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-WS MUST HKÖtf THS KBIT2NGS OF HBr0L3TI0!*Äf& LEABBBS 

•    - COHHUIIISS CHBUt - 

£che following is & translation of aa article written "bgr 

Haag Hsin-paag is ttwapatog JBÜh-paot Iteiping* 1 September 

1960, page sj 

ifter reading Comrade Cha P*ei«*iog*a article entitled ■ «T»ten 

Chao T*ien üou Chih to» (igrarian Hefons of T'ai ?*ing Befolution) las 

not Beactionary under the Historical Conditions ©f Its Sässa* which 

appeared in tha «ELattoical Study« sectien of Iwasg-gaisg «Ein-pao, 

5 Karch I960» I feel there are several points which asezit further 

analysis. I would like to present «y personal riews for discussion 

with Conrade Ocas. F'ei~sdng thereafter referred to aa Conrads ehsj} and 

also incite the critieisas of our fellow ccasrsdes« 

First of all, I feel that Cosrade Chu has not studied the 

classic writings of our revolutionary leaders earnestly, Although he 

agreed that "Agrarian Befora of T'ai F'ing Bewlutioa* bad possessed 

its backward fancy, hut he concluded that "it was not reactionary 

-under the historical conditions of its tiae.» To support his contention» 



Centrade Chu endeavored to establish hie argument o» the theories of 

classic wariterssand suggested "an examination of these classic writers' 

evaluation of the peasant TJtopia»w Be quoted Lerdn's criticism of 

"peasant land Utopia" in the latter*? article «The Fifth Congress 

of Soviet Social Democratic Labor Eartyns 

nlet us analyze the seaning of peasant land Utopia in the 

light of our present revolution. Khat is the peasants' principal 

Utopia? Ho doubt, it is the idea of equal division of land. They 

believe that by eliminating private ownership of land and enforcing 

equal division of land (or land utilization), they can eliminate the 

source of poverty, une&ploysant and exploitation»" 

^undoubtedly, frota the standpoint of socialism, this is tftopia 

but it is the fjfcopia of the petty-bourgeoisie, From the standpoint of 

socialism, this is reactionary prejudice because the socialistic 

ideal of the proletariats is not the equality of small property owners 

but the state-ownership of ass3 production* KLease do not forget that 

we are not trying to evaluate the »easing of the peasants* ideal in 

midst of socialistic laovement, but the weaning of the peasants1 ideal 

aaidst the present democratic revolution of the bourgeoisie« In the 

present revolution, all land is seized from the landlords and allocated 

or equally distributed among the peasants, Gould this be Ifoopia? 

Is it reactionary? Ko| Sbt only it is not reactionaryi on the contrary, 

it represents the most thorough and determined fulfillment of our 
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desire to abolish the entire old syste» and the remnants of serfdom 

If «equality« could be maintained ander the conditions of coamercial 

production or * equality* could -be considered as the beginning of 

sesd-socialiss* such idea assy be tested as U&opisn. Bit the' peasants« • 

desire is to seige the land from the landlords and distribute it 

equally aiaon% theau This is sot t&opia, but revolution in the strictest 

and aogfe scientific sense of the word, Seisure of land and equal 

distribution of land ownership will provide the foundation for the 

strictest/ freest and the «oat widespread development of capitalisa.» 

(underscored by Comrade to)       " 

3a his article» Comrade Cam suggested that »criticism of 

peasant Utopia must be hinged upon the difference in time, place and 

other conditions," but he forgot t© study under what conditions did 

Lenin discuss peasant Utopia and what was Lenin's overall view of 

peasant Tjtepia». Instead, he quoted out of context only those passages 

which appeared to lend support to bis own argument and he -gent on to 

explain in his notes? Lenin advanced similar views In his writings 

s\2ßh as «Social Dsmocratie Party's Principles of Land Befom during 

the First Soviet Revolution, 1905-190?,B "Two Kinds of Utopia,* 

»In Msasoiy of XaX{transliteration} Village» murk- RLscussing the 

American «Equal Distribution of Land* Movement." 

under what conditions did Lenin bring up this problem for 

di&Löctic discussion? Lat as examine what Lenin said in his 
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«The Fifth Congress of Bussisn Social Democratic Labor Farty". 

«What did Menshevik of the Peasant Democratic faction ssyl 

He resolved to discuss simultaneously the bourgeoisie *s «realism' 

with the peasants* "land Utopia* and considered then as the sa»e or 

at least siBilar in nature for comparison. Henshevik declared that it 

vas necessary to struggle against the bourgeoisie's opportunism; 

similarly it was also necessary to struggle against the peasants* 

tttopianism and the petty-bourgeoisie »8 revslutienisau This is a 

typical -viewpoint of Menshevis». We need to discuss such a view 

because it is basically erroneous* Eased upon such a vleispoint, 

the practical, policy «ill inevitably yield a series of incorrect 

conclusions. Superficially it appeal's to be a criticism of the 

peasants' Utopia, but In fact, it demonstrates a lack of understanding 

of the responsibility of the proletariats to motivate the peasants 

to secure complete victory in the democratic revolution,» (»Complete 

Works of Lenin n, volume 12» page 45G) 

Aiming directly at Menshevik*s erroneous viewpoint, Lenin 

proceeded to clarify the revolutionary function of peasants' land 

Utopia during the stage of democratic revolution of the Russian 

bourgeoisie. Lenin's view was quoted by Comrade Q», but in doing so, 

he must not overlook the preceding passage. To further elucidate this 

matter, iet us examine again what Lenin stated in his »Social 

Democratic Party's Principles of Land Refora during the First 

Soviet Bevolution": 
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«The doctrine of Menshevis» reflected more or less correctly 

the peasants* outlook toward the struggle for seizure of land« What 

is the laaaniisg of this doctrine? The essence of Kesshevist doctrine 

coaprised two principles, namely 9mrkt  aad 'equality*. The »bourgeois* 

character of these two principles are quite ©widest and have often 

been exposed in the Marxists1 writings without the need for further 

reiteration. However, we asust point out here that, in the past, the 

»sabers of Russian Social Democratic Sarty did not accord thea the 

evaluation they deserved» These principles, through their rather obscure 

for», reflect correctly certain realistic 933d progressive phenomenon, 

which is the life-awl«death struggle against large landlords and 

serf do».1» 

BCertai» errors of the Marxists are found ia their criticise 

of these Kenshevists* principles because they have overlooked the 

; historically realistic ana rational contents of these principles   "] 

during their anti-serfdare struggle. They criticised, quite correctly, 

the principles of "hirork1 and »equality* as being a part of the 

backward and reactionary petty-bourgeois socialism, but they forgot 

that these principles also reflected the progressive end revolutionary 

desocratisB of the petty-bourfceeiai». They forgot that these very 

principles had been the banner of struggle against serfdom and 

Grerist Russia.* (»Complete Works of LenSa», volume IS, page 216-Ä17) 

The issue is quite clears Lenin directed his criticism against 
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tfes ©tstrageous a&ä harmful views of those feabevists who chose 

to overthrow siat&tanoously the peasants* "land Utopia» and the 

bourgeois «realia»8. Be argued «gainst certain p^aibers.of Social 

Deaocratlc Party and certain Marxists who «overlooked* or "forgot" 

to give these principles their deserved evaluation« He used this 

arguetent to amplify the revolutionary function of the peasants8 

"lead Utopia'' during the stage of bourgeois democratic revolution« 

To emphasise the issue, Lenin necessarily devoted considerable space 

in his foregoing writings to prove dislectically what the others had 

overlooked, tot dismissed stamari^ifes backward and reactionary 

nature of petty-bourgeois socialis» which had been thoroughly 

exposed and earnestly criticised, This is entirely correct and quite 

•aBderstgad&Kle, I ass of the opinion that it is essential to under- 

stand the issue clearly because, only through correct uMeratanding .... 

[of the issue, eats we grasp the spiritual essence of the foregoing 

writings aad avoid biased interpretation of the classic writings of 

our revolutionary leaders« 

2h quoting Lenin's criticises of the errors of certain Marxists, 

we have in fact revealed Lenin's complete views toward the peasants* 

land Utopia, i.e. during the stage of bourgeois democratic revolution, 

we roost criticise the peasants« land Utopia as being a part of the 

backward and reactionary petty-bourgeois socialise, bat at the sane 

tine, we must not forget that these principles reflected the progressiv 



and revolutionary petty-bourgeois deaocraiiMU MB aast not forget 

that these principles were the banner of the deterained straggle 

against the feudalists« land ownership» To accept one phase bat 

absolutely attack the ether phase ia net the concept of Harxisa- 

Leninism, Of course, the dual nature inherent in the peasants* land 

Utopia did not reaain constant at all tiaes. at the ti»e of bourgeois 

deaocratic revolution,, its revolutionary and progressive nature «as 

essential* bat that did not iaply it «as devoid of its backward and 

reactionary characteristics» Only when the stage of socialistic 

revolution was reached, its backward "and reactionary nature was 

completely exposed to emerge as the doadaaut phase of the issue. 

Through careful study instead of conjecture, we will discover 

what Lenin actually meant ia his writings as quoted by Cotarade Qni 

was not the ease as Coarade Qaa's iÄterpretatio». Ve need only to 

exasnine how Lerd», in his »Marx Discussing the American »Equal 

Distribution of Land' lavement«, explained «Harx»» dialectic and 

revolutionary criticism" to ascertain that Lenins viafws toward 

the peasants1 laud Utopia were the saae as those expressed in the 

afore-mentioned two articles. Lenin agreed completely with Karx*s 

attitude toward the American «Equal Distribution of Land Hovement», 

i.e« en the one hand, relentlessly attacking and mercilessly rediculing 

the outrageous superficiality of the aovesaentj on the other hand, 

he did not completely negate everything but instead employed the 
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cold logic of materialism to strip the exterior of its -vulgar 

philosophy and exposed its healthy inner core. 

«hy did the peasants' land Utopia embody a "dual" nature during 

the stage cf bossi°geoi&'de!teöeratic revolution? On the basis of his 

astute analysis of the peasant class, Lenin pointed out the correct 

answer. Hs stated: 

«The Workers' faction {including the Social Revolutionary Earty 

asabers) obviously oscillated between the liberal faction and the 

proletariat class. We single out this point, and should do so because 

such instability is not an accidental phenomenon» It necessarily 

originates frost the economic position of the small producers. On the 

one hand", the small producerj, oppressed and exploited, instinctively 

rebels against this condition, seeks democracy and realises his dream 

to eliminate exploitation. On the other hand.» he is a small land 

owner — a peasant with the instinct of land owner {if not a land 

owner today, he will be a land owner tomorrow). The land owner*s 

instinct for private ownership urges bim to desert the proletariat 

class, stirs the peasant with hope and thirst for the day of 

emancipation, when he himself will be a bourgeois, hanging on 

tenaciously to his small piece of land, hanging on to his own pile of 

refuse (as'Karx vehemently said so), making his stand against the 

entire society." («Complete Works of Lenin», volume 12, page 452-453) 

Similar statements may be found in "&* Memory of Kal Village" 
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iSflxi "Two Kinds of Utopia". 3h "la Memory of Kal Village«, fcsnin 

stated» »Bevolutionary peasants («Wbrker-Beasant Alliance»), at the 

tiste, sought with every aeaas to destroy the landlords* systea of 

lend ownership until the abolition of' «private laad ownership*. They 

struggled as landowners and small entrepreneurs.n  (83ßlected «forks 

of Lenin», voltHte 1, page ?88) 

la his foregoing writings, Lenin pinpointed his criticism 

against those who «negated» everything l2HUscrisainate3y earaaittisg the 

error of not discerning the revolutionary mature of the peasants* 

land Utopia during the stage of bourgeois democratic revolution, bat 

his critieis& was equally enlightening for those who affirmed 

everything not realising that* at the seise tüsee, the inherent 

backward and reactionary nature of the peasants* land Utopia. His 

criticise of the peasants* i&Bd Utopia, in fact, concerned the attitude 

of the proletariats toward the peasants' asovssent and,also the strategy 

of the proletariats during the stage o£ democratic reflation. !h 

essence, it was the proble» of the proletariats' concern over the 

authority of revolutionary leadership during the stage of democratic 

revolution* Oa the basis of his analysis of the "dual8 nature of the 

peasants' land Utopia, he astutely pointed cnxt the attitude of the 

proletariats toward the peasants' aoveasent during the stage of 

democratic revolutions The proletariats should actively assist the 

peasants* uprising until all land is confiscated — but definitely 
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not tmtll the formation of all the empty plans  of the petty- 

bourgeoisie. "When the peasants5 movement is a revolutionary democratic 

moves«enta vre support the peasants" saovenjeni» Vte are preparing (now and 

at once) that, once it becomes a reactionary and anti-proletariat 

jaovessent, we shall struggle against it. The «hole substance of Marxisa 

cula&nates in. the proposal of this dual responsibility» Qaly those 

who fail to understand Marxism would simplify this dual responsibility 

and reduce it to the level of a single and one-dimensional responsibility,* 

("Selected »forks of Lenin ", volume 1, page 68?) Any partial view of 

the peasants» land Utopia will only tend to oversimplify this dual 

responsibility and reduce it to its single aspect* Those who do not 

recognise the revolutionary nature of the peasants' land TFtopia 

during the stage of democratic revolution and insist upon lumping it 

with the bourgeois realise as the object of their struggle, will not 

be willing to lead the peasants' movement. Conversely, those who 

recognise only the revolutionary nature of the peasants * land Utopia 

during the stage of democratic revolution but overlook its reactionary 

nature, will assume that the peasants* stoveraent can. succeed without 

the leadership of the proletariats and thus concede the leadership to 

the bourgeoisie. Si substance, this is to. view the problem of the 

peasants from the standpoint of the bourgeoisie and not from the 

standpoint of the proletariats, 

la sutwsarizing the foregoing, we can see that Comrade Chu 
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presented only isolated and partial interpretation of hie quotations' 

fro» Lenin*s writings and used this partial interpretation as a basis 

for his evaluation of «agrarian Eefom of T»ai F'ing Bevolutim». 

There is no doubt that his argument can not stand up under the 

circumstance. 
_        i 

In the «Agrarian Refer» of T*ai Fing fievolution», the principle 

of equal division of land was the nucleus of the satire program. It 

fully expressed the thorough and determined character of the struggle 

against feudalism, and at the time it played a vital part in mobilising 

and inciting the revolutionary war. tfcder the prevailing historical 

conditions, its revolutionary and progressive character was essential. 

Bat, on the other hand, this principle further proposed demands 

exceeding its historical mission* i.e. it went beyond its mission to 

abolish feudalism and demanded the abolition of all fonas of private 

ownership — a demand directly opposing the tread of social development. 

3h doing so, it «srved to consolidate the disintegrating petty-peasant 

econoag- which was the ultimate objective of the revolution. Thus, the 

«Agrarian Reform of T*ai P'ing Revolution* revealed its visionary 

and backward nature, which was endorsed by Comrade Chu. Berhaps, it is 

necessary to essmine the editorial «Cn the Occasion of the Centennial 

anniversary of T*ai Fing Bevoltttlom« which appeared in fen-ftla 

Jih-pao, 11 January 19S1. The editorial stated« 

«The land refor» program of T*ai P'ing Sevolution (»Agrarian 

Aform of T»ai P«ing Bevolution») on the one hand expressed the 
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revolutionary demand for land of the oppressed peasant nassse voder 

the feudallstisosysteaf on the other hand» the leaders of 2fai F*lag 

Revolution were, only »hie to see through the narrow vision of the 

peasant class a patters for equality» According to this pattern^ 

" every peasant f asily would haw the equal possession of a fixed 

quantity of land awl properer enabling them to'nirintaia subsistence. 

It was impossible to realise «rech a pattern because it did not stand 

for the progressive developaent ef the productiv« force» of the 

society, but instead it kept the productive forces in a stagnant 

condition on the level of disintegrated petty-peasant eeonoay» 

Therefore^ this type of visionary agrarian socialistic idea is . 

reactionary in substanse«« faaderseorad by the writer quoting this 

passage) 

* After quoting,the faraous statement by Ißgels in his analysis 

of Tfcopian socialis» — «tßsat which is considered incorrect from 

the standpoint of econowi© theory a&y be quite correct in the light 

of world history« — Comrade Cte believed that we must differentiate 

precisely the econoia&c theoretical mistakes of «Agrarian 3ef era of 

T*ai P*ing Bevclution* frtss the issu* whether or not it was 

reactionary in real struggle. His belief-was "all right in principle, 

but the keg? point is that in order to separate the two aspects 

precisely, one ssast first admit their existence, A careful analysis 

of Ccffirade Cta!s opinions would reveal that he actu&Uy believed in 
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evaluating whether or not «Agrarian Reform of £«ai P*ing Revolution* 

was reactionary under the historical conditions of the time by 

employing the criterion whether or not the »Agrarian Reform of T»ai 

P'ing Revolution" was reactionary in real struggle, but he avoided 

the analysis of those class peculiarities and characteristics 

arising from the economic theoretical mistakes of the »Agrarian 

Hefom of T*ai ?»ing Revolution». 

We believe the «Agrarian Reform of T'ai ?*ing Revolution» 

possessed backward and visionary characteristics and could not be 

materialised. Or, during its first applieatiOB, it would be compelled 

ty circumstances to undergo, drastic revision and »retreat into the 

limited area permitted by the prevailing conditions of the time.» 

(«Complete Works of Marx and Engels*, volume 7, page 463) The 

impossibility of realising such a program or the necessity of subjecting 

it to drastic revision completely proved that the visionary nature 

of »Agrarian Reform of T«ai ?<ing "Revolution» was contradictory to 

the thex^prevailiag historical conditions, and therefore, it was 

»reactionary». 

But Comrade Chu did not study the issue from this angle, but 

instead he maintained »since «Agrarian Reform of. T«ai P'ing Revolution» 

possessed certain visionary characteristics, it could not be 

materialized. Therefore, it would be meaningless for us to conclude 

that application of such a program would be detrimental to the 
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society*s productive capacity. la fact, the heroes of ?*ai P'iog 

Revolution did not implement compulsory enforcement of this visionary 

principle. At the same tiney we can not find any evidence that this 

principle hindered the devalopaent of capitalism* Material proof 

has demonstrated that although the country was rife with internal 

strifes and wars, the productive capacity, instead cf withering, 

continued to develope» therefore, it is evident that in evaluating 

•Agrarian Reform of T$a£ P'ing Revolution» we jsust begin with 

reality.8 

Such stateiaents are confusing «fr&ell as puasling* Shy should 

we consider ".Agrarian Refora of T'ai P*l»g Revolution" as Meaningless" 

; simply beeause it was visionary, impractical and therefore detrimental 

to the productive forees in the society? If "the heroes of T*ai P*ing 

Revolution did not implement compulsory enforcement of this visionary 

principle," could we employ "Material proof has demonstrated.«• •" 

and etc. to prove such was the result of implementing "Agrarian Reform 

of T»ai P'ing Revolution»? 

We must search for the reason why this program could not be 

i&pleraented? «hy the heroes of T»ai P'ing Revolution did not apply 

compulsory adoption of this visionary principle? On this point, Comrade 

Chu only admitted that it was visionary, but he did not go one step 

further to seek out the substance of its visionary nature. The visionary 

nature of »Agrarian Reform of T»ai P*ing Revolution", in substance, 
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«as the very idea of absolute equality as originated from the 

characteristics of the peasant class* small productive econoay. 

Saeh idea is not only impossible to materialise in the age of 

socialism, but it is also rüapossible to jaateriallze under capitalistic 

system. It is contrary not only to the doctrine of state ownership " 

of all means of production under socialism but is also contrary to 

the private ownership of all aesns of production in the capitalistic 

society. Although the leaders of *T*ai Ping Revolution were 

revolutionary heroes, not even they eould overcojse the deep«seated 

concept of private ownership and implement »compulsory enforcement» 

of such a. visonsry principle« It is indeed iseaningless.not to 

understand the substance of the visonary characteristics and merely 

label the principle as visonary« 

It the conclusion of Comrade Cfen5 article» he stated? 

»Although the «Agrarian Befoz» of T'ai P'ing .Revolution» was not 

realised., T'ai P'ing Involution did apply »allocation of land 

awarding to aetnal cultivation', a progrjaa of «each peasant 

cultivating his rented farm for his own consumption. * 'üader the 

prevailing conditions of the time» this was a practicable policy to 

protect the peasants* rights and overthrow the landlord class, 

which proved that «Agrarian Refora of ?*ai P*ing Revolution« had 

performed an outstanding revolutionary function in application 

and did not hisier the development of productive capacity.« 

15 



For the moment, let us not bother vith the interpretation of 

•»allocation of land according to actual cultivation" and "each peasant 

cultivating his rented farm for his own consumption," or whether or not it 

was a precisely Meaningful policy. Comrade Chu has already stated 

that these principles were applied at the time when »agrarian Reform 

of T»ai P'ing Revolution" could not be implemented to "safeguard the 

peasants* rights and overthrow the landlord class.n Then we must ask» 

Can we lump the aforesaid principles with the "Agrarian Reform of T'ai 

P'ing Revolution« and use the actual application of the former to 

prove the iatter's alleged revolutionary function in real struggle? 

Cfcviously, we can not draw such an analogy» However, we nsay be able 

to agree if Comrade Chu had interpreted that the entire concept of 

"Agrarian Beform of T}ai F'ing Re-volution" could not be materialized 

under the conditions of the time, but T'ai P'ing Revolution, in 

actual circumstances, did accomplish certain land policies to safeguard 

the peasants* rights, overthrow the landlord class and facilitate the 

development of productive capacity of the society, which was in 

keeping with the anti-feudalistic revolutionary spirit of the »Agrarian 

Beform of T'ai P'ing Revolution" 

Finally, I would like to point out emphatically that I undertake 

this discussion with Comrade Chu P'ei-adng concerning whether or not 

the "Agrarian Reform of T'ai P'ing Revolution" was reactionary with 

full realization that under the historical conditions of the time, it 
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possessed certain revolutionary end progressive qualities, idxick 

«ere vital« Are we öjsmanding too nach fron or being unfair to the 

heroes of T*ai P'ing Bevolutien in recognising certain revolutionary 

and progressive qualities of the «Agrarian Beforss of 1 «ai P'ing 

Revolution", but at the same time, labelling it as reactionary? 

(as cautiously pointed out by Oonrade Co») 

Of course, it would eppear unreasonable or unfair if we have 

reproached the heroes of f *ai P*ing Revolution for failure to free 

themselves fro» the restrictions of the historical conditions of 

the täae, or for eomitting certain errprsj or if we have demanded that 

they should have .formulated a scientific revolutionary doctrine and 

etc. But it is neither unfair nor tmreasonable to point out 

correctly the s&stakes of the heroes of y!ai P*ing Bevoiution as well 

as ths-nature and cause of their mistakes* (to the contrary, this is the 

duty of all Yorkers in the field of historical science. 

io,2@9 - m> - 
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