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This volume comprises a translation of a book by
Chang Chih-i entitled, 4 Discussion of the National
Question in the Chinese Revolution and of Actual Na-
tionalities Policy (Draft), to which have been added an
introduction, notes, appendices, a bibliography, and
an index.

While working on the present volume, the translator
was a Research Fellow in the Department of Economic
and Political Studies, School of Oriental and African
Studies, University of London. He is particularly in-
debted to Mrs. Jacqueline Condron, then associated with
the Department as a tutor in Chinese, for her assistance
at many points in the original text.
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Introduction

1. About the author! A native of Wuhan, Chang
Chih-i is a veteran Chinese Communist who had already
made his mark in the Party by the time of the Marco
Polo Bridge Incident in 1937, He was then serving as a
political commissar to a brigade of the New Fourth
Army. During the Sino-Japanese War he also ran the
political bureau of a district in one of the Party’s
principal guerrilla areas, located on the Honan-Hupeh
border. With the establishment of the Chinese People’s
Republic in 1949, Chang was put in charge of united-
front activities and nationalities affairs for all of south-
central China. This meant that, among other things, he

1 (The translator’s footnotes will be designated by superior numbers
and the footnotes present in the original Chinese, by asterisks and dag-
gers.) The author is mot the Chang Chih-i who collaborated with Fei
Hsiao-t'ung on Earthbound China (1945) nor the one who collaborated
with Owen Lattimore and others on Pivot of Asia (1950). The Chang
Chih-i whose book is translated here appears in Gendai Chigoku jinmei
jiten (Biographical dictionary of contemporary Chinese) (Tokyo, 1962),
p. 370, and in U.S. Department of State, Bureau of Intelligence and
Rescarch, Directory of Party and Government Officials of Communist
China, 2 vols. (Washington, 1960), Vol. 2, p. 5. The itemization of
writings by Chang provided here is the result of my own research and
is almost certainly incomplete. Chang is not an “intellectual,” either of
the Western or Chinese variety.
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was responsible for dealing with the country’s largest
ethnic minority, the six million Chuang of Kwangsi
Province, now the Kwangsi Chuang Autonomous Re-
gion.? In April 1955, a little over eighteen months be-
fore writing the book translated here, he became a
Deputy Director of the United Front Work Department
of the Chinese Communist Party (CCP). In 1957 he
wrote a substantial article on “Several Questions Con-
cerning the People’s Democratic United Front,”® and
in 1958 he produced a book-length treatment of the
united front.* A fresh appraisal of the religious question
among China’s nationalities was written by Chang in
1962.°

As a department of the Central Committee, the United
Front Work Department is the most direct link between
the CCP leadership and the national minorities. In
similar fashion, the Nationalities Affairs Commission of
the State Council focuses central government policy on
the national minorities, and the Nationalities Committee

2 Chang's report on “The Present Situation and Future Prospects
for Nationalities Work in the South Central Area,” dated 30 December
1951, is among the Collected Documents on Nationalities Policy (Min-
tsu cheng-ts’e wen-hsien wei-pien) published by the People’s Publish-
ing House, Peking, in 1953.

3 “Kuan-yn jen-min min-chu t'ungd chan-hsien ti chiko wen-t'i,"”
Hsin-hua pan-yieh K'an (New China semimonthly), Neo, 109 (1957, mo.
11), pp. 67-TL

& Shihdun chung-kuo jen-min min-chu t'ungi chan-hsien (Peking,
1958).

8 *Correctly Understand and Implement the Party’s Policy on Free-
dom of Religious Belief,” Min-tsu fuan-chieh (Nationalities unity),
No. 4 (April 1962), pp. 2-5. This article has been translated in U.S.
Consulate General, Hong Kong, Selections from China Mainland
Magazines, No. 318,



INTRODUCTION 3

of the National People’s Congress brings to the surface
some reflection of opinion among the national minori-
ties.® The groups with which the Department is specif-
ically called upon to carry out its united front activities
include, in addition to leaders of the national minorities,
members of “democratic parties,” religious leaders, non-
Communist intellectuals, and so forth. Chang has also
been prominent in the Chinese People’s Political Consul-
tative Conference (CPPCC), a public organization
through which the CCP operates in its united-front work.
Concurrently with his post in the United Front Work
Department, Chang has been a deputy secretary-general
of the CPPCC and a member of its Standing Committee.
It is difficult to imagine a better vantage point from
which to survey the national minority policy of the CCP
than that actually occupied by Chang. So far as I am
aware, he is the only important Chinese Communist to
have attempted a systematic analysis of the CCP’s
theoretical approach to the national minority question.
The importance of his work, then, should be obvious;
nor has it diminished in the ten years since it was written.

The advantage of translating Chang’s book, as op-
posed to paraphrasing it or simply using it as a source
for my own analysis, is that much can be learned about
the national minority question in China from the very
way in which Chang treats it. This specific outlook
could not but be distorted in any attempt to write about
it; my own comments, aside from this Introduction, are
limited to occasional footnotes. His attitude toward the

® See the organization chart provided in Appendix D.
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national minorities, which reflects that of the Party, is
partly that of a Han Chinese and partly that of a Com-
munist, a synthesis of the two being the constant objec-
tive of the Chinese Communist Party with respect to the |
national question. The value of Chang’s work is greatly
heightened by the peculiar circumstances, described
farther on in the Introduction, in which Chang is be-
lieved to have been writing at the end of 1956. 4 Dis-
cussion of the National Question in the Chinese Revolu-
tion and of Actual Nationalities Policy (Draft) is
remarkably cogent and straightforward, and should
therefore serve as a useful primer to the student of the
national minority policy of the Chinese Communist
Party, which represents a unique phase in the develop-
ment of Marxism-Leninism and in the march of Chinese
history.

2. The meaning of the terms “national question” and
“nationalities work.” What is meant by “national ques-
tion” in the title of Chang’s book? It must be clarified
if we are to fully appreciate Chang’s analysis. It 1s
important because, although it is highly theoretical in
itself, policies developed in accordance with certain
ideas about the national question vitally affect the lives
of a great many people. As Chang himself says in the
last chapter, Marxist-Leninist theory on the national
question must be studied by Party members, for only
thus can they equip themselves with the “ideological
weapons” they need in order to carry out the Party’s
~ policy toward the national minorities. Marxist-Leninist
theory on the national question defines a methodology
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for dealing with specific questions concerning the status
of communities called nations or nationalities; therefore,
only Marxist-Leninist revolutionaries are confronted
with a “national question”; a “national question” can-
not even arise unless there are Communists about (al-
though there may, in their absence, be an “Irish ques-
tion,” a “Polish question,” etc.). Party members are -
carrying out “nationalities work” — another term which
is central to the present study — when they apply
Marxist-Leninist theory on the national question to
specific nationality problems.

According to Communists, the fundamental cleavages
of world society are along class rather than national
lines. “Nations” are artificial units which came into
being with the rise of capitalism and which are destined
to disappear when capitalism is replaced with Com-
munism; nationalism is a club used by capitalists to
keep the world proletariat divided and subdued. When
the proletariat seizes power throughout the world, then,
according to the theory, nations and nationalism will
vanish. In practice, however, this problem has only
arisen, as it were, in reverse, in the case of revolutionary
movements in Austria-Hungary, Russia, and China —
that is, in multinational empires that threatened to break
up into national units if the revolution succeeded. How
was the “working class,” as it seized power in these
states (of course, it never did in Austria-Hungary),
to overcome the national animosities that had developed
under the emperors and forge a new multinationalism
based on proletarian unity?

The theoretical elaborations made by the Austrian
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Social Democrats in response to this question provided
the base from which Lenin approached the national ques-
tion in Russia; Lenin’s and Stalin’s work in this field
provided the Chinese Communists, in their turn, with a
. point of departure in approaching the national question
in China.' Not only does Chang acknowledge this debt,
but, in order to justify the adoption by the Chinese
Communist Party of a national minority policy different
from that espoused by Lenin and Stalin, he seeks to
show just how opportunistic the Bolshevik approach had
been. This is one of the most interesting features of
Chang’s book, for he shows precisely how the national
question has been used by the Communists in both coun-
tries to promote the attainment of revolutionary goals
as interpreted by Great Russians and Han Chinese,
respectively. And when one realizes that more than
half the population of Russia at the time of the October
Revolution consisted of peoples other than the Great
Russians, and that more than half the territory of China
“liberated” in 1949-1950 was inhabited by peoples
other than Han Chinese, it will be appreciated how im-
mensely important the national question was to the
success of both revolutions. The national question has

T For the Austrizn Social Democrats and Lenin, see Samad Shaheen,
The Communist (Bolskevik) Theory of National Self-Determination
(The Hague and Bandung, 1956), and Richard Pipes, The Formation
of the Soviet Union (Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1957) ; there is no
full, rigorous treatment of Soviet nationalities policy and the Chinese
Communists, but useful discussions may be found in John DeFrancis,
“National and Minority Policies,” in The Annals of the American
Academy of Political and Social Science, Vol. 277 (September 1951):
Report on China, pp. 146-155, and G. F. Hudson, “The Nationalities of
Chins,” St. Antony’s Papers, Vol. 7 (London, 1960), pp. 51-61.
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been central, not peripheral, to the revolutions in both
countries.

In concrete terms, what “Marxist-Leninist theory on —
the national question” as applied in Russia and China
really means is that claims for national independence
on the part of minorities in socialist countries is counter-
revolutionary, and only in capitalist and colonial coun-
tries are such claims correct. Once the Communist Party, -
the vanguard of the proletariat, seizes power, then the
oppression of one nationality by another is impossible;
anyone still demanding independence, therefore, can
only be an agent, witting or unwitting, of world im-
perialism and therefore an enemy of “the people.” By
similar arguments it is demonstrated that national
minorities do not need their own Communist parties,
since their interests are abundantly guaranteed by the
unique Communist Party of the country. The Russians
could not prevent the loss of Finland and Poland, nor
the Chinese of Outer Mongolia (and Taiwan?); else-
where it was the Red armies that assured the new social-
ist hegemony. With the national minority areas under
effective military control, Communist Party cadres then
took up the “ideological weapon” provided by Marxist-
Leninist theory on the national question in order to win
over the masses and the “patriotic” leaders of the na-
tional minorities. This is “nationalities work.”

Thus far, this nationalities work has been a con-
spicuous success. Surely it is not entirely a matter of
chance that the two great Communist powers of today
are precisely those two empires which, as states, have
not disintegrated, as have, all in this century, the Otto-




8 INTRODUCTION

man, Austro-Hungarian, and Western maritime empires.
If national antagonisms contributed, as they obviously
did, to the collapse of the old order in Russia and
China — one the most backward of European countries
and the other the sick man of Asia — then the success of
the revolutions in the two countries must owe a great
deal to the approach of the Soviet and Chinese Com-
munist Parties to their nationality problems. Indeed, it
may be said that in the Soviet Union, and possibly in
China, too, the “national question,” in the sense of a
question concerning independent statehood for con-
stituent nationalities, has been overcome. Problems
of nationality relations remain, but these are not apt
to involve serious claims to statehood. In effect, the
actual status of the minority national groups in the
two states has receded from that of ‘“‘nations,” once
accorded them in theory, to “nationalities” or simply
“npational minorities.”®

3. Han Chinese expansionism. The contradistinction
between Han Chinese and national minorities repeatedly
made by Chang suggests that the Han Chinese constitute
a homogeneous, discreet community from whom the na-
'tional minorities are readily distinguishable. In fact,
however, the cultural gap between “Han Chinese” and

® It should be noted that the attitude of most Western governments
toward minority groups is implicitly assimilationist (see Philip C.
Jessup, “Self-Determination Today in Principle and in Practice,”
Virginia Quarterly Review, Vol 33 [1957], pp. 174-188), and that na-
tional minorities as such have mo status in international law. Yet
nationality problems sre endemic in the “new states” of Asia and

Africa.
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“minority” is often no greater than that between Han
Chinese of different regions. There is an almost con-
tinuous ethnocultural spectrum extending from the
northern, wheat-eating, Mandarin-speaking Chinese at
one end to, at the other, the dark-skinned K’awa in the
south who are primitive food-gatherers and speakers of
a language of the Mon-Khmer family. In between are
the more than 100 million “Han” Chinese of south-
coastal China who speak dialects other than Mandarin
and who, in fact, sometimes refer to themselves as I"ang-
jen (men of T’ang, after the Tang dynasty, seventh to
tenth centuries) rather than as Han-jen (after the Han
dynasty, third century B.C. to third century A.D.) and the
more than ten million persons of the “national minori-
ties” in south China who have been to varying extents ac-
culturated to Chinese ways — to the point, in some cases,
that they had no awareness of being different, of being
a “minority,” until they were informed of the fact by
workers from the Chinese Academy of Sciences who
came to their areas after 1949. The Chinese Communist
lack of precision in differentiating national minority
from Han Chinese is not only misleading in itself, but it
tends to obscure the fact, recognized by earlier govern-
ments, that, essentially, China is composed of several
important peoples, namely, the Chinese, the Mongols,
the Tibetans, and the Turks of Sinkiang (in Chinese,
Han, Meng, Tsang, Hut) ; the minorities of south China
are as subsidiary to the dominant strain of Han Chinese
as are the “T’ang” Chinese of south-coastal China.’

o Under the Ch'ing dynssty (1644-1911), Manchuris, Mongolia,
Sinkiang, and Tibet were administratively separate from “China proper,”
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The question “Who are the Chinese?” is only just
beginning to be asked by historians in Communist China.
Itis not a question that troubled the equanimity of tradi-
tional Chinese historians, convinced of their mission as
the carriers of the world’s highest civilization."® Psycho-
logically, the Han Chinese only became a nation in
response to Western imperialism; culturally, this move-
ment was greatly reinforced by the literary reform
movement led by Hu Shih and others. And nationalism
has been a dominant feature of Chinese Communism.
Yet much of China’s heterogeneity — in speech, diet,
and physical appearance — so often remarked upon by
foreign visitors still remains.'

in which were included the minorities of south-central and southwest
China as well as the south-coastal Chinese. Under the Republic es-
tablished in 1911, a five-barred flag (later discarded by Chiang Kai-
shek) was adopted to indicate the same four peoples plus the rapidly
disappearing Manchus (Man). And in practice the Communist regime
recognized the same fact: an issue of banknotes circulated in 1955 was
printed in four languages (appearing on the same banknote) : Chinese,
Mongol, Tibetan, and Uighur (the main Turkic group of Sinkiang).
In other ways, too, these groups are given priority. For instance, in
the listing of China's peoples given in the 1964 Jen-min shou-ts’e
(People’s handbook), the Mongols are followed by the Hui (Chinese
Moslems), Tibetans, and Uighurs, an order that cannot be explained
_ in any way except the status arbitrarily accorded them by the leader-
ship.

10 See Harold Kahn and Albert Feuerwerker, “The Ideology of
Scholarship: China’s New Historiography,” The China Quarterly, No.
22 '[Apnl—] une 19&5}: PP- 1-13.

11 George B. Cressey bas made this diversity remarkably clear in his
Asia’s Lands and Peoples (London, 1952). Marquis Ito, the Japanese
statesman of the early twentieth century, once said that “China is one
country in mame, eighteen countries in fact” (referring only to the
cighteen provinces of China proper)., Cited in Joseph R. Levenson,
Liang CK'ich'ao and the Mind of Modern China (Cambridge, Mas-
sachusetts, 1953), p. 114 The local dialects continue to flourish: for an
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With reference to its ethnic component, being
“Chinese” is a dynamic quality, “Chinescness” may be
likened to a geographical zone, a blurred place on the
' map, through which an unending stream of peoples has
filtered in a north-south direction. Typically, the northern
invaders were Turkic or Mongol, occasionally Tungusic,
nomads. Without altogether displacing the existing popu-
lation, they ever renewed the vitality of the Chinese as
a race, and this clearly has much to do with the fact
that China possesses the oldest continuous civilization
known to mankind. As the “barbarians” from the north
became Sinicized (i.e., civilized), the older strain of
Chinese pushed further south, bringing Chinese culture
to the barbarians whom they encountered.'® Pari passu,
the territory and population within the Chinese state
and thus within the area of Chinese culture were ex-
panding.

The empire of the Han dynasty, established on the -
basis of the unification of China achieved by the pre-
ceding Ch’in dynasty (221-206 B.c.), was already, it
appears, a “multinational state,” for one of the former
feudal states incorporated in it, the state of Ch’u in the
middle Yangtze valley, is thought to have been inhabited
by a T’ai people. The regionalism of the “Han Chinese”

example of the Party’s effort to popularize Mandarin in Shanghai, see
Ch'en Lin-hu, “Let P'u-t'ung-hua Better Serve the Three Great Revolu-
tionary Movements,” Kuang-min jih-pao, 17 March 1965 (Survey of
China Mainland Press), No, 3429,

12 The confrontation of the nomadic horseman with the settled life
of the Chinese is the subject of Owen Lattimore's Inner Asian Frontiers
of China (New York, 1940) ; Herold Wiens has studicd the extension
southward of the Chinese sociopolitical system in China’s March toward
the Tropics (Hamden, Connecticut, 1954). |
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is as old as this, too: for instance, the distinctiveness of
the Szechuanese in the west can be traced to the state
of Shu which had a quasi-independent existence prior
to the Ch’in unification. Under the T’ang dynasty, as al-
ready noted, the Cantonese area in south-coastal China
(whence the Vietnamese are thought to have migrated
southward) was welded into the empire; and under the
Ming (1368-1644), Yunnan and the southwest were
- effectively incorporated. On the whole, this southern
movement was gradual and piecemeal, being character-
ized by an influx of Chinese colonizers from the north
- who mixed with the local people. The effects of com-
merce, war, further migration, and the operation of the
imperial bureaucracy tended to knit these frontier areas
more closely to the Chinese core area in the plain of the
Yellow River without, however, obliterating their special
. characteristics.”® The indigenous populations that have
remained unabsorbed sometimes live side by side in dis-
creet communities with the Chinese, sometimes retreat
back into the hills, and sometimes attempt to emigrate
southward. Thus, in any given national minority region
of south China today there is a whole range of compara-
tive “Chineseness” among the inhabitants which alto-

13 An early stage of what may be the same process is to be observed
in certain countries of Southeast Asia in modern times, where Chinese
immigrants from certain localities (not Han Chinese in general) have
mixed with the indigenous population. Ovcrseas Chinese who have
returned to the Mainland in recent ycars are often treated as if they
were members of a national minority. Many have been settled in special
arcas set aside for them in Yunnan, Sinkiang, and other frontier

regions; after resettlement, too, they have sometimes been treated as
lmqﬁunmimthubq]kufthuﬂu&inm
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gether eludes the dichotomy, “Han Chinese”’—*national
minority.”

The Great Wall symbolizes the fact that for geograph-
ical reasons the Chinese were not able to expand to the
north as they did to the south. This situation was modi-
fied with respect to Manchuria and Inner Mongolia by
railroads built by Western enterprise that facilitated
Chinese colonization. Thus, the Manchus disappeared
and Manchuria became safely Chinese, dooming in ad-
vance the Japanese attempt to establish an independent
“Manchukuo.” And Inner Mongolia had become over-
whelmingly Chinese by the time the Inner Mongolia
Autonomous Region was created in 1947. On the other
hand, Outer Mongolia, Sinkiang, and Tibet retained
their uniqueness: although held by successive Chinese
dynasties, the imperial administration was always un-
stable because it lacked the ballast of a sizable Han
Chinese community. They were tied to China without
ever becoming Chinese. Outer Mongolia broke away
altogether and succeeded in establishing an independent
state. Tibet might have done likewise had foreign in-
fluence there developed to the point, as it did in Outer
Mongolia, of creating a secular leadership with a na-
tional perspective. Only the indifference, apathy, or
complicity of the Soviet Union can explain China’s
retention of Sinkiang, her “wild west,” as Lattimore
once called it, With the modern transportation and com-
munication facilities developed by the Chinese Commu-
nists, the colonization of Sinkiang and Tibet is now
proceeding, although it has encountered bitter resistance.
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Meanwhile, the Mongolian People’s Republic, recog-
nized by China, continues to go its own way. Had Outer
Mongolia not broken away, its people today would
merely count as one of China’s “national minorities,”
as is the case with the people of Tibet and the Uighurs
and Kazakhs of Sinkiang. To juxtapose the people of
Outer Mongolia with various unhistorical, scattered,
half-assimilated ethnic groups of south China is to
demonstrate how far from a reflection of the objective
situation is the distinction between Han Chinese and
- national minority. This lack of proportion is revealed
in more concrete terms by the fact that, while the Han
population in Sinkiang and Tibet was nil, in 1949
Han Chinese comprised more than half of the total
population of all China’s national minority areas aver-
aged together. |

What the distinction between Han Chinese and na-
tional minority does reflect is a traditional Chinese atti-
tude toward China’s frontier peoples as occupants of a
zone midway between the Han Chinese center and the
regions of outer barbarians, or foreigners, with the trib-
utary states (much of East and Southeast Asia) occupy-
ing a special position. The primary distinction between
the Han Chinese and China’s frontier peoples was that
the latter did not, in general, use the Chinese system of
writing, the principal ingredient of “Chinese” culture
and the cement which held together a people who often
spoke mutually unintelligible dialects. This situation
has presented the Chinese Communists with a dilemma
that remains unresolved: in the interests of China’s mul-

' tinational unity, the adoption of a phonetic script for
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the whole country was desirable, but the abandonment
of the Chinese characters would adversely affect the
unity of the Han Chinese who, after all, comprise the
core group of the nation.

4, The “creative application” of Marxist-Leninist the-
ory on the national question to the concrete conditions
of the Chinese revolution. While a certain amount of
intellectual chicanery was involved in wedding the two,
there was a high degree of compatibility between the
traditional Chinese attitude toward China’s non-Han
peoples and Marxist-Leninist theory on the national
question, For “non-Han” could be substituted “feudal”
or “prefeudal,” while for “Han” could be substituted
“capitalist” or “modern.” At the time of Liberation, so
the argument goes, only the Han people (plus, it is con-
ceded, “a very few” — never specified — national mi-
norities) had emerged as a modern nation, with a mode
of production characteristic of the capitalist era. With
the liberation of all the peoples of China, therefore, it
became a sacred duty of the Han “proletariat” to render
assistance to the “laboring masses” of the national mi-
norities in order that they might rapidly emerge from
their backwardness. Since Han assistance was the best
guarantee of the development of the national minorities,
any demand on their part for separation from China
would, by definition, be contrary to the interests of
their own laboring masses and therefore wrong. |
This approach served the practical requirement of
masking the real differences that existed among the
“national minorities” and of isolating them as a group.
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What the national minorities had in common was a
profound distrust for the Han people and an almost
complete lack of revolutionary enthusiasm. To have
failed to discriminate between them and the Han Chinese
would have been to overlook the real danger of the
revolution bogging down on account of non-Han re-
- sistance. Regional autonomy, the result of the creative
application of Marxist-Leninist theory to the national
question in China, made it possible for the Han Chinese
revolution to proceed while the non-Han revolution
lagged behind, as the Chinese Communist leadership
knew that it inevitably would. In effect, it divided the
Chinese revolution into two stages, although in fact
the second, or non-Han stage, has been subdivided into
almost as many steps as there were national minorities
(with the Tibetans at the end of the line).

A national minority which is not ready for the socialist
“ransformation” of its society, as the Han people are,
must necessarily, according to Communist theory, lack
a developed working class, but if this is the case then
how can the nationality make any choice about its asso-
ciation with the Han Chinese in the Chinese People’s
Republic? This is a fundamental contradiction in the
national minority policy of the CCP. Within the frame-
work of the policy itself only a time gap can be admitted
in lieu of this contradiction. And this time gap is the op-
portunity for the Party to perform its *“nationalities
work,” which means to destroy the inherent unity of the
national minority and to introduce class divisions in its
place. Meanwhile, the *“autonomous area” within which
the national minority finds itself serves to contain re-
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sistance or rebellion while the operation is being per-
formed. “Regional autonomy” is the opposite of what its
name implies: “regional detention” would be more
descriptive. |

As Chang Chih-i himself observes, there is a close
connection between the national question and the reli-
gious question in China, in that the non-Han peoples are
comparatively religious; moreover, their religious unity
and their national unity overlap. The CCP is determined
to efface both characteristics, replacing them with a
proletarian outlook. The methods to be employed in
each instance are similar. Cadres are called upon to
take a charitable attitude toward the “laboring masses”
who have, through no fault of their own, been duped by
their religious and national leaders. By means of united-
front tactics, the latter are to be encouraged to contribute
to the development of their people and to participate in
patriotic activities, such as mass campaigns and the like.
The Party has recognized, as Chang indicates, that many
of these leaders retain considerable influence among their
peoples and that the Party’s “nationalities work” will
suffer if they are not won over to the support of the
Party’s program of reform and development for the
nationality. Simultaneously, at the mass level, the Party
is to recruit Communist Party and Government cadres
whose favorable attitude toward the CCP is presumed
to have been assured by new measures taken in the
interest of social reform and economic development.

Events showed that, so long as Han Chinese interests

remained paramount, the Party could have unity without
reform, or reform without unity, but not both at the same
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time. It had the first during the period 1949 to 1956 and
the second from 1956 to 1962. Since 1962 a new policy
seems to have emerged." So close is the new policy, in
its essence, to the recommendations proferred by Chang
that it would almost seem as if members of the Central
Committee had just got around to reading his book.
Events have forced the Party to retreat to the more
moderate approach long urged by those most intimately
connected with national minority work, who had warned
against the use of strong-arm methods in attaining revo-
lutionary objectives in the frontier regions of the coun-
try. Writing in 1956, at a time when the Party’s national
minority policy was under intensive review, Chang was
not able to determine the course which the Party’s policy
was then to take, but in the years that followed the fal-
lacy of the line actually adopted became plain for all to
see.

A striking feature of the Party’s new approach is that
it takes account of the fact that the national minorities
are so many distinct entities and not simply a collectivity
of non-Han peoples. The traditional Han Chinese atti-
tude toward the frontier peoples, with which Marxist-
Leninist policy on the national question was found to
be compatible, an attitude in which the non-Han peoples
were held to be at a lower stage of civilization as com-
pared with the Han, has broken down. In the Party’s
new attitude, the national minorities can be discerned

16 See the author's “China’s Fresh Approach to the National Minority
- Question,” The China Quarterly, No. 24 (September-December 1965),

pp. 15-27.
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individually: out of the creative application of Marxist-
Leninist theory on the national question to the concrete
conditions of the Chinese revolution a new synthesis has
thus emerged.

5. The 1956 focus. So far as can be ascertained from
his published writings, the national minority question
is not an aspect of China’s affairs that has especially
interested Mao Tse-tung. He has dealt with particular
national minority problems when such have become
serious enough to threaten the fortunes of the CCP or,
since Liberation, to perturb the national scene, but he
is not known to have favored any specific “line” on the
national question in China. This lacuna is made only
more noticeable by Chang Chih-i’s effort in Chapter Two
to substantiate a claim for an important “Maoist” contri-
bution to Marxist-Leninist theory on the national ques-
tion. In sum, Mao’s is a typically Han-Chinese approach
to the matter. The corollary of his lack of concern about
the national minorities as such is his very deep concern
about the adhesion to China of the vast territories in-
habited by them. For Mao, the inhabitants were but one
of the given characteristics of the frontier regions, and
one that was not unalterable.

Theoretical analyses of China’s national minority
question flourished during two periods. The first was
during the CCP’s development prior to 1935, the year
that marked Mao’s ascension to power within the CCP
leadership and the shift to the hinterland of the locus
of the Chinese revolution. During this period the ques-
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tion received highly rudimentary and abstract treat.
ment.'* The second period extended from the “libera-
tion” of the national minority areas, completed by the
end of 1952, until the transitional stage 1956 to 1958.
This second period corresponded to the accentuated
policy of “leaning to one side,” that is, of reliance on
the Soviet Union.

The CCP had seized power throughout the country
by relying on the People’s Liberation Army and the
slogans of the united front, which it had not ceased to
employ since the mid-thirties.'® In exchange for the
promise of complete national equality and the right to
manage their own affairs once the revolution was vic-
torious, China’s non-Han peoples were called upon to
unite with the Han in opposing imperialism. This anti-
imperialist united front carried the CCP through the
stage of “democratic reform” during which a certain
amount of land distribution was carried out and the
most notorious “reactionaries” and Kuomintang col-
laborators were disposed of, but by the summer of 1956,
with the collectivization movement sweeping China, its
usefulness had been exhausted.

Between 1952 and 1956 many Soviet experts had
come to China for the purpose of helping workers from
the Nationalities Institute of the Chinese Academy of
Sciences to identify the various national groups in China
and classify their languages. This was preliminary to
' the implementation of regional autonomy, promised

15 The most elaborate CCP statement of the time is reproduced in

Appendix B.
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in the Common Program of 1949.'" In 1954 the Nation-
alities Institute began to publish a journal, called Min-
tsu wen-t'i itsung (Translations on nationalities prob-
lems), which consisted of translations of Russian and
East European material, or of contributions from Rus-
sian specialists, on national minority affairs, and a
number of complimentary treatments of China’s han-

dling of nationality problems appeared in the Soviet
Union.?® At the same time, the Nationalities Institute

itself was under the influence of a group of sociologists
led by the Western-trained Fei Hsiao-t'ung and Lin
Yiich-hua who sought to persuade the CCP leadership
that in the movement of the whole country toward social-
ism, socialism for the national minorities ought to be
erafted to the individual societal structure in each case.’
Chang Chih-i lays this matter to rest in Chapter One.

17 See Appendix C. The Common Program, dated 29 September 1949,
was drawn up prior to the arrival of the PLA in the important
frontier regions (exclusive of Inner Mongolia and Manchuria).

18 For instance, A. G. Yakovlev, “Economic Construction in the Na-
tionality Regions of the Chinese People's Republic,” Voprosy Ekonomiki,
No. 1 (1955), pp. 122-130, and B. F. Kasatkin, “Solution of the Na-
tional Question in the Chinese People’s Republic,” Sovetskoye Vos- .
tokovedeniye, No. 4 (1956), pp. 16-27. A sharp attack from Taiwan on
CCP nationalities policy was directed in part at this Soviet influence:
Chang Heia-min, Kung-fei pao-cheng hsia chih pien-chiang min-tsu (The
border peoples under the tyranny of the Communist bandits) (Taipei,
1958).

19 Their position was put forward in a series of three articles which
they wrote jointly for Jen-min jih-pao (10, 14, and 16 August 1956)
and which have been translated in U.S. Consulate General, Hong Kong,
Current Background, No. 430; it was stated rather more directly in a
report delivered by Lin in May 1956 at an ethnography conference held
in Leningrad (seo Lin Yueh-hua, “Problems Confronting Chinese Ethnog-
raphers in Connection with Solving the Nationalities Question in the
Chinese People’s Republic,” Sovetskaya Etnografiya, No. 3 (1956), pp.
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The Twentieth Congress of the Soviet Communist
Party, at which *“de-Stalinization” was inaugurated, and
the speed-up in the tempo of China'’s “‘socialist trans-
formation,” both coming in 1956, created deep uneasi-
ness among all those concerned with nationalities work
in China. On the one hand, the position of the Soviet
advisers was threatened (they were all withdrawn a few
years later) ; on the other, the sociologists began to feel
the pressure of the Party professionals. During the sum-
mer of 1956, both the Soviet and Chinese groups, fear-
ful lest their work be overtaken by “socialist trans-
formation,” were busily engaged in a sociological
survey among the national minorities. There was un-
easiness in the frontier regions, too, where the co-
operative movement had been launched among China’s
non-Han peoples, some of whom knew of the Hungarian
revolt.”® The attempt to pool privately owned livestock
had created a tense situation in Inner Mongolia, while
armed resistance — the prelude to the great Tibetan
revolt of 1959 —had flared up among the Tibetan

herders of Szechwan Province.

__—_—————-——-'____

79-91, translated in Joint Publications Research Service, No. 16,431

[30 November 1962], pp. 1-32).

Fei edited a collection of papers apparently written by associates in
the Nationalities Institute and published in Hong Kong in 1956 under
the title Shen-ma shih min-tsu ch'ii-yi tzu-chih (What is national
regional autonomy?). The first piece, with the same title as the book,
was written by Fei. The other picces deal with various autonomous
areas. The whole is on a popular level.

20 In an unpublished paper entitled “Traditional Tibet: The First
Ten Years of Effort at Integrating Tibet into the People's Republic of
China,” Edward Friedman has suggested that the change in China's
attitude toward the Hungarian revolt, from one of sympathy to one of
condemnation, sprang from her concern over her own frontier regions,
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Such was the atmosphere in which Chang Chih-i was
writing at the end of 1956. 4 Discussion of the National
Question in the Chinese Revolution and of Actual Na-
tionalities Policy (Draft) appears to have been written
hastily as a position paper to provide a basis for discus-
sion within the Party on nationalities policy. Its straight-
forward, cryptic style sets it apart from the general run
of more or less propagandistic material about nationali-
ties problems which has appeared in the CPR. Its publi-
cation as a book is unusual, too. The views of important
CCP personalities on questions of policy customarily ap-
pear in one of the Party’s theoretical journals. Probably
an article would not have provided sufficient space for
the extensive analysis required, and a book had the fur-
ther advantage that it could be printed and distributed
immediately to those for whom it was intended.”

In the summer of 1957, scarcely six months after the -
appearance of Chang’s book, a new policy line was set
by a nationalities work conference held at the coastal
city of Tsingtao. Whether Chang's thesis was overtaken
by events or whether it simply failed to impress the
Party leadership we do not know: in any case, there was
little trace of Chang’s recommendations to be found in
the line adopted by the conference, which was laid down.
in a report by Premier Chou En-lai.** The conference

21 Although I have no special knowledge about the book's distribu-
tion, it seems unlikely that it was widely disseminated. The copy from
which the present translation was made is the property of the Library -
of the Harvard-Yenching Institute, Cambridge, Massachusetts. There are
" also copies in the Library of Congress and at the School of Oriental
and African Studies, London.

33 See Jen-min Jih-pao (24 August 1957). Aleo, U.S, Consulate Gen-
eral, Hong Kong, Survey of China Mainland Press, No. 1605).






