satellite

empire.

This story from Tokyo included a number of photographs with
the following captions:

FAMINE is spreading over half the provinces of China.

FARMERS, resisting Communists, are forcing a backdown

on “land reform.”

INDUSTRY is in a mess, ... short of raw materials,

equipment, technicians,

CORRUPTION, despite purges, is sapping the strength of

Communist China.
(It is worth recalling that this half-starved, corrupt, “soft spot” in
the Soviet empire, in which nothing was going as planned, where
farmers were getting restive and where everything was a mess—
had fought our armies in Korea to a standstill—and within three
days of this report we signed an armistice with the Chinese which
gave us no victory.)

US. News & World Report, nine years later, on November
19, 1962, was still telling a new generation of readers “Realities
Will Bring Down Red China.” Quoting another unnamed ex-
pert, it continued:

A breakdown of the Communist regime in China in the not-
too-distant future is considered inevitable. . . .

. . . The economy is in a mess, and industrialization is not
only at a standstill, it has been moving in reverse. . . .

The economic and political realities that already have
plunged China into grave crisis sooner or later wiil bring
down the regime, . . .

But we are moving ahead of ourselves.

Almost five years after the Peking government had been in
Power, the New York Times (in an editorial, July 8, 1954) was
Still in doubt as to whether it was here to stay:
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.. . the Chinese civil war can scarcely be considered 3

ended. . ..

. . . just how effectively and permanently the Peiping regim

can control the mainland in view of the reports of Chines

unrest . . . is still at least an open question.

Nineteen fifty-seven was another year of gloomy prophecies
Life Magazine (May 27):

For the first time there are now glimmers of victory in
struggle for the world: Such a glimmer comes from Re
China now under the greatest strain since the Communi
seized power in 1949. Its own leaders have acknowled
growing dissension among the masses, economic trou
political bungling, unrest among students and discontet
among farmers. . . .

(This report appeared only a few weeks before I arrived in Ch
I took it with me, and showed it to Westerners there. I wish
the editors of Life had been present to hear their commen

Here are some additional samples of expected revolt and

lapse in 1957.

New York World-Telegram and Sun (June 26):
WILL RED CHINA FOLLOW HUNGARY?

New York Herald Tribune (August 13):
RED CHINA—THIS, TOO, WILL PASS AWAY

Why should this nation founded in freedom, accept the n
tion that the brutal tyranny of communism is “here to sta
in mainland China?

. . . there are many ferments in Red China which may
overthrow the tyranny, now as repressive as Stalinism ¢
was in its bloodiest heyday.

The development of the communes in 1958, which (as
press so vividly reported) placed the people in barracks, di
the families, and reduced the population to a condition of
believable” slavery, apparently made a revolt against the re
less likely. Nevertheless, on December 26, U.S. News & Wi
Report expected “violent reaction to [Mao’s] effort to put
tically all of China’s 650 million people into barracks. . . .”
the New York Herald Tribune, almost a month earlier (Novem
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30) inquired: AS LIFE GETS LESS WORTH LIVING WILL CHINA'S
PEASANTS REVOLT?

According to this article by Tribune correspondent Walter
Briggs in Taiwan, the hopes of Chiang Kai-shek’s return seemed
brighter than for a long time. The Generalissimo’s eldest son,
Chiang Ching-kuo

recently told this correspondent he expects the Red Army
to rise up and lead any peasant revolt. Never in the history
he has read, the younger Chiang said, has bitterness among
the people not infected the armed forces. . . .

(Four and a half years later, on March 4, 1963, Chiang Ching-
kuo was still confident, telling U.S. News & World Report that
“development of the anti-Communist situation on the mainland
means that 1963 presents the best opportunity for us to return
to the mainland.”)

The revolt among the peasants and the army not having oc-
curred in 1958 as expected, the press emphasis in 1959 through
1962 shifted largely to the food shortage. If the establishment of
the communes had not brought the regime to an end, “starvation”
would certainly succeed. For nearly three years the press (see
Chapter 6, “The Starving Chinese”) kept up a running account
of famine conditions inside China. On November 19, 1959, the
New York Herald Tribune’s columnist Joseph Alsop announced
STARVATION RAMPANT IN CHINA COMMUNES; on May 17, 1961,
he was asking: caN cHNa Exprope? and by August 1962 ap-
parently all his doubts were gone for he headed a Saturday
Evening Post article: THE COMING EXPLOSION IN RED CHINA.

Official U.S. government endorsement of the “collapse” theory
has bolstered the press reports.

A year before Mr. Alsop wrote his first “Explosion” article, the
New York World-Telegram and Sun (June 6, 1g60) reported that:

A top State Department official (Assistant Secretary of State
J. Graham Parsons) has told Congress that discontent among
the Chinese peasants poses a “potential threat” to the Com-
munist regime. . . .

. . and when one considers that the Red (Chinese) army
is derived from the peasantry, the potential threat to the
regime becomes evident.
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Newspapers throughout the country carried this AP Hong Kong
dispatch of May 15, 1961:
Vice President Lyndon B. Johnson received information in

dicating the Communist regime in China conceivably could
collapse within 18 months due to internal stresses.

(For once an actual date—but a rash prediction!)
And on March 6, 1962, the San Francisco Chronicle quote
W. Averell Harriman (then Assistant Secretary of State for Far g

Eastern Affairs):

Communist China’s staggering food production failures
could trigger revolt among the millions of peasants. There i
a great deal of unhappiness in China, and there might we
be uprisings there.

On April 30, 1962, U.S. News & World Report contained ye!
another of its predictions of disaster: ‘

SICNS OF A CRACK-UP IN RED CHINA

How long can Red China . . . hold together? ¢
. . authorities . . . are not yet predicting a blow-up, but are -
pointing to it as something within the bounds of possibility,
despite China’s desperate effort to survive as a nation and as
a Communist power.
. . . one of the most colossal failures in all human history. :
Averell Harriman . . . on April 8th suggested publicly that
the situation in Red China could result in an explosion that
might wipe out the present Communist leadership. . . .

On August 11, the New York Times’ Tad Szule, reporting fron
Washington, provided a curious example of a report looking b
ways at once:

In the most up-to-date available assessment of the situa
on the Chinese mainland [U. S. Government experts] s
that the Chinese economy continued to deteriorate. . . .
The officials stressed that affairs in China might be wo
than was realized abroad. . . . i}
In the opinion of the American experts, there is proba
no starvation in China, . . . that there is “no mood
rebellion.”
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How China’s condition could possibly be “worse” than some of
the reports that had appeared in the American press is difficult
to imagine.

During the course of 1962 the crisis had apparently deepened.
In a long article in the October issue of Current Magazine, Albert
Ravenholt, another onetime China correspondent, was asking:
“Collapse of the Industrial Revolution?” and after reviewing the
severe industrial setback that China was undergoing, and referring
to the “fateful decision . . . to push the peasants” into the com-
munes, he concluded:

Now began the passive resistance of the peasants to the re-

gime, a resistance which has grown to such proportions it is

El:mlrlf;atenlng the entire structure of Communist authority in
ina,

Toward the end of 1962 Westerners returning from China were
reporting that the food situation there was moving back to normal;
they wrote of crowded department stores, the range and variety
of the consumer goods that were becoming available, the people
in the cities strolling, relaxed, through the parks, the children
in ever-larger numbers going off to school. The international trade
returns showed that China’s commerce was again moving upward.
From those who had seen them, we learned that the Chinese
leaders, though not complacent, were in a confident mood.
Though not many of these reports found their way into the
American press, in the newspaper offices and editorial rooms some
doubts may have arisen that the end of the Chinese government
was not going to take place just yet.

Whatever the reason, there occurred an unusual lull in the flow
of predictions of disaster.

Then, in the first issue of 1963, on January 7, US. News &
World Report stated:

Mao is struggling with an economic crisis inside Red China
that has all but wrecked Chinese agriculture, industry and
transportation. . .

Any way Mao turns, 1963 seems sure to be an exceedingly
critica] year.
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March and April will be the months to watch. It is the

that food stocks will be lowest. Unrest among Chinese p

ants is expected. Revolts are likely.

On April 11, 1963, the Hong Kong Far Eastern Econo
Review devoted many pages to a report of the food situati
in China (see Chapter 6, “The Starving Chinese”). The repo
by Colina MacDougall based on a Hsinhua dispatch, spoke of t
great improvement in the over-all food situation, how “meat, fis
poultry, eggs, vegetables, etc., are obtainable from the co-operati
in the cities in unlimited quantities and without restrictions
any kind.”
I searched for any reference by correspondents in Hong Ka
to this report from a distinguished and impeccable businessmar
weekly. I found none. ‘
What I found instead was this in a front-page report from Wa
ington in The Christian Science Monitor on April 25:

Some officials observe that Communist China is engulfedf‘;
a totally unresolved economic crisis. . .+ « ‘

For fourteen years a vast number of reports distributed by
great organs of public opinion—the press, radio, TV—and man
our political leaders have stressed the weakness and inse
of the Chinese government. All the predictions so confide
expressed have been proven wrong: the Chinese government
not been “snuffed out”; the Nationalists have not invaded
mainland; the peasants have not revolted; Shanghai has
“choked in its own mud”; the Chinese have not starved;
is no evidence that the government has at any time been “ou
control”; and the regime of Mao Tse-tung is still with us n
secure than everl
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Chapter 17

CHINA HAS NO CASH

« . . Peking has neither the cash with which to buy nor

a surplus of exportable goods with which to barter on a
large scale.

—The Atlantic, June 1954, p. 4.

(The Atlantic Report on the

World Today: Hong Kong)

From the earliest days of the regime the Chinese government
has been on record that it wished to trade with the West. But
just as regularly as some American businessmen have suggested that
it might be to this country’s advantage to do business with China—
back has come a flood of “proof” from our experts in the press
that China has nothing to sell us that we want and no cash to buy
what we have.

China almost from the start, it appeared, was on the brink of
bankruptcy. As early as 1952, U.S. News & World Report (August
29) was telling us that the Chinese “internal situation is almost
desperate,”

The Communists have used up their reserves of foreign
exchange. Cash, jewels, everything that could be converted
into money for trade has been squeezed out of the Chinese
people. . . .

. « . China is out of cash, out of credit. . . .

This continued to be the general story as the years went by;
though a look in the international trade journals and the tables
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of international commerce would have shown that hard-head
European businessmen were apparently finding it profitable
trade with “bankrupt” China,

In 1960 I watched huge lathes rolling off the assembly lines
the vast machine tool plant at Wuhan. (This single plant,
maximum production, was estimated by British industrialists to b
turning out more heavy machine tools than the whole of Greatd
Britain.!) I saw these machine tools greased and crated for e
port. Shanghai was full of ships. Captains of foreign vessels we
reporting that modern methods of loading and unloading ha
reduced the turn-around time of ships in Chinese ports to amo
the lowest in the world.

So I knew, if the press didn’t, that China was exporting; an
exports mean earning foreign exchange. We might not be
commercial relationship with China. That wasn't true of o
Western countries. )

Returning to America, I found the old mythologies were st
current—the Chinese were “starving” and the economy was a
to collapse. ‘

With the serious agricultural shortages (not starvation) of 1961

doom appeared at last to be justified.

Then came the “sensation.” Bankrupt China began to buy g
from Canada, Australia, France, Argentina, West Germany, C
bodia, South Africa, and Rhodesia. Not small purchases, but v.
involving, before long, hundreds of millions of dollars. _,

Newspapers that had predicted collapse took this new in
mation in their stride. On March 1, 1961, The Christian Scie
Monitor reported Chinese Communist purchases of wheat
flour from Australia valued at £A 27,000,000 ($60,750,000)
$60,000,000 worth of wheat and barley from Canada.

Two weeks later Mr. Takashi Oka, the Monitor’s Hong K
correspondent, was wondering:

18Since 1960 production at the Wuhan plant has been ’sharply reduced
emphasis has slinifted from industrial to agricultural production.
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The question Hong Kong observers are now asking them-
selves is where Peking obtains the foreign exchange needed
to finance grain purchases on the world market.

For those who had been talking so long about the Chinese
reaching the bottom of their barrel, it was impossible to believe
that China had anything like this amount of cash stashed away in
the till. “Is Moscow helping Peking pay for its multimillion-ton
purchases of Canadian and Australian wheat?” asked Mr. Oka.

(As the Soviet Union more than six months earlier had begun
to withdraw its technical experts from China and was putting the
pressure on China by demanding repayment for money advanced
ten years earlier during the Korean War, this surely was a very
unpromising line of speculation.)

By mid-May 1961, the Canadian government had announced
what until then was the largest sale of grain in Canada’s history—
$365,700,000 worth—to China. Twenty-five percent cash, the
balance on nine months credit.

On May 15, US. News & World Report headlined srar-
VATION IN RED CHINA—DESPERATE REDS TURN WEST. The Canadian
purchase “shows scope of Chinese predicament. Inside China, mil-
lions are starving. . . . It's the gravest threat so far to the whole
Communist system.”

Mortgage on Red China. In London, experts [unnamed
as usual] on the Communist bloc describe the deal by Red
China to buy grain from Canada as “sensational.” They
point out it mortgages a large part of China’s surplus earn-
ings abroad through 1963. And the earlier purchases from
Canada and Australia have virtually exhausted the Reds’
foreign-exchange reserves.

So China was back to the bottom of the barrel again.
The state of Peking’s foreign reserves was a topic of great con-
¢ern in U.S. News & World Report in the closing months of 1961.

On October 2 they reported “a major disaster in the making; the
Reds may soon be fighting for their lives.”

Foreign-exchange earnings are mortgaged for years ahead
to the Soviet Union—and now, perhaps, to Canada and
Australia,
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Seven weeks later, on November zo, the magazine had t
latest eyewitness news of the China disaster from a Swiss photo,

rapher,

0. Can China buy enough food from the other countn
to meet this crisis? Where can they get it?

A. China already has bought a considerable amount of f;
from Canada and other countries, but they nced muoc
more. The problem for the Chinese Communists is tha
they haven’t the money or the goods to use to buy th
food. All they could offer the Canadians, for example
were curios—cheap toys, wood carvings, hand embroide
copies of old Chinese arts and the like. ‘

One month later, these wily peddlers of curios and cheap toys
having no money or goods, had fooled those silly Canadians aga
On December 21, the Vancouver Sun of British Columbia printg
this headline:

RED CHINA BUYS $71 MILLION GRAIN
NEW CANADIAN SALE
BOOST FOR B.C. PORTS

The general impression left on U.S. readers (but obvioust
not on Canadian and Australian wheat growers) as 1961
drawing to an end was that with these staggeringly large py
chases, China’s foreign reserves must now indeed be exhaus
The purchases were clearly a one-shot, emergency measure to mi
an acute food crisis.

But not so.

Nineteen sixty-two purchases from Australia were greater €
than those of 1961. By midyear a Chinese trade delegaty
was proposing to the Australian government annual purchases
100,000,000 bushels of wheat, provided Chinese goods had rea
able access to the Australian market.

Washington from the beginning had looked with great disfa
on these sales of grain by her allies to Communist China. {
March 1962 the U.S. government had quickly blocked a pw
posal by the International Trading Corporation of Seattle to !
$400,000,000 worth of wheat and barley to China and No
Korea.)
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But by October the government had second thoughts about
these grain sales from Australia and Canada. On October 17
Richard Reston, writing from the capital, reported in the San
Francisco Chronicle:

To avoid trouble with our allies, the Kennedy Adminis-
tration is no longer opposed to other nations, such as Can-
ada, selling agricultural surpluses to China.

As a matter of fact, Washington feels this may be to
our advantage. Officials explain that when Red China buys
from outside the Communist bloc, it depletes her already
shaky foreign exchange reserves, and thereby slows any drive
toward industrialization.

(Why, then, one might ask, not sell her some of our grain and
bring her already shaky reserves down like a pack of cards?)

Australia and Canada and other countries seemed totally un-
concerned as to whether Mr. Kennedy approved or disapproved
their dealings with China.

As things stand: Australia is to go on sending Red China
about a million tons of wheat a year. Canberra officials
point out these sales have been a useful windfall at a time
when Australia has had balance-of-payment problems. . . .

—U.S. News & World Report,
December 3, 1962.

Canada’s grain sales to Communist China, which have
raised some criticism in the United States, will continue in
the largest possible volume. . . .

—The Christian Science Monitor,
December 18, 1962.

But—the crucial question—is China actually paying up? Or are
these sales just on-the-cuff, like so many of our “sales” to under-
developed countries that sooner or later must be written off as a
dead loss?

Communist China guarantees payment in convertible ster-
ling within 273 days from the date of shipment. “There has
been no instance of default in payment,” the government
told Parliament.

—The Christian Science Monitor,
December 18, 1962.
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« » . Red China has paid its bills on time.
~US. News & World Report, 43
Degember 3, 1962.

The general manager of the Australian Wheat Board stated
recently that: for the past 18 months they [the Chinese]
have not been a day late in any of their payments.

—Far Eastern Economic Review,
January 31, 1963,

China has surprised Canada by paying about $31 million
in advance on its Canadian wheat purchases. . . .

Prime Minister John Diefenbaker has told wheat farmers ‘

. that the Chinese were ahead of schedule in their:
credit payments. '
—Far Eastern Economic Review,

March 21, 1963.

Red China has come up with another $17,633,000 pa
ment for Canadian wheat, Agriculture Minister Alvin Hame
ilton said Sunday. §

Peking has handed over nearly $50 million in cash fo
wheat imports since last December.

—AP report from Regina, Saskatchewan

April 1, 196

U.S. News & World Report, which had often told its read

that China had no cash (in 1961 it had told them that

“earlier purchases from Canada and Australia had virtually

hausted the Reds’ foreign-exchange reserves”), revealed on
27, 1963, the solution to the “mystery.”

Mpystery of how Red China pays for all that grain
buys from Canada and Australia can now be cleared up.

In all, Red China’s ’62 trade outside the Commu
bloc came to 6go million dollars. . . .

. .. Its profits are ample to pay for Western grai
fact, Peiping is paying its debt to Canada and Austr
ahead of time,

The effect of these immense and continuing sales of grain
both Canadian and Australian agriculture has been tremendo

Canada’s western wheat farmers have never been hap
about their Federal government. For them, 1962 was
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best year on record in almost a decade. Canada’s farm net
income rose neatly 50%. . . .

And, of course, much of last year’s increase can be at-
tributed to the sharp rise in grain production in Western
Canada where farmers knew they had an assured customer
in Peking.?

And in Australia;

. . . In the past two years, China was Australia’s number
one wheat customer; in 1961/62 China bought nearly one-
third of our record wheat export, and during the last six
months of 1962, China bought more wheat than during
the whole of 1961/62.

. . . Cessation of trading with China would mean the
end of expansion of wheat-growing in Australia. . . .

China has replaced Britain as number one wheat cus-
tomer. . . 3

It isn’t only Australian and Canadian farmers that have bene-
fited from these purchases of wheat by China. Shippers have had
a share of the benefits too. The Canadian grain sale of May 1961
alone, it was estimated, at the time, would take 750 ships to move
and railway officials believed that it would take over 142,000 rail-
road cars to transport the grain to the West Coast.

China has had, and will continue to have, serious difficulties in
progressing from a backward country; but the facts that I have
just cited about her grain purchases should make us pause.

While almost every other underdeveloped country in the world
is relying heavily on handouts (aid is the fashionable term) China
was going it alone and paying for her food—and at a time of
special hardship. This should indicate to us, not (as our press
would have had us see it) that China was on the verge of col-
lapse, but that in the course of a remarkably few years she has
been able to earn and save sufficient foreign exchange to see her
through a crisis.

This denotes strength, not weakness.

iﬁ) ar Eastern Economic Review, March 21, 1963.
id

* The.Dispatcher, San Francisco, May 19, 1961.
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And it should not be supposed that China’s necessity for fo
purchases has been preventing her from purchasing other thi
that she required. Her other imports were reduced, they were
climinated.

In May 1962, Sir William Gunn, head of the Australian Wi
Bureau,. was quoted as saying that China had “tremend
potential” as a wool customer, and that “China appears certaig
to buy a record quantity of Australian wool this ycar.”

The New York Times, celebrating on October 1, 1962,
thirteenth anniversary of the Peking government, reported: s
CHINA INDUSTRIAL SLUMP; but only six days later, in a dispa
from Australia, its news columns announced: AUSTRALIA LOOKI
TO RED CHINA AS VAST WOOL MARKET IN FUTURE. The story
ported how China in 1961-62 had taken 44,000,000 pounds
wool, which was double her purchases the previous year, “desp
the severe drain on her scarce foreign exchange caused by hes
wheat imports. . . .

Discussing his forthcoming visit to Peking, Sir Wil
said Communist China, witﬁ a population of 650,000,
was Australia’s greatest potential wool market.

Within 10 or 15 years, he predicted, China would be ¢q
peting commercially with all the countries of the wor

From countries around the world China today is purch
planes and tractors, special steels, trucks, autos, oil, tools, shi
electronic apparatus, pipe, complete industrial plants—and pa
for them. There is no doubt at all in my mind that Sir Wil
Gunn is right—that China will soon take her place among
great trading nations of the world.

Only with us, and the countries on whom we exert our
suasion, is the door still tightly shut.

And our press for years has been telling us that China
“collapsing” and had “no cash.”

5 Maritime Worker, Sydney, Australia, May 16, 1962.

Part V

HOW IT WORKS




Chapter 18

I. Preventing People from Seeing for Themselves

When challenged about their reporting about China, there is
a standard excuse that newspapers trot out in self-defense—if the
reporting about China is poor, it is because “China doesn’t allow
American reporters in.”

In a limited and technical sense this is now true, but like much
else that the newspapers say about China, the statement if left
without further comment is totally misleading,

The background to a somewhat confused story is this.

In the summer of 1956, the Chinese government formally of-
fered sixty-day visas to eighteen American correspondents, with-
out strings or restrictions. The U.S. government forbade them to
go. Three men defied the ban—William Worthy of the Baltimore
Afro-American, and Edmund Stevens and Philip Harrington of
Look, who entered China for brief visits in December 1956.

Under pressure from newspaper and magazine publishers, radio
and TV networks and the wire services, Secretary of State Dulles
In 1957 finally drew up a list of “news media” involving twenty-
four correspondents (the Chinese offer was for eighteen) that he
considered could safely be permitted to travel to the forbidden
land; but he made certain that this “accredited” list would be
tejected by the Chinese government by announcing in edvance
that he would refuse reciprocal rights to any Chinese correspond-
ents “bearing passports issued by the Chinese Communist
regime,” on the transparently phony grounds that American im-
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migration laws “prohibited the issuance of visas to Communisty
(Many exceptions, of course, had already been made for Sovi
and other Communist correspondents.)? ‘

There the matter of the correspondents was stalled until 104

Meanwhile, Peking continued to offer visas to Americans whi
wanted to visit China as ordinary travelers, but they were all fof
bidden to do so. A number of distinguished citizens, includin
Mrs. Eleanor Roosevelt and Mr. Averell Harriman, though offe i
visas by the Chinese, were advised by the State Department
they must not go. By all manner of threats of fines, imprisonmeg
and the loss of their passports, Secretary Dulles was able to
Americans cut off from China. ‘

(The ban on travel to China was again breached, how
in September 1957, by forty-one Americans who had been to #}
Moscow Youth Festival and went on to visit Peking as gu
of the Chinese government. Many of these were penalized:
their return by having their passports taken away from th

I have always felt that Mr. Dulles’s refusal in 1936 to all
American correspondents to accept the offer of visas from i
Chinese was one of the great diplomatic tragedies of our i
From this decision there flowed a whole host of misunders
ings—but it succeeded in effectively sealing off the American
from direct information about China, which presumably was
purpose. If the newspapers, magazines, wire services, and the ra
and TV networks had exerted their enormous power and ins
on their right to send their correspondents anywhere they wis
even Mr. Dulles could not have withstood their combined pif
sure. :

In the great days of American journalism a generation o
ago, when the press was fiercely conscious of its public oblig;
to secure the news, it would not for a moment have tolerated
an infringement of its freedom. True, for a while some pap
1 Commenting on the text of a State Department announcement tha
“U.S. will not accord reciprocity visas to the Chinese,” The Christian S
Monitor, August 27, 1957, editorially deplored this “insulting note sli

under Peking’s door.” . .". Since Peking had not applied for such reciprod
Washington’s ban could only be taken as a gratuitous slap in the face. . +:
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raised the issue strongly in editorials; protests were made; but
never (as it should have done) did the press combine and concert
its power sufficiently to have the ban rescinded.

During the summer of 1960, the Peking authorities announced
they were abandoning their four-year efforts of reconciliation.
They were no longer interested in offering visas to American re-
porters. Not long after this new policy was made public, I dis-
cussed it with Mr. Chou En-lai in Peking. The Chinese govern-
ment, he explained to me, had made a number of offers in regard
to the exchange of correspondents with the United States, all of
which had been rejected. The government had reached the con-
clusion that no basic improvement in Sino-American relations
was possible until the primary issue between the two countries
had been settled—the question of Taiwan. This does not mean,
he added, that the Chinese feel any ill-will to the American
people.

This decision of the Chinese government no longer to offer
visas to American correspondents made it possible for the Ken-
nedy administration early in 1961 to “consider” applications of
some Chinese correspondents for visas to come to the United
States (conveniently forgetting the “immigration law” that had
prevented this offer in the past), with the certainty that the
Peking government would be bound to refuse. It has also enabled
the U.S. government and the newspaper publishers to say, with
technical truth but with shocking disingenuousness, that “it is
the Chinese that are preventing our correspondents from going
to China.”

Meanwhile, it remains illegal for American citizens other than
the “selected list” of correspondents to visit China, and the
American people are thus prevented from seeing for themselves
what is going on there,

To this story I must add a personal note.

Like many others I have always considered freedom of travel
as an inherent right, one of the basic civil liberties that should
not be subject (except in time of war) to the caprice or whim of
the Executive. One of the reasons why I have retained my British
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citizenship—though I have lived in the U.S. so long and feel g
intimately a part of American life—is that this basic right
recognized by Britain but not yet by America; though I th
that day will come. Printed as an integral part of a British pass
are words which make the document valid for every country
the world. While the United States grants so much freedom in
many other ways, it has never accepted the right to travel as one ¢
the inalienable rights. All my journeys to China—though und
taken with the knowledge of the American government—wo
not have been possible if I had held a U.S. passport.

Nore: Since the manuscript of this book was written I went
China for a third visit. See “Postscript from Peking.”

II. Ignoring Information That Is Available

In the past few years many visitors have traveled in China fr
almost every country in the world (but not the United Sta

have reported about Chinese law; industrialists from a number
countries have inspected factories; leading agronomists
France and elsewhere have voiced opinions on Chinese agri
ture; a team of economists from the Sorbonne made a study o
Chinese economy; Quakers from Britain, former Christian
sionaries from Canada and Australia, and Buddhists from Cey
have studied the state of religion in China; scholars from Oxfi
and Cambridge, Melbourne, and Montreal have visited China &
written their impressions on a variety of topics; some of the worl
foremost scientists have gone to China and have told us som
thing about Chinese scientific training and research. Among the
who have visited China are geologists, artists, writers,
architects, archaeologists . . . the list could be continued.
Most of these specialists (discussing, we must remember,

A CURTAIN OF IGNORANCE 297

own field of expert knowledge) have had many favorable things
to say about advances in China, but we find very little mention
of their reports in the American press. Sometimes only the critical
part of a report is used.

As an example of this, Time, when reporting on China’s general
economic collapse and industrial inefficiency, quoted a few lines
from my book, Awakened China, in which I described the ineffi-
ciency I found at a certain truck plant—but Time did not quote
descriptions of other factories which I said “could, as smooth-
running operations, compare with any in the Western world.”

When comparing the reports of visitors to China which are
made use of, with those which are ignored, one can arrive at
only one general conclusion—that if a report (or parts of it) can
be used to sustain the image of China as a land of unhappy, half-
starved peasants, with a collapsing economy and an utterly in-
efficient industry, and a population in the grip of a mercilessly
cruel regime, such reports are used. A report that would shatter
such an image is very rarely printed.

One reason sometimes offered for the non-use of favorable com-
ments is that the writers “must obviously be fairly communistic
themselves to write such reports”; or that “they have only been
shown what the Communists want them to see.” Some specialists
have even gone so far as to suggest that for someone to be granted
a viea to enter China is almost proof that he is “sympathetic” to
the regime.

These insinuations are not only an insult to the very able men
and women-—some of them at the top of their profession—who
have been to China; but are demonstrably nonsensical.

No one in his right mind, for example, would suggest that the
President of the Royal Bank of Canada is “sympathetic” (in the
way that this is meant) or “pretty communistic himself.” Yet
this is what Mr. James Muir reported to his employees and share-
holders after his return from China in 1958:

The growth in industry, the change in living standards,
the modernization of everything and anything, the feats
of human effort and colossal impact of human labor are
not within our power to describe and still give a worth-
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while picture of the scene. All I can say is that it my
be seen to be believed. It is truly stupendous. ... W,
think the vast majority of the people of China have a g
ernment they want, a government that is improving th
lot, a government in which they have confidence, a gove
ment which stands no chance of being supplanted.?

This report was not mentioned in our press so far as I cou
discover.
Let us take another example of not using available materi
Published weekly in Hong Kong, the Far Eastern Econon
Review is to my mind one of the best sources of informa
about developments in mainland China. It is a journal intend
primarily for the conservative business and commercial men in tl
British colony; but its reputation for a high standard of factu
reporting has brought it readers throughout the Western worl
The information it provides on China, factual and without co
war bias, is often supplemented by reports from its own cor
spondents in China.
The detached and businesslike presentation of news abg
China in this journal stands in vivid contrast to the reports
are accustomed to reading in our papers. Though the Far Ea
Economic Review is accepted widely as one of the most reli
sources of information about mainland China, in all of the hi
dreds of dispatches that I have read from the American p
correspondents in Hong Kong, I have yet to find one that
quoted from this paper. Correspondents appear more than eagg
to cable unsubstantiated statements from refugees and unide
tified “observers.” They seem strangely reluctant to quote fro
factual journal.
I was personally involved in another case.
In 1962 the National Broadcasting Company approached
with a request for the use of some movie footage that I
taken while in China for a documentary “White Paper” that t
were preparing. I was assured by the NBC producers that th
were on this occasion attempting a “really objective report”

2 James Muir, “The Challenge of China,” souvenir edition of the Royal Bi
Magazine (October 1958).
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China, “good as well as bad.” I consented to send them my foot-
age. When I watched the “White Paper” report on China as it
appeared on the television screen, I realized that my idea of
appropriate reporting would be very different from that of NBC.,
With the exception of a short sequence that I had taken in an
old people’s home, they made no use of any scenes from my
footage that would give a viewer any feeling of joy; no scenes
of children playing, no holiday-makers at the beach, no crowds
at the new swimming pools. The over-all impression was one of
gloom and sadness.

In 1961 in Los Angeles, a ilm on Communist China that was
intended for use in schools was withdrawn. It was criticized on
the grounds that:

. . it showed children smiling in Red China.
The critics said it was a disservice to imply that anybody
could be happy under such conditions.3

Another example of what I consider crucial omission:

Professor J. Tuzo Wilson is one of Canada’s most eminent
scientists. In 1958, as President of the International Union of
Geodesy and Geophysics, he spent some time in China visiting
scientific institutions. He also went to Taiwan; and before a
scientific body in New York he made some comparisons. In the
course of reviewing Awakened China for the New York Herald
Tribune, he reveals what happened (my italics):

.+« Mr. Greene’s quotation from one speech of mine
brings out the truth of his other theme: that the net effect
of American reports of essential questions in China is almost
always misleading and slanted. He quotes from a speech
I made to the Dallas Council of World Affairs in the
course of which I stated that the libraries and equipment
in the science departments of the universities in Taiwan
were not as good as those on the Chinese mainland. I
said this not to annoy the Americans or the Nationalist
Chinese, but because I know that thousands of Asians,
Africans and South Americans can and do make these
comparisons for themselves to the detriment of the Western

#San Francisco Chronicle, October 11, 1961.
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cause. I repeated these remarks in New York, when asked
to speak before the American Association for the Advancag
ment of Science, but all such statements were deletel
from the published text. Such actions, to slant even
cussions by scientists, belie our principles and delude no o
but ourselves.t

III. When Reports Conflict. . . .

On May 1, 1963, the UPI Tokyo “listening post” cabled {i§
version of Peking’s May Day celebration. The San Francis
Examiner spiced things up with the headline: '

STALIN HOLDS HERO SPOT AT RED CHINA MAY DAY

This is part of the UPI Tokyo dispatch, dated May 1, 194

giant pictures of Josef Stalin, and verbal attacks on I
the United States and Soviet Premier Khrushchev.

The Communist ‘New China News Agency’ in a b
cast from Peking indicated that the Russians were a
from the main reception on the eve of the Communist m#
holiday. .

The Chinese reaffirmed their militant friendship
their tiny European ally Albania, an outcast in the
European Communist bloc. . . .

A Western resident in Peking who saw this UPI report v
to me on its accuracy as follows:

1. There were no “mass parades.” China’s May Day . "
the past three years has gone in for dancing, play¥
games and seeing shows in parks all over town. Over thif
million people came out, half the city’s population.
nearest thing to a “mass parade” was when sports
dancers, acrobats and children from the central parks po
into Tien An Men Square for an hour at noon to
their floats.

2. There was one giant picture of Stalin. It stands
row with Marx, Engels, Lenin, all pictures of equal

4 October 1, 1961.
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historic revolutionary leaders, looking down on the square
at all celebrations. There were no others; China’s May Day
does not feature individuals, but flags, drums, firecrackers,
tissue paper flowers, children.
3. The “main reception” was not held by the state but by
“people’s organizations,” chiefly the Trade Unions. The
“New China News Agency” published at length the list
of foreign trade-union delegations, with the names of leaders.
First on the list, as usual, came the Russians. The Soviet
Ambassador also was there.
4. There were no “verbal attacks” and no mention of
India, Albania or Khrushchev. The only mention of the
United States was indirect when Liu Ning-I, chairman of
Central Unions, toasted “the Cuban people for frustrating
U.S. imperialism’s war provocations.”
5. The only reference to “militant friendship” was in Chou’s
brief, eloquent toast “to the liberation of the working class
. . and the oppressed nations and people, to world peace,
to the militant friendship of the people of all countries.”

On May 12, the London Observer ran a full-page feature
article: “May Day in Peking.” It was written by Mr. Mervyn Jones,
a non-Communist journalist in Peking at the time. His account
confirms that there were no parades—but dancing, plays and
games, at “garden parties” held for two million people in the
parks. And, in a full-page feature, no mention of “verbal attacks
on India, the United States and Soviet Premier Khrushchev.”

The events of May Day take place in the moming and
evening, leaving the afternoon free for food and sleep. This
year it was particularly important to end the celebration
by noon since a major Buddhist festival (a movable feast)
fell on the same day and it had been amicably arranged
that the temple services would be held when the garden
parties were over.

Mr. Mervyn Jones describes the “flirting girls,” the color, the
noise, the crowds, the brilliant flags, the fun.

Young Pioneers in white shirts and red scarves carried
big round Chinese lanterns or exquisite artificial flowers.
Against the ochre walls and shining yellow tiles of the Im-
perial Palace, the scene had a gaiety, a vivid freshness and
a variety of color that I cannot hope to convey. . . .

ACL—r,
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Thus, Western eyewitness accounts give us one description, the
UPI from its “listening post” in Tokyo gives a very differen
description, with all kinds of sinister political implications. It m
be a tough job “listening” to Peking from so far away!

IV. Reporting Official Pronouncements as Statements of
Redlity

In my review of the news about China as presented to
American people, one pattern became outstandingly clear—w
I regard as the extraordinary credulity on the part of the pr
of official information. A

Walter Lippmann and Charles Merz made the same criticig
in their review of the press 43 years ago:

In their opinion, (and I share it) statements emanating fr
governments or political movements should not be taken as £
tually correct by an independent press. Statements of this k
are used for special purposes and are not necessarily trustwor
news. If, for example, a Secretary of State or Prime Minister ma
a pronouncement about another nation, the information he g ‘
cannot be taken as news. The only news in the pronouncemesi
is that he made it. The information given in the pronouncemy
is a challenge to independent investigation. :

I have found in my analysis that frequently on matters
transcendent importance, official statements have been accep
as fact without independent investigation. :

When the Secretary of State in 1950 declared (we now kr
without any basis of fact) that Russia was incorporating one-th
of China into the Soviet Union, this was published and was:
cepted by the press as true. We can see in retrospect (an@
vigilant press should have suspected it at the time) the “spec
purpose” that Mr. Acheson may have had in mind when he m4
the statement. We now know that it helped to check effectivel
growing movement of opinion in this country in favor of red
nizing the new Chinese government. The Secretary of Sta’t
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enormously important pronouncement was never seen as a “chal-
lenge to independent investigation,” but was taken at its face
value and swallowed hook, line, and sinker.

I could give any number of similar examples: Mr. Dulles’s 1958
statement that the Chinese were “imposing mass slavery on 650
million people,” and had created a “vast slave state” could have
been easily checked with competent Western reporters and trav-
elers who were in China at the time. (Reuters news agency has
had a permanent staff in Peking.) Statements about the breaking
up of the family; the instability of the Peking regime; that starva-
tion and widespread famine conditions existed; that the border
fighting with India was “unprovoked aggression” on the part of
China; that India was progressing economically more rapidly than
China; and, of course, Chiang Kai-shek’s annual prediction of
imminent invasion of the mainland—if ever statements required
skepticism it was these yearly Chiang pronouncements. It is in-
credible to me that these last were treated quite solemnly as
“news”: “There are no boastful empty proclamations now. Instead
there are serious preparations,” Joseph Alsop reported as late as
May 8, 1963.

These are examples of official statements, all proved by time to
have been erroneous, but accepted by our independent press as
statements of reality.

[here is more to this yet.

When Dean Acheson said that Russia was taking over one-third
of China’s territory, this was not only accepted as a statement of
fact, but some of the newspapers published stories that seemed
to give support to his statement. For example, following Mr.
Acheson’s speech, C. L. Sulzberger from Paris and later Tokyo,
Christopher Rand from Hong Kong, and others in Washington
and New York were sending information about the Russian take-
over. These correspondents almost never named names. Sources
were wrapped in a blanket of anonymity—“specific indications

” &

were received here,” “information available in interested capitals,”

”

“some circles speculate,” “it is believed here”—but nevertheless we
are faced with the astonishing fact that correspondents representing
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responsible journals over a period of months were providing ci
cumstantial support for an official pronouncement that was ne
grounded on solid fact.

V. Headlines

This is not, I must hasten to admit, an area of great mom
It doesn’t concern those of us who like to dawdle over our n
papers or who like to make reading them a vague excuse (“m
keep up with the news”) for not helping with the dishes or mowin
the lawn. Fellow lingerers can skip this section, for it is include
not for them but for those who like to take their news quick
pithy—the headline readers.

For them I give two examples to wam them that headlines
not always what they seem. :
Appearing in the April 22, 1963, issue of the San Franci
Chronicle, a headline announced:

FAMINE AS USUAL IN CHINA

Across three columns. Clear, precise, and certainly pithy. It
pears to say everything—why read the story? But an experien
lingerer knows why. Better read on.

Even through the depths of winter the largest ci
Peking and Shanghai, are reported to have been well st
plied with vegetable and fruit grown in communes on t
outskirts of the city.

The price of coffee, cocoa and sugar has come down.

. . . foodstalls have begun to sell rice cakes, noodles,
other concoctions free of coupons. . . .

Both milk and butter have reappeared on the market

Canned meat and poultry and different kinds of
preserves are also back in the shops. . . .

If this is famine as usual, I hope for their sake, that the Chi
have famine all the time.
On May 22, 1963, the New York Times’ Western Edition stifigy
its modesty and carried an imposing advertisement for itself. Haj
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a page of it. The Times’ copy editors, we were told in very large
type, are “the men who make sure that the news you read in the
Western Edition is the most important and interesting, and that it
is presented clearly, accurately, impartially. It’s their job to check
the facts—to correct English the Queen wouldn’t like—to revamp
[sic] a story if necessary—and to sum up the heart of it in a clear,
terse headline.”

That’s the kind of advertisement that gives the headline readers
a real boost. Why read a revamped story if you can get the heart
of it in a clear, terse headline?

Six days later the Western Edition carried a headline (clear,
terse):

INDIA THREATENED BY PEKING AGAIN

and this was followed by a second headline, somewhat less terse
but equally clear:

CHINA SAYS INCURSIONS MAY LEAD TO WARFARE—PRESSES DE-
MAND FOR TALKS,
To compare these headlines with the story that follows is in-
tensely revealing,
It is true that the story begins menacingly enough:

Communist China warned India today that “further
provocation” by New Delhi’s forces . . . might lead to re-
newed warfare.

Peking’s warning included an ultimatum to accept
Chinese terms for direct negotiation of the frontier issue.

This lead certainly seems to justify the headlines, and the head-
lines justify the lead. But what did the Chinese actudlly say?

We are told that the story, filed by Robert Trumbull in Hong
Kong, was based on an editorial in the May 27 issue of Renmin
Ribao, the official newspaper of the Chinese Communist Party.
Trumbull quotes from this editorial. Here are the actual words of
the “ultimatum” and the manner in which China (according to
the headline) “presses demand for talks.”

“If the Indian Government because of domestic or external
considerations is not yet ready to negotiate, the Chinese
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Government can wait patiently,” the Peking statement said

The statement said that if the Indian Government at:
tempted to regain the territory taken by Chinese forces last
year New Delhi would “again pick up a stone to drop o
its own feet.” . . .

Peking declared that its repatriation of all Indian prisoners
of war, which was completed over the weekend “created #
a favorable atmosphere for a peaceful settlement” of th
Chinese-Indian boundary question. )

“Whether direct negotiations between India and China
can be held quickly or not and whether the Chinese-India
boundary question can be settled peacefully soon or no
depends on the attitude of the Indian Government,” th
Peking statement asserted.

. . . Communist China’s release of all Indian prisoners
showed Peking’s “reluctance to cross swords” with India

I have the official translation of the editorial in the Chinest
newspaper on which Robert Trumbull based his story. It is 4
long editorial—over two thousand words; its title is “Another
jor Effort by the Chinese Government to Promote Reconciliatior
Between China and India.” The passages quoted by Trumbull give
a very fair presentation of the essentially conciliatory tone of the
editorial—as can be seen above. But neither the lead nor the
headlines can possibly be justified by the contents of the story
itself.

Toward the end of the Times dispatch it is stated:

R

Another call for India to negotiate came from Marshal
Chen Yi, Foreign Minister of Communist China. . . .
“We are confident,” Marshal Chen said, “that no matte!
how long the Chinese-Indian boundary question may
dragged out it can only be settled and will certainly
settled peacefully in the end.”

INDIA THREATENED BY PERKING AGAIN? Send the headline back g
the revamping department.

But—another warning to the headline readers. ‘
Headlines may express the “heart” of a story quite accurately,
but not the truth.
I have been twice into Communist China, once for £
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months. (Since this was written I have been for a third time.)
I found the Chinese to be immensely hard-working, rather
excited by the new country they are building, grumbling some-
times about this and that as we all do, but above all cheerful.
I am not alone. Many travelers to China have reported receiving
the same impressions. One visitor to China, Dr. Wilder Penfield
(Director Emeritus of the Montreal Neurological Institute, one of
the world’s leading neurosurgeons, holder of twenty-six honorary
degrees, author of numerous books, and known throughout the
world for his medical work) said this over station WTIC in Hart-
ford during a Yale University program on March 10, 1963. Asked,
shortly after returning, to single out the one most outstanding
impression of the Chinese people, Dr. Penfield answered: “. . .
It was a feeling of enthusiasm, exhilaration and pleasure that at
last they were doing something on their own. They are working,
especially the younger people, and they are working with a will.
The people in the communes are working hard, but that is the
way of the Chinese anyway. I would say in general that there is a
feeling of excitement and enthusiasm among the people.”

But would you guess it from reading the headlines? Compare
these typical headlines about China!l

(The following headlines cover a five-year span following my
return from my first trip to China.)

1958

H&RD YEAR BLIGHTS MAO’S “BLOOMS”—]January 17, The Chris-
tian Science Monitor

PEKING’S HOT POTATO—Feburary 3, New York Post

THE ILLS OF RED CHINA—March 22, New York Herald Tribune

NEW SERFS IN RED CHINA—April 26, New York Herald Tribune

RED CHINA PUSHES WORKERS TO LiMrr—April 27, New York
Times

POLICE TERROR BANISHES SMILES—July 23, New York World-
Telegram and Sun

“aerr” N cama—October 22, New York Times editorial

ARE THERE SEEDS OF REVOLT IN RED CHINA?—November 2, New
York Times

CHINA REVOLTS SEEN SPREADING—December 23, Washington
Post and Times Herald
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BEHIND THE SHIFTS IN RED CHINA—TROUBLE—December 26,
US. News & World Report

1959 .
THE RED CHINA zoo—February 23, New York Times

1959 STEEL DRIVE LAGS IN RED CHINA—February 24, New York
Times ‘

MAO'S WAR WITH THE CHINESE FAMILY—May 17, New York
Times

FAMISHED RED CHINA SLAVES STEAL PIGS’ SLOP—June 25, New
York World-Telegram and Sun

U.S. AIDE SAYS REDS IN CHINA ARE FAILING—July 19, New York
Times

GROWING WOES OF RED CHINA—July 20, U.S. News & World /¢

Report
1960

NEW CRACKDOWN IN RED CHINA: NOW IT'S THE WORKERS TURN
—May g, U.S. News & World Report
SCARS ON FACE OF RED CHINA—]July 8, New York World-Tele-

gram and Sun

MESS HALLS OF RED CHINA FAIL TO WIN MANY HEARTs—July @

18, New York Herald Tribune

MAO'S FARM PROBLEM . . . —August 2, Wall Street Journdl
CHINA GOADED BY INTERNAL NEEDS—August 28, New York i

Times

EDUCATION FLAW IN RED CHINA SEEN—September 18, New
York Times

PEIPING COMBATS UNREST IN youTH—October 2, New York
Times

1961
COMMUNIST CHINA IN REAL TROUBLE?—February 20, U.S. News
& World Report

THE DESCENDING SPIRAL—April 16, New York Herald Tribune

JOHNSON TOLD RED CHINA MAY COLLAPSE SOON—May 16, San
Francisco Chronicle '

COMMUNISM’S FAILURES IN CHINA—May 20, The Christian g

Science Monitor

SPREAD OF APATHY IN RED CHINA NoTED—August 7, New York:

Times

STX HUNDRED CALORIES A DAY—September 13, New York'

Herald Tribune

THE TRUE STORY OF TROUBLE IN RED cHINA—QOctober 2, U.S.’

News & World Report
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12 DISMAL YEARS IN cHINA—October 3, San Francisco News
Call-Bulletin, editorial

CHINA FACES WORST CRISIS OF DECADE—December 3, San Fran-
cisco Examiner

1962

H?&RRIMAN SEES REVOLT IN CHINA—March 6, San Francisco
Chronicle

SIGNS OF A CRACK-UP IN RED cHINA—March 30, U.S. News
& World Report

A GRIM REPORT ON HUNGER IN CHINA—May 25, San Francisco
Chronicle, Drew Pearson column

REPORTS OF BLOODY RIOTING IN RED CHINA—]June 6, San Fran-
cisco Chronicle

RED CHINESE EATING BABIES: REV. CURTIS—July 19, Honolulu
Advertiser

A MOOD OF DEJECTION IN RED CHINA—August 12, San Francisco
Chronicle, reprint from New York Times

STARVING CHINESE——A GRIM FORECAST—August 28, San Fran-
cisco Chronicle, Drew Pearson column

CHINA ON A MuTED NOTE—QOctober g, New York Times edi-
torial

REALITIES WILL BRING DOWN RED CHINA—November 19, U.S.
News & World Report

WHY RED CHINA'S RULERS FEAR REvOLT—December 10, U.S.

News & World Report
1963

PEKING PAPER RAPS FARM INEFFICIENCY—]anuary 14, The
Christian Science Monitor
CHINA SABOTAGE—March 24, San Francisco Chronicle
FERTILIZER LACK BESETS PEKING—April 15, The Christian
Science Monitor
FAMINE AS USUAL IN CHINA—April 22, San Francisco Chron-
icle
By the spring of 1963 news was at last filtering through that
China was not collapsing. Joseph Alsop ceased telling us about
downward spirals and coming explosions. Even U.S. News &
World Report warily admitted that “Communist China cannot
be said to be falling apart.”® With these resolute seers of disaster
in a mood of hesitation, things in China must really be looking up!

8 March 18, 1963.
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VI. Captions and Pictures

We remember pictures longer than we remember words. There
are few more effective ways of creating lasting impressions than b
visual images—by photographs or cartoons. And by the same toke;
there is hardly a more effective method of creating erroneou
images if one should desire to do so.

In the insert of illustrations we present some examples of wha
can result from certain uses of pictures. As an example of wha
can be done to a photograph with scissors and a changed cap-
tion, see Figures 1 and 2. Figure 1 is a photograph distributed by
UPI which was correctly identified as a picture showing bodies of
Viet Cong guerrillas slain in South Vietnam on April 24, 1962. ,
Bridgeport (Conn.) Sunday Herdld, in its issue of June 3, 162§
shows only one body (Figure 2) with a new caption saying i
was a picture of an exhausted refugee from Communist China

There have been other cases of misrepresentations of this kind
Edgar Snow, in his book The Other Side of the River, refers to
photograph that has been used on several occasions to show Co
munist brutality, though the picture itself is a photograph of o
of the Kuomintang street executions which were a feature of li
in Shanghai before the Communists took over the city.

Another way to misrepresent is to give a wr Wg trans
tion of an otherwise unexceptional picture. In its special issue
December 1959 on Red China, The Atlantic devoted a full pagé
to a color reproduction of a Chinese poster, showing a smilin

B a5 SO SENERERR s X S

tural prosperity. This poster as shown in The Atlantic is rep
duced in black and white as Figure 3. According to The Atlant
Mao is urging his people on to make China “the strongest an
richest Socialist nation.” The correct translation of the charactel
is “a strong and rich Socialist nation”—a phrase carrying qui
different overtones. My Chinese friends tell me that the characte
in question could not easily be mistaken by anyone with even

Figure 1 A UPI photograph correctly captioned as a group of slain Viet
Cong in South Vietnam.

Figure 2 _This picture, which is just a part of the UPI photograph above, was
printed with this caption: “Pitiful is this refugee from Red China, one of
many who collapsed from exhaustion, . . .”
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Figure 3 An example of a wrong translation of Chinese characters. In
American magazine which reprinted this Chinese poster, the Chinese cap
was translated as: “Under the leadership of the Communist Party and Cl]
man Mao, to make China the richest and strongest socialist nation.” A co
rendering would be “. . . a rich and strong socialist nation.” There is &
difference in undertone.

Figure 4 Another example of an erroneous caption. This photograph
published as a Chinese “recruiting poster” calling for army volunteers.
in fact, an advertisement for a movie.

i

How About What You Don’t Have?

IT'S NOT
*“/" THAT WE'RE AFRAID
i TO LET YOU SEE

. 9.2 ANYTHING WE HAVE—~

Figure 5 It would be assumed from this cartoon that it was the Chinese
who were preventing U. S. newsmen from traveling to China. For the real
facts in a confused story, see Chapter 18.



The Great Waoll of China

Figure 7 When fighting broke out along the Sino-Indian border, cartoons

such as this helped to create the impression that the fighting was another
example of “Chinese aggression.”

Figure 6 Cartoons such as this one firmly convinced the public in the U
that the refugees coming into Hong Kong in May and June 1962 were st
ing. Two weeks before this cartoon appeared, both the British and U
governments had officially stated that the refugees showed no signs of
nutrition.



‘YOU’RE BRINGING ME BAD LUCK’

WHEN A FELLER NEEDS A FRIEND

Figures 9 & 10 Cartoons reflect our changing national attitudes. The car-
toon above was drawn in 1922 when the Chinese were our friends, the one
below in 1955 when Japan had become our friend, China the enemy.

i i i i ine for ch
Figure 8 This cartoon was printed in an American magazine
Wi often complain that the Chinese teach their children to “hate Ame!




The Great Oriental Disappearing Act

Figures 11 & 12 Chiang Kai-shek has very rarely been shown in cartool
as a brutal character. Here he is depicted as a smiling magician. The carto

below was published during the Quemoy crisis of 1958, wh?n many peopl
thought thal: Chiang was attempting to involve the U. S. in war with h

mainland as his one chance of returning there.
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fairly rudimentary knowledge of written Chinese. But not many
Americans have even that much knowledge to guide them.

Cartoons offer a wide field for misrepresentation.

In Figure 5 we present a cartoon printed in The Christian
Science Monitor on March 23, 1961. It shows a group of newspaper
correspondents being kept out of China by a bamboo wall
obviously erected by Mao Tse-tung who appears over the top. The
implication of this cartoon is that the Chinese are responsible
for keeping out American newspaper correspondents. For the full
story of who is keeping out whom, see the earlier part of this
chapter.

Cartoons can keep alive a story long after the news columns
have shown it to be dubious. As an example of this we reproduce
a cartoon printed in the San Francisco Chronicle entitled “The
Great Wall of China” (Figure 6). It shows a crowd of obviously
starving Chinese kept back by a wire fence through which they are
pitiably stretching out their hands for food. Two weeks before
this cartoon appeared, on May 22, 1962, the British government
had made a formal announcement in the House of Commons:
“There is little evidence that the Chinese refugees attempting to
enter Hong Kong were suffering malnutrition.” The U. S. Assistant
Secretary of State had also announced that the refugees were: “not
starving. In fact, they did not show any evidence of malnutri-
tion”; and these reports were confirmed by reporters who inter-
viewed the refugees for the Far Eastern Economic Review. Partly
because of cartoons of this kind, the American public appears to
be still firmly convinced that the refugees were starving.

Those who have read Chapter 12 “‘Chinese Aggression’: The
Sino-Indian Border Dispute,” will have realized that the reports
being presented to the American public about the India-China
border dispute were grossly misleading. But the prevailing belief
that the fighting was due to Chinese aggressiveness was also pre-
sented by cartoons such as Figure 7, also from the San Francisco
Chronicle. Here we sece Mao Tse-tung about to blow up the entire
world. It is ironic that on the day that this cartoon appeared,
October 23, 1962, the San Francisco Chronicle’s front-page head-
lines read: v.s. BLOCKADES CUBA—NAVY IS READY TO FIRE. SHIPS
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TO BE TOLD: HALT FOR SEARCHING OR WE'LL SINK YOU. KENNEDY . . . -
WARNS RUSS OF WAR. _
An erroneous newspaper or magazine caption will be spottgd
only by a minute handful of American readers. Thle Columb.la :
Record Club once sent me for my advice a series of slides taken in .
Communist China which they had bought from and which were ;
captioned by a Canadian source for possible inclusion in a book o :
China they were planning to issue to subscribers to Pam’),rama“
Colorslides. One picture described as a “propaganda poster” was.,
nothing more than the announcement of a football game. Anothe
in which a woman was pinning a banner across the top of a doo:
way, also described as an example of Communist propaganda, was
an announcement that a tea house would shortly open there.

For an example of this kind of thing, see Figure 4. A picture o
a Chinese poster appearing in U.S. News & World Reporf o
December 10, 1962, was identified in the caption as j‘Recm}t
poster calls for Army volunteers. A Peasant Army camed. Chines
Communists on to power, but now there are signs of disconten
among the troops. To counter this, China’s worried dictators a
offering favored treatment to families of soldiers.” I.n actual fa
the photograph is of a billboard advertising a mov1e..The sma
characters at the bottom give the names of the director,
cast, and the studio where the film was made.

We often hear that the Chinese conduct “hate America” camég
paigns; and—worse yet—are teaching their children to “hate” Am c
ica. We forget that our representation of people we don’t hzfp
to like can just as easily appear to them as being “hate campaigns. g
Figure 8 reproduces a cartoon that was printed in Junior S'cho 2
tic, on October 3, 1962. Junior Scholastic is a magazine fo
children, and this number was a special issue devoted to “Und
standing World News.” As part of this “understanding” the youn
readers were asked: “Would the Chinese leaders, in an attemp
to make the people forget their hunger, start a war? Even befq\’
these hard times, Chinese Communists were warlike enough . . «
etc. ;

To give visual support to the assumption of Chinese (a2
Russian) malevolence, we see in this cartoon China and R
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playing a gruesome game, presumably gambling for the world,
while “hunger” looks on. This for children! And this to further
the “understanding” of world news!

Looking through past cartoons is probably the best reminder
there is of how changeable our national likes and dislikes really
are. Our friends of today become our enemies of tomorrow. And
who could have believed during World War II that Japan, the
country that had stabbed us in the back at Pearl Harbor, would so
quickly become our friend and stanch ally in the Far East? The
image of the Chinese in American minds has always fluctuated
from one extreme to another. On occasions we have thought of
them as a great and noble people, deeply cultured, peaceful, hu-
morous, likable. At other times we see them as crafty, devilishly
clever, cruel, “inscrutable.” Between these extremes our feelings
have fluctuated according to political circumstances whether the
Chinese happen at the time to be our friends or enemies.

We include two cartoons (Figures g and 10) which exemplify
these extremes of feeling. One printed at a time when Japan, who
was then our potential enemy, was attacking China, who was
then our friend, is entitled “When a Fella needs a friend.” The
other (entitled “Lift babe?”’) was drawn after the Communists
came to power, and shows China as a loathesome tough trying to
pick up demure, innocent young Japan. These are good remind-
ers that in the world of international affairs, though our feelings
are 5o real and seem so permanent, nothing ever remains the same
for very long.

Two cartoons are included which depict Chiang Kai-shek. It is
a remarkable fact that though Chiang’s regime has at certain pe-
riods been bitter]y attacked, though information about the cor-
rupt nature of his government was at these times well known and
though millions of innocent people were killed under his regime,
the cartoonists have usually dealt kindly with him. He has never,
as far as I know, been depicted as a horrible and bloodthirsty brute
as some of our other dictator-allies have been shown. The cartoon
by Herblock (Figure 11) shows Chiang as a rather likable magi-
cian who has cleverly spirited away U.S. aid funds; the other, by
Newton Pratt (Figure 12), was drawn during the Quemoy crisis
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of 1958 at a time when it seemed to many people that Chiang
was hoping to embroil the United States in a general war as his
one way of returning to the mainland. ’I.'here. is _somethmg ratbe;
engaging about Chiang sitting cockily in his rxcfkshaw ordering
Dulles, the rickshaw boy, to pull him to the mainland.

A SUMMING UP

There is an old Chinese adage which says: Know thyself, know
your enemy, fight a hundred battles, win a hundred victories.

It is good advice, but we do not follow it.

Our greatest problem in dealing with China is not China, but
our ideas about China. We seem unable to assess China’s strength
and weakness, her mistakes and achievements, or her political in-
tentions with anything approaching. dispassion: Because strong na-
tional feelings are involved, there are men in public life who dare
not voice publicly what they feel in regard to our China policy.
For fourteen years no administration has been able to suggest
seriously that our China policy needs re-examination, for even to
suggest it might imply a “weakening” of attitude. So our China
policy remains non-debatable, which only shows the extent to
which we have become prisoners of our own fears.

In 1960, Mr. Adlai Stevenson, then a private citizen, expressed
his views on America’s foreign policy in a conversation with Theo-
dore H. White. He Iet his mind range freely. For Stevenson not
just strength, but moral leadership was the issue. He said that he
had probably talked with more heads of state than any other
American. He spoke strongly against our living in Asia “with this
mythology of Chiang Kai-shek’s return to China,” and he called
our refusal to recognize, even to talk with, the rulers of modern
China “one of the greatest political crimes of our times, for in
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1955 we had a chance to talk to them, to begin to resolve some of
the problems there.”* o .

Here was an able man directing his attention intelligently to;
the errors in our relationship with China.

Barely one year later, Mr. Stevenson, by then a mem?)er'of
Kennedy administration, spoke again about China—this tfme
the United Nations. Speaking against the admittance of China,
said that the United Nations:

would make a tragic and perhaps irreparable mistake if i
yielded to the claims of an aggressive and unregene
“People’s Republic of China” to replace the Republic

China in the United Nations. . . . .
'F}lf:: de jure authority of the Government of China

tends throughout the territory of China. . . 2 .
The New York Times’ account of Mr. Stevenson’s speech orni?!:
much of his thetoric, which included these descriptions of Chi
“warrior state,” “modern imperialism,” “a massive and bru
threat to man’s very survival,” “ruthless,” “aggre‘ssive I.Jy ngtti
“predatory,” “far from reformed,” “agrogant,” “rapacious,
lous.” Mr. Stevenson even included that old chestnut pullfd:
of a speech made by Mao a quarter of a century 3g’o, about poy
grows out of the barrel of a gun.” (S'tevensons’speec‘h, in
estingly, was printed in full in the Peking People’s Daily.)

The contrast in the spirit as well as the content of these &
extracts reflects a personal tragedy for Mr. Stevenson. We 4
neither ignore it nor deride it, for it speaks also of a co
national tragedy in which we all must share. What hap.pe.n ;
Adlai Stevenson happened because the spirit of negotzatt.or_lrj
which he could have played such a notable part, and which
knew was necessary if our relations with China were ever
resolved, had been quite eliminated.

One cause of this stalemate we have reached in regard to
is the picture of that country and its leaders which most Ame‘ ;
have in their minds. When distinguished men cannot voic®

1Theodore H. White, The Making of the President, 1960, (New

Atheneum, 1962), pp. 120-21.
2 New York Times, December 2, 1961.
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public what they say in private, it is because they judge that Ameri-
can public sentiment would reject the idea of contact with China.

At the Geneva Conference in 1954 Secretary of State Dulles
refused Chou En-lai’s outstretched hand and deliberately turned
his back on him. In 1962 Mr. Averell Harriman considered it pru-
dent to cable Washington for permission to shake hands with
Chinese Foreign Minister Chen Yi—though they had been sitting
at a conference table together for days.® These are indications of
how deeply moral disapproval of the Chinese has influenced our
thinking.

Foreigners stand amazed at these strange goings-on. This does
not mean that the British, the French, the Canadians, the Scan-
dinavians are less sensitive to cruelty and malice when they meet
it. But it does suggest that their image of the Chinese is different
from our own. If our allies do not reject contact with the Chinese
perhaps it is because they have not been subjected to the same
influences. For fourteen years American newspapers, radio, TV,
the weekly newsmagazines, the columnists, with extraordinary con-
sistence and apparent conviction, have presented the Chinese
leaders as monsters, so inhumanly callous, so aggressive, so para-
noiacally militant, and to top it all such stupid bunglers, that no
self-respecting American would want anything to do with them.

The problems involved in lifting a country like China from a
state of poverty and backwardness are very great, and no one
knows this more clearly than the Chinese leaders. I have talked
with some of them, and I have found them not at all as they
have been pictured in our press. They seemed to me highly in-
telligent, historically conscious, and essentially humane men who
have the interests of their people at heart. They know China has
far to go and that she has much to leam and that they have made
many errors. It strikes me as singularly ungenerous of us who were
able to develop our nation on a rich and almost virgin continent
to speak in tones of contempt at the immense efforts a backward
Country is making to raise itself up from immemorial poverty. And
especially so as we have done nothing at all to help the Chinese

8 Edgar Snow, The Other Side of the River, p. 736.
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people, but rather have done everything in our power to hind
them. o
The spirit of so much that is written about Chu3a is all wro
and this is much more serious than the factual omissions and dig
tortions.
As soon as we begin to think of the people of another count
principally in terms of political antagonism, they cease to be peg
ple. This is a subtle process and a dangerous one. By small deg '
and almost imperceptibly, our sense of human relatedness. wi
them diminishes until we end up by being indifferent and px.h s
And, what is more, we will not even be conscious that this
happened. What begins as “containing comrm.mism" can e
with dropping napalm bombs onto defenseless.wllz.lges and bu
ing everyone in them to a frazzle without experiencing any grea
horror than when exterminating a nest of ants.
I do not for a moment suggest that we must approve of wh
the Chinese are doing or that we shouldn’t criticize thc.em:
strongly as we wish when we believe that their actions are bm? gl
avoidable suffering, But what I do suggest is that however critio
of the Chinese we feel, the human contact, the sense of t
Chinese as people, must not be broken. If once we cease to th
of them as people, we will be denying the very basis of
democracy we wish to protect. ‘

America was founded and started its life as a nation on a 1
document, and it is quite natural that the legal, one migl‘lt say ;’.
formal, aspects of democracy have always played a dominant o
in our thinking. But there is another side to democracy t.hat‘
even more important than the written rules. Democracy in
first instance grew out of the way people felt toward each oth
the machinery of representative government came much later.
nation might develop an almost perfect political instrument
democratic government, but if the intuitive, instinctual symp
that people feel for each other has meanwhile vanished, we
left with nothing. The essential ingredient in a democracy is
identification, the liking, the instinctual trust that flows in tha
sands of minute and invisible currents through a society. It is
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that makes a man feel that he belongs, that allows him to live at
ease with his fellows without having to be watchful, competitive,
and tough. If this sense of interrelatedness is lost, as individuals
we become alienated; we become hard, professionally benevolent,
and shrewd. As a nation we become implacable,

The democratic instinct knows that people are people, that dif-
ferences of skin, of political opinion, of religious belief, are irrele-
vant differences when set against the vast similarities we all share
as human beings.

Now this democratic instinct which recognizes people as people
says nothing at all about national frontiers. It is unconcerned with
them. It pays no more attention to which side of a national bound-
ary a man happens to be born on than on which side of the
railroad tracks or what color skin he is born with or into what
economic or political system. For wherever a man is born, into
whatever condition, he still shares with us our common humanity.

Today, as a result of our present pathology, we have lost sight
of this universal aspect of democracy. We look across the oceans
and see other people, not in the light of our relatedness with them,
but almost wholly in terms of our fears. Are they with us or
against us? Our sense of democracy has shrunk so that it now em-
braces only those within our own nation and a few special friends,
and even some of those are suspect. It is true that as a people we
are generous. We have given away so much. But this in a sense
only strengthens the point I am making, for in spite of our natural
generosity, our aid programs have been less an expression of com-
passion than an instrument of strategy, which is a very different
thing. If this tendency to limit our sense of human relatedness only
to those who are “on our side” continues, we may end up one
day by becoming like the German Nazi, Hans Frank, who said:
“It will be our principle to extend pity to the German people and
to none others in the world.” I have no doubt that a number of
people in our country would feel quite pleased if they opened
their newspapers tomorrow morning and read that a hundred mil-
lion Chinese were starving to death.

It seems obvious to me that the way we feel about another
country influences the kind of news we are given about that
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country. Forty-three years ago Lippmann and Merz conclud
after a careful study that the intrusion of bias in the news
so blatant that serious reform would be necessary “before the ca s
that had been violated could be restored.”

What was true in regard to our information about Russia fo
years ago is true in regard to our information about China today
The code is still violated; the news continues to be distorted

But is this true too of those in academic circles? The speciali
and the China experts—are their writings and judgments also
fluenced by political prejudice?

1 have long noticed that once feelings of animosity and
come in, objective judgment goes out—regardless of hon cle
one happens to be. On matters where great national feelings
aroused, scholars and experts are just as likely as the rest of us
allow their judgments to be swayed by the prevailin.g climate
opinion. Maybe even more so. Einstein perhaps was right when
wrote to Sigmund Freud:

Experience has shown us that it is the so-called intelligen
that is more apt to yield to these disastrous collective
gestions, since the intellectual has no direct contact v
life but encounters it in its easiest synthetic form upon
printed page.

It is true that a great deal of scholarly research is being dom
on China today in the United States—probably more than e
before. Its fatal weakness is that it is being done by men
have themselves never been to Communist China. I have no
that it is not the French or Canadian or British scholars v
have been to Communist China who speak about that cou
in the most bitterly hostile terms—but the American scholars w
know about China “only from the printed page.” E

I do not, I must repeat, want to limit criticism of Ch}
and there is much that she can be criticized for. But the critici
must be based on factual realities. If political animosity (as !
lieve) makes us humanly indifferent and distorts our understand
—then the quality of most of the reporting about China by !
press and experts during the past fourteen years has done us &
disservice. For the quality of the reporting has been such tha
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was bound to increase our hostility and fear of China and could
in no way deepen our understanding of her. Though I think that
an exchange of correspondents would be a sensible step I do not
believe that this in itself would insure our being better informed
about China. A large number of reports by very competent foreign
observers have been available but have been used very little by the
American press. While political animosity remains, our attitudes
will be colored by it—whether it originates by reporters writing
from Hong Kong or Peking.

There may, I know, be readers who while agreeing with my
general thesis will think I have not made sufficient allowance for
the exceptions. I am well aware of these exceptions, occasions
when the general press and the China experts have given objective
accounts of happenings in China. There is hardly a newspaper
that will not be able to pull out of its files some stories and reports
which they hope will contradict my charge. Reuters correspond-
ents from Peking have continued to send regular and factual
accounts of happenings there, and I am sure that some of these
can be produced to show that I have greatly exaggerated my case.

But I do not believe that these occasional exceptions invalidate
my argument; for they could do little to counteract in the minds
of the readers the overriding impression established by far more
numerous reports.

I make no apology for not enlarging more on this theme of the
exceptional editor and the exceptional scholar; for the exceptions
do not alter my general contention that where it involves the
reporting on China the standard in both these professions has
been appalling. And I know that the exceptional scholar and
exceptional editor will be the first to agree that this is true.

The American people are right in insisting that the press should
never fall under the influence of government. As a result, American
hewspapers enjoy a greater latitude and freedom than the news-
Papers of any other country in the world. But they have not always
excercised their freedom in the public interest.

In return for the freedom from interference that Americans
grant their press, they have a right to insist that newspapers and
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newsmagazines, the radio and TV, provide them with adequate
and objective information about the great events of our world. The
evidence produced in this book has shown, at least as far as repo.
ing about China is concerned, that the unusual freedom grant
the press has not resulted in better news. The sad but irrefutab
fact is that the American people today are less informed and
misinformed about China than the people of any other Weste
nation. ‘

How long can this go on? Americans hear of Frenchmen a
Englishmen and Germans and Italians traveling to China ai
they are beginning to resent the State Department regulatio
that prevent them from traveling there too. They hear of Cana
and Australia selling vast quantities of their surplus wheat
China, of the British selling planes and tools, of Germans selly
steel, of the Swiss selling precision instruments, of the Japa
selling entire textile plants—and they must wonder why this cou
try is kept in a position of so great a commercial disadvantage,
for what possible compensating benefits. This has gone on so
already that we may find when we wish to change this policy th
the damage has already been done—that though the State Depa
ment might allow Americans to travel to China, the Chinese J
not want them; or that when businessmen are finally perm:
to trade with China, they may find that successful business
tions have already been set up with others.

The American people, I think, are beginning to sense in
tively that a poh'cy of almost total non-communication with
country comprising a quarter of the human race is a process;
self-isolation that in the end can harm no one so badly as oursel¥s

And this leads me to the most important thing I want to say
and the most hopeful.

I am quite certain that most of the news correspondents
the editorial writers and the producers of the TV and radio n¢!
scripts and many of the columnists are profoundly underestim
the capacity of the American people. This goes for the politic :
too. The intelligence of the American public has far outstrip p
the intelligence meted out to them by the press and the politi
leaders. Americans are ready to listen to the real facts of life. /
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newspaper, any TV station, any political leader who begins to
treat the public as mature men and women will be overwhelmed
by the response. They would find that Americans are far more
sophisticated, far more generous in their judgments of other peo-
ples, far less afraid, than they ever seem to give them credit for.
The American people are never likely to underestimate the dan-
gers of our position in the world or the extent of the threat to our
system that the growth of communism presents, but they are sick
of being fobbed off with banalities, bored to the limits of their
endurance by the mindless repetition of cold-war clichés. They
c?on’t want clichés, they want knowledge of the world they are
living in and not information of dubious accuracy presented
(where China is concerned) nearly always in tones of superi-
ority and contempt.

As a result of this inquiry into America’s information on China
I have reached the conclusion that the American people have not
received the minimum of necessary information on supremely
important developments. When—as it will—the truth of this be-
comes apparent and burns itself into men’s consciousness, I believe
they will examine the news in regard to other events and will
begin to ask themselves what it is that shapes and forms public
opinion. Unless the people are assured of news that they can trust,
a democratic government cannot successfully be administered.




POSTSCRIPT FROM PEKING

In September, after the manuscript of this book T;v.as.in Fhe hand ’
of the publisher, I came to China for my third visit in six years. A8
am writing this postscript from Peking. :
Certain contrasts between the China I last saw in Septembs
1960 and the China that I found when I arrived nearly two mon
ago were at once noticeable. In 1960, after the second bad hary -
season, anxiety about the winter food supply had led .tpe authoriti
to urge that every usable patch of ground in the cities §hou1d L
dug and planted for vegetables. Peking’s streets were lined wit
newly planted cabbage. Today you see no v?getables gro
along the streets or in unused lots. There is, instead, a gh?t
vegetables. Mountains of cabbage, tomatoes, carrots, ‘arxd (;hl
celery are stacked along the sidewalks (and remain quite
guarded at night). At one point a few weeks ago tomatoes
selling at two pounds for three cents. The communes around t
city are paid a fixed price for their produce and do not suffer
cause of the oversupply. Not many evenings ago I watched ‘
store offering customers as much cabbage as they could carry _‘:
ten fen (four cents). Fruit, too, is available in almos?t oven:hel"
ing abundance. Fruit trees and grape vines planted in the. Gréf
Leap” days of 1958 are now bearing, and innumerable fruit s
have sprung up all over the city to cope with the supply. T
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1960 problem of scarcity has been replaced today by the problems
of refrigeration and storage.

Less perishable foodstuffs scem also available in quantity; the

grocery stores and markets are better stocked than I have ever
seen them. The two most severely rationed items are cotton cloth
(though rayon and other synthetic materials are available without
ration) and cooking oil. Meat is still rationed but unlimited
amounts can be bought without ration coupons at prices that
range from sixteen to twenty-five cents per pound above the ration
price. Ducks, chickens, and fish are not on ration and seem plenti-
ful. Grocery stores have available a wide selection of canned goods
—meats, fish, fruit, and fruit juices, etc. Though the price of
canned goods appears to me to be high in relation to wage levels
there was a brisk trade in these items in every store I have visited.
Cookies, pastries, chocolates, and candies are in abundant supply
and at a cost—judging by the crowds at these counters—well within
the means of the general public. Though the food markets dlways
appear filled with people, buying seems to be conducted at a
leisurely pace—not feverishly as if customers were afraid that stocks
might quickly be exhausted. The relative abundance of food, 1
was told, began between nine and twelve months ago and the
public apparently takes it for granted that these conditions will
continue.

Consumer goods also show a very noticeable improvement both
in variety and quality. All-wave transistorized radio sets are being
sold in a great variety of models—there is no restriction on listen-
ing to foreign programs. Victrolas, bicycles, T.V. sets, toys, fishing
equipment, sporting guns, household goods, etc., all seem of
better quality and finish than when I was here in 1960. Several
kinds of cameras are being made in large numbers; their mechani-
cal finish seems to me to be reasonably good, though the Chinese
tell me that the lenses are still inferior to those made in Japan and
Germany. Packaging and styling of items such as cosmetics, cold
creams, soaps, scent, and hair lotions are now excellent, perhaps
because they are sold abroad and must compete with others.
Bookstores and record shops are doing a big business, and 1 have
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yet to go to a concert or ballet that was not packed. There seems
without doubt to be more money around. The manager of one of
the department stores in Peking told me that more than one
hundred thousand people had been in the store the previous Sun-
day (stores do not close on Sundays in China—t%xe Stfjlﬁ rotate
their weekly day off), and looking at the crowds in this store [
could well believe him.
Another very noticeable change is the increase in the number
of small restaurants and eating places—hundreds of them have
sprung up all over town. This has happened in other cities alsoT
Shanghai now has more than twenty-six hundred restaurantsy
pastry shops, and snack bars.

On the national level, a senior government economist told me
that the economy was showing a more rapid recovery from the
1960-62 food shortage and recession than the g0vemmf3nt had;
expected. Supplies of secondary foods were now so plentiful that
the public was not taking up their full grain ration. He though“‘
there might be a significant change taking place in the stan.dar@
diet of the Chinese people with greater variety and less relian
on grain. Purchases of grain from Canada and Australia are not
being used, he told me, for current consumption but to improve
national reserves. The government appears determined that theé
country will not again be caught short in the event of anotheg
harvest failure.

With food and consumer items in good supply, a good ha
reported from the countryside this year, and with intematifm
trade again moving upward, the mood here today can be descn. ‘
as one of relaxed confidence. China—and of course they know it-4#§
is a poor country; but the people seem content. Though ’Fh i
personal possessions may be small, they appear to be extra.ordma :
ily unworried. The parks and playgrounds are crowded with fam
ilies enjoying the autumn sunshine, the children’s parks are alway$
full of healthy-looking children, and the lake at Pei Hai Park,
pecially on Sundays, is dotted with rowboats.

There is less fever in the air. The anti-American posters of th
years ago have been replaced by posters showing the best way o
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prepare vegetables or notices urging mothers not to let children
under seven run around in the busy streets alone. The standard
two-hour lunch break (which will soon be reduced to one-and-a-
half hours as the weather gets colder) sets a leisurely tempo to the
day and people seem ready to use this period for a siesta or to sit
in the sun without feeling they should use it on volunteer labor,
I have now been in China almost two months; there have in this
time been none of the open-air mass rallies that were held quite
frequently in 196o. I have seen no militia training. The fifteen-
minute rest periods in midmoming and midafternoon are used by
only a few to do exercises—others play badminton, drink tea, sit
and smoke, or stay in their offices and workshops.

The dispute with Russia developed gradually and seems to have
produced no great shock—and, interestingly, the Russian state-
ments against China have been printed in full in the national press.
I asked some school children, teen-agers, what they felt about the
dispute. They told me that their teacher had explained from time
to time that things were going wrong and why. Their textbooks,
which speak of the Russians as their great friends, have not been
changed. I asked the children about this and they said at once that
the Russian people are still their friends—it was Mr. Khrushcheyv,
not the Russian people, who had betrayed the cause of socialism.

Our U.S. newspapers speak of China as being “isolated” from
the world. That is not at all the impression that one receives
here. China, after all, is now recognized by over fifty countries,
trades with over a hundred, and has cultural relations with 163
countries. Peking is crowded with visitors—tourists and business-
men—from almost every quarter of the world. There were more
foreign visitors at the National Day celebration on October 1 this
year than ever before. Last month there were one thousand visitors
(the majority were businessmen) from Japan alone. In my hotel
T'have talked with businessmen or technical experts from Britain,
Australia, New Zealand, France, Scandinavia, Canada, West Ger-
many, and Ceylon. Many were negotiating very sizable contracts.
The Western world appears only too ready to pick up the trade
that before the rift went to the Soviet Union.
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To turn to the American papers and magazin(‘:s to see v.vhat they
are saying about China is for me a disheartt?mng experience.

In Time Magazine, dated September 13, it was r.eported that
Mao, sixty-nine, now needs help in walking. I saw hfm nqt many
days later walking briskly enough, unaided and seemu‘lgly in good
health. In the New York Times of October 1 (international
edition) I read Robert Trumbull’s report from‘Hong Kong. Under
the heading Peking’s Problems, he writes of “the deegemng eco-
nomic and political challenge” in China and .that tl.xere are reports
that Peking’s domestic problems have been intensified by another
disappointing harvest.” (The AP in Tokyo, on tl’le “other hand;
in a dispatch on October 11, reports on China’s “recovery o
confidence in the wake of a good 1962 harvest and pr?spects
for a better one this year.” The account goes on tg mention an’
economy that is moving upward and )the almost daily reports of
new gains on many economic fronts. |

eOng September zyo Time quoted some rer.narks ‘by Raymond,
Scheyven, Belgium’s former Economic Affairs Minister and a
highly respected European economist. Mr. Schey.ven had spent
a month traveling in China. Time (under the headings RE,D CHINA,
A VERY BACKWARD COUNTRY) summarized Mr. Scheyven’s report,
of what he had seen as follows: i

i

He was told that cloth rationing would continue for at
least five years. Scheyvan added that optimists gave China
20 years to catch up with the indust;:al nations of“the \)Vesi.:E
and pessimists 40 to 5o years. Said Scheyven, “I gave it
approximately 6o years.”

But the Agence France-Presse gives quite another impr.ession ln
reporting what Mr. Scheyven said by giving some of his furthe(r,
comments, not quoted by Time:

... he said the population of China seemed to him to,
be in excellent health, well-fed, and well-clothed.?

And a few days later he said:

1 AF.P. dispatch from Hong Kong, September g, 1963.
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.« « We are committing the same mistake regarding China
that we once committed regarding the Soviet Union. There
is no “nightmare” China, and there is no China “failure,”?

I notice from a variety of papers that have reached me here
from the United States that the communes are still being blamed
for the food shortages of 1960-62 and (for example in Time of
September 13) that they “exist no longer except on paper.” How-
ever, I can assure the editors of Time from firsthand observation
that the communes, though considerably modified since I was
here before, most certainly still exist. As for their having failed
and having been the cause of the agricultural setback, this is what
one of Britain’s leading economists, Mrs. Joan Robinson of Cam-
bridge University, had to say after a recent six-week study tour
of the communes. In the course of a detailed report printed in the
October issue of the China Trade and Economic News-Letter
of London, Mrs. Robinson said:

A curious legend in the foreign press is that the com-
mune System broke down and failed during the difficult
years of natural disasters.

But just the opposite is true. It was precisely the [com-
mune] organisation that made it possible to keep people
fed, to help people work and to repair the damage. . . .

The commune with its three levels of organisation—team,
brigade, commune—is a brilliant scheme for combining
the small-scale with the large-scale organisation. . . .

There are statements in the Western press, now being
repeated in the U.S.S.R, saying that the commune has
destroyed family life. The family is defended and protected
by the commune, and I saw that generally three generations
of people lived together, with grandmothers looking after
the house and the babies and young men and women

2AF.P. dispatch from Brussels, September 18, 1963. Six weeks later, accord-
ing to a report in the New York Times of October 22 (international edition),
Mr. Scheyven said he was convinced “that most people in the West have grave
misconceptions about the Chinese mainland.” One of the misconceptions that
he listed was that “The Chinese are worse off than they were before” and that
most “Chinese yearning for freedom eventually will rise in revolt. . . .” An-
other misconception was that “as a result of the Chinese-Soviet ideological
struggle . . . China will be isolated from the rest of the world.”
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in the field. The horror-comic stories of men and women
living in separate dormitories would be believed only by
half-wits. . . .

Summing up her conclusions on her third visit to China, Mrs.
Robinson said:

The most striking feature of China today for those wh(j
know life in Asia 15 that people have enough to eat and
no one goes to bed worrying if he will have a meal to-

mOorrow.

But the New York Times, from its vantage point in Ti{neg
Square in an editorial on October 2 (international edition), paints
a much gloomier picture of China:

Domestically the Chinese economy continues. in deep
difficulties. Agricultural production is still not sufficient to
feed China’s masses at even minimally satisfactory lew

els. ...

Not long before I reached China, Mao Tsetung, asked by
a Negro to express his views on the current Negro movement in
the United States, issued a statement supporting the Negroes'
struggle for equality. The key sentence of his statement was:

I call upon the workers, peasants, revolutionary intellece
tuals, enlightened elements of the Bourgeoisie, and othg;
enlightened persons of all colours, white, black, yellow,
brown, etc. to unite to oppose racial discrimination practised
by U.S. imperialism and to support the American Negroes
in their struggle against racial discrimination. ;

He added that only the reactionary ruling class oppresses the
Negroes and the white people generally do not.

We may not like the terminology of this statement, we rncf
bridle at being called an “imperialist” nation, but how is it pos.sfbl
that this appeal against discrimination be interpreted as itse
being racist? The New York Times in an editorial on Septem
14, under the heading PEKING's GRAND DEsIGN, concludes tha
“China has made no secret recently of its resolve to enter upo
a Napoleonic phase of expansion.” The Times lists four ma
objectives, the second of which is “an increasing antiwhite ca
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paign to enlist the world’s nonwhite majority on China’s side.”

And the Christian Century, in an editorial on September 11 writes
(my italics):

A summons to colored peoples to unite in war against

the white race was issued from Peking in the name of Mao

Tse-tung. His call for worldwide racial war reflects a degree

of hate and desperation which can only be described as
psychotic. . . .

Thus does the Christian Century interpret Mao’s call to end
racial discrimination!

I have said enough, I think, to show why I find reading the U.S.
press on China while in China a very disheartening experience.
The reports seem to me to bear so little relationship to this country
that I happen to be in. The real gems of misreporting are some-
times passed around at Western dinner parties or among the West-
em diplomats here for the laughs, but the rest are usually passed
off with a shrug. I have yet to speak to any Westerner here,
whatever his political views, however strongly he opposes this
communist regime, who has said a good word about American
press reporting about what is going on here. It is, for someone who
is fond of America, somewhat humiliating,

Some days ago I went to visit a friend who lives on the other
side of Peking and not finding him in I walked back to my
hotel—first through the narrow hutungs, then across the wide Tien
An Men Square toward Chung Wen Men. It was late afternoon.
There were still crowds of shoppers in the streets. Children, of
course, were everywhere, endlessly good-natured. Crossing a neigh-
borhood park I stopped to watch the last few minutes of a basket-
ball game. Nearby, under the trees, some old men were playing
chess. These, I reminded myself, were the people who had resolved
“to enter upon a Napoleonic phase of expansion.” Militaristic? I
saw Nazi Germany and Italy before the war with their incessant
glorification of war, their military parades and strutting soldiers.
There is certainly nothing like that here. It struck me s I was walk-
ing home how few soldiers one actually sees, how little the military
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are in evidence. They do not even take part in the National
Day parade on October 1. It was just conceivable, I thO}lght, that
great preparations for “Napoleonic” adventures were going on be.
hind the scenes—but would there not be some reflection of this!
in the press, some indication that the public was being prepared
for great events and great sacrifices? :
Tired after the long walk, I lay on my bed and turned on th
Voice of America. Mr. Joseph Alsop was reporting from Hong'
Kong. The tone and substance were unmistakable, and he ended:
his talk by saying: ;

But Mao has not only frustrated the extraordinary genius!
of the people he leads. He has brought China to a worse
pass than China ever experienced from floods and drough
and wicked rulers and foreign invasions and all the otheg
harsh chances of Chinese history. This is now the central
political fact in Asia.®
They seemed words from a very distant country.
Does that sad and negative appraisal of China, I wonde%
really represent the voice of the American people? And if it doq!!
how much longer can we as a nation afford to remain behind o
self-made curtain of ignorance?

November 196‘3%\

8 This report which I heard on the Voice of America appeared as one of Mr
Alsop’s ‘?Ightter of Fact” columns in the Hong Kong Tiger Standard
October ¢, 1963. It presumably also appeared in the New York Herald Tribuné
and the many other papers that carry Mr. Alsop’s column, ,
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FELIX GREENE

A Curtain
of Ignorance

CHINA: HOW AMERICA IS DECEIVED

‘A devastating and largely just exposure of American hostility to
the new China.’ THE TIMES

‘Felix Greene has provided a disconcerting account of how China
has been conditioned by irresponsible or malicious journalism. His
work is one of protest rather than analysis but it makes the
strength of the domestic pressures against the formulation of a
rational China policy easier to comprehend.” NEW STATESMAN

Felix Greene, who was born and educated in Britain, is the only
American-based writer to have travelled extensively in China in
recent years. His book, The Wall Has Two Sides, received wide
attention both here and abroad and his documentary film, China/,
was given the Award of Merit at the International Film Festival at
Edinburgh in 1965. He also obtained exclusive filmed interviews
with both Chou En-lai and Ho Chi Minh for Western television.
Vietnam! Vietnam!, published in 1967, combined the author’s
commentary on the war and its origins with more than 100 pictures
by the world’s leading news photographers.
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