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Marxist-Leninist analysis on the question of the Chinese “socialist” economy and the Communist
Party of China shows that the Chinese Modern Revisionists concocted an anti-Marxist economic
scheme, starting in the 1950s after the elimination of Gao Gang and the rise of the Khrushchevites
to power in the Soviet Union. The end result was not socialist economy, but capitalist anarchy in
production.

Introduction: The First Five-Year Plan

As noted, most of the incorrect views of Mao and the Communist Party of China on the economy
were pushed to the forefront after the purge of the Marxist-Leninist Gao Gang (Wade-Giles: Kao
Kang) and the start of the 1st Five-Year Plan, which in fact, was a Marxist-Leninist plan. This Plan
was:



“…highly centralised.” (Marc Blecher: ‘China: Politics, Economics and Society:
Iconoclasm and Innovation in a Revolutionary Socialist Country’; London; 1986; p. 54).

With priority to heavy industry:

“Investment priority was given to heavy industry…The new heavy industry was to take
the form of very large complexes concentrated in a few big cities.” (Marc Blecher:
‘China: Politics, Economics and Society: Iconoclasm and Innovation in a Revolutionary
Socialist Country’; London; 1986.; p. 54, 55).

Creating great successes for the Chinese economy:

“Industrial output grew faster than the very high target of 14.7% per year… Heavy
industrial output nearly tripled, while light industry grew 70%. Railway freight volume
more than doubled”. (Marc Blecher: ‘China: Politics, Economics and Society:
Iconoclasm and Innovation in a Revolutionary Socialist Country’; London; 1986; p.
56–57).

In fact, this plan was not led by Mao or Liu but by Gao Gang:

“The State Planning Commission was established. Kao was brought to Peking to become
its first chairman”. (Donald Klein & Anne B. Clark: ‘Biographic Dictionary of Chinese
Communism: 1921–1965’; Cambridge (USA); 1971; p. 433).

While not yet a socialist plan, Gao Gang defended the interests of socialist development and when
the question of building a socialist economy was raised, Gao opposed Mao and Liu on allowing the
capitalists to grow into socialism. He is quoted as saying:

“Have you ever read ‘On the Opposition’ by Stalin? … Didn’t Bukharin also advocate a
peaceful entry into socialism?” (Frederick C. Teiwes (1990): ‘Politics at Mao’s Court:
Kao Kang and Party Factionalism in the Early 1950s’; New York; 1990; p. 61).

“Oral sources” also agree that Gao Gang favoured a socialist society with the same objective
economic laws as the USSR:

“Oral sources… picture Kao as favouring a comparatively rapid elimination of the
national bourgeoisie as a class and a quick transition to socialism, and a close adherence
to the Soviet model’. (Frederick C. Teiwes (1990): ‘Politics at Mao’s Court: Kao Kang and
Party Factionalism in the Early 1950s’; New York; 1990; p. 36).

Given these sources, it is very likely that there was a disagreement on the questions in this article
and even more between Mao and Gao Gang. The development of the economy would certainly
never occur in the same way as the First Five-Year Plan did again. With the elimination of the
Marxist-Leninist grouping within the CPC, the groundwork was laid for revisionist theses on many
economic topics, and three important ones will be discussed here:

1. The Law of Balanced Development
2. Decentralisation
3. Ownership and Character of the Means of Production

The reader will immediately notice that J.V. Stalin’s “Economic Problems of Socialism in the USSR”
is used heavily to justify the analysis made. This is quite correct, and as will be pointed out, Mao’s
revisionist theses on these three topics are identical to the very people that came to power after
Stalin’s death and which he was warning about in Economic Problems. Hopefully, this contributes



to a deeper Marxist-Leninist understanding of the intentions of the Chinese leaders and whether
they wanted to establish a genuine socialist economy or rather just capitalist production under the
facade of socialism.

The Law of Balanced Development

The Soviet Textbook on Political Economy briefly defines the Law of Balanced Development as:

“…[ensuring] a higher form of profitability: profitability considered from the point of
view of the economy as a whole.” (“Political Economy: A Textbook”, Red Star
Publishers, New York: 2020; p. 500)

In J.V. Stalin’s excellent work “Economic Problems of Socialism in the USSR”, he further defines
the role of profitability in this law:

“If profitableness is considered not from the stand-point of individual plants or
industries, and not over a period of one year, but from the standpoint of the entire
national economy and over a period of, say, ten or fifteen years, which is the only correct
approach to the question, then the temporary and unstable profitableness of some
plants or industries is beneath all comparison with that higher form of stable and
permanent profitableness which we get from the operation of the law of balanced
development of the national economy and from economic planning, which save us from
periodical economic crises disruptive to the national economy and causing tremendous
material damage to society, and which ensure a continuous and high rate of expansion
of our national economy.” (J.V. Stalin, “Economic Problems of Socialism in the
U.S.S.R.”, Foreign Languages Press, Peking: 1972; p. 24)

Thus:

“…In this same direction operates the law of balanced (proportionate) development of
the national economy, which has superseded the law of competition and anarchy of
production.” (J.V. Stalin, “Economic Problems of Socialism in the U.S.S.R.”, Foreign
Languages Press, Peking: 1972; p. 21)

Further, the lack of this law and its replacement with the law of value as a regulator of production
necessarily constitutes a capitalist economy:

“These comrades forget that the law of value can be a regulator of production
only under capitalism… They forget that in our country the sphere of
operation of the law of value is limited by the social ownership of the means
of production, and by the law of balanced development of the national economy, and
is consequently also limited by our yearly and five-yearly plans, which are an
approximate reflection of the requirements of this law.” (emphasis added) (J.V. Stalin,
“Economic Problems of Socialism in the U.S.S.R.”, Foreign Languages Press, Peking:
1972; p. 23)

In summation, the law of balanced development necessitates a planned economy in accordance
with the profitability of the entire national economy (not individual industries!) over a period of five
to ten years. This will “ensure a continuous and high rate of expansion of [the]… national
economy.”

Juxtaposed to this thesis of Marxism-Leninism, Mao declared:



“What will be the results of this increase [in light industry]? First, the daily needs of the
people will be better satisfied, and, second, the accumulation of capital will be
speeded up so that we can develop heavy industry with greater and better results.
Heavy industry can also accumulate capital, but, given our present economic conditions,
light industry and agriculture can accumulate more and faster.” (emphasis added) (Mao
Tsetung, “On the Ten Major Relationships”, in: Selected Works, Volume 5, Foreign
Languages Press, Peking: 1977; p. 286)

So! According to Mao, the planned development of the national economy over a long period in
socialist society is not important. The stability gained from the balanced development of the
economy is not important either. In this case, light industry as an individual industry (“under
present economic conditions”) was favoured because it accumulated capital (i.e. profit)!

The preference of light industry due to its profitability is a characteristic of capitalist economy,
where the law of value serves as a regulator of production:

“Totally incorrect, too, is the assertion that under our present economic system, in the
first phase of development of communist society, the law of value regulates the
‘proportions’ of labour distributed among the various branches of production. If this
were true, it would be incomprehensible why our light industries, which are the most
profitable, are not being developed to the utmost, and why preference is given to our
heavy industries, which are often less profitable, and some-times altogether
unprofitable.” (J.V. Stalin, “Economic Problems of Socialism in the U.S.S.R.”, Foreign
Languages Press, Peking: 1972; p. 22)

According to Marxism-Leninism and Stalin, in capitalist countries the law of value serves as a
regulator of production and preference is given to light industries due to their high profitability. In
socialist countries, the law of balanced development serves as a regulator of production and
industries are developed according to the social necessity, leading to an even development of the
national economy. It need not be mentioned that Mao attacked Stalin and the USSR for their
preference of heavy industry because of this law.

In China at that time, there is no doubt that the development of the national economy was the
number one social necessity. Marxism-Leninism teaches us that in these circumstances:

“The national economy… cannot be continuously expanded without giving primacy to
the production of means of production.” (J.V. Stalin, “Economic Problems of Socialism
in the U.S.S.R.”, Foreign Languages Press, Peking: 1972; p. 23)

How are the means of production produced? By placing preference on heavy industry, of course. In
this regard, Mao’s priorities were not in accordance with the Marxist-Leninist understanding of
socialist economy. Rather the opposite, by placing emphasis on the most profitable industry, he is
proving that the law of value and the profit motive operated as a regulator of production in the
Chinese economy.

Every good Marxist knows that regulation by the profit motive means, in fact, regulation by the
market. Mao is quite open in admitting this:

“Their lop-sided stress on heavy industry to the neglect of agriculture and light
industry results in a shortage of goods on the market and an unstable
currency.” (emphasis added) (Mao Tsetung, “On the Ten Major Relationships”, in:
Selected Works, Volume 5, Foreign Languages Press, Peking: 1977; p. 285)

Incredible! In 1957, Mao had declared that “socialist transformation has been completed” (Selected



Works, Volume 5, p. 409) in China! A fine socialist society where the law of value, the profit motive,
and the market dictate the national economy! The distinction between socialist economy and
capitalist economy had been completely erased by the Chinese revisionists. And as we have
established, “the law of value can be a regulator of production only under capitalism.”

By declaring that these capitalist elements are acceptable in socialist society, Mao preceded all the
bourgeois Soviet economists, who declared, among other things:

“Under socialism the market is… a sphere for the marketing of products — means of
production and consumer goods manufactured by state and cooperative enterprises”. (L.
Gatovsky: “Unity of Plan and Cost Accounting”, in “Kommunist” (Communist), №15,
1965, in M.E. Sharpe (Ed.): “Planning, Profit and Incentive in the USSR”, Volume 2; p.
88)

“Increase of profit under socialism is one of the means for the achievement of the aim of
socialist production — to satisfy most fully the requirements of the people” (L. Gatovsky:
“The Role of Profit in a Socialist Economy”, in: “Kommunist” (Communist), №18, 1962,
in: M.E. Sharpe (Ed.): “Planning, Profit and Incentive in the USSR”, Volume 1; p. 92).

In fact, it would be quite hard to tell whether the following statement is from Mao or the
Khrushchevite economists without the answer given:

“It is well known that the operation of the law of value in the socialist economy was
generally denied for a long time with the blessing of Stalin”. (L. Gatovsky: “The Role of
Profit in a Socialist Economy”, in: “Kommunist” (Communist), №18, 1962, in: M.E.
Sharpe (Ed.): “Planning, Profit and Incentives in the USSR”, Volume 1; New York: 1966;
p. 95).

It was, of course, the Khrushchevite economist. Mao was less reckless, he used demagogy to
disguise the operation of the law of value as a regulator in China. But the existence of economic
laws is objective and definitively, the law of balanced development did not operate and as a
capitalist substitute, the law of value dictated the development of the national economy.

Contrary to China, the law of balanced development existed in Albania and gained the type of all-
round successful results that only genuine socialist society could provide:

“By implementing the Party’s directive that the economy must be developed in a
proportionate and harmonious way, further growth and strengthening of all its branches
was ensured in the 5th five-year period. In 1975, as against 1970, social production
increased by 37 per cent and the national income by 38 per cent, at an average rate 3
times higher than the increase in the population.” (Enver Hoxha: “On the Activity of the
Central Committee of the Party of Labour of Albania”, in: Selected Works, Volume 5;
Tirana: 1985; p. 17)

Unfortunately for Albania, that success was just Stalinist dogmatism!

Decentralisation

The importance of centralisation in socialist economy is well backed by the Marxist classics. V.I.
Lenin was completely correct when he said that:

“Socialism cannot be built if it is not, for that means building a centralised economic
system, an economic system directed from the centre, and that can only be done by the



proletariat, which has been trained in this spirit by the factory and by its whole mode of
life.” (V.I. Lenin: “Speech at a Joint Session of the All-Russia Central Executive
Committee”, in: Collected Works, Volume 28, Progress Publishers, Moscow: 1973; p.
400)

Speaking about the importance of planned economy and economic centralisation, Comrade Stalin
stated that in the USSR:

“Our superiority lies in the fact that… we have no anarchy in production, for we are
conducting a planned economy. But that is not all. We are a land of the most
concentrated industry. This means that we can build our industry on the basis of the
best technique and thereby secure an unprecedented productivity of labour, an
unprecedented rate of accumulation.” (J.V. Stalin: “The Tasks of Business Executives”,
in: Works, Volume 13; Moscow: 1953; pp. 35–36)

Indeed, in socialist society:

“Our plans are not forecast plans, not guess-work plans, but directive plans, which are
binding upon the leading bodies and which determine the trend of our future economic
development on a countrywide scale”. (J.V. Stalin: Political Report of the Central
Committee to the 15th. Congress of the CPSU (B), in: “Works”, Volume 10; Moscow;
1954; p. 335).

This would seem to be a very simple concept. Centralised economic planning is a necessary
prerequisite for socialist economy. Unfortunately, this is not the road which China proceeded on
after the first Five-Year Plan.

When one thinks about economic decentralisation in China, undoubtedly the Liu-Deng clique
comes to mind. Deng’s actions throughout the late 1970s and 1980s show that China had
completely dropped its socialist facade, that it became an openly capitalist country. The events of
the late 1950s show that in fact, Mao himself was in favour of decentralising the economy (and
did!).

Before the 3rd Plenum of the 8th CC of the Communist Party of China, Mao:

“… travelled extensively in the provinces.” (Parris H. Chang: ‘Power and Policy in
China’; University Park (USA): 1978; p. 39).

In order to gain:

“…support from the provincial secretaries, many of whom had been brought into the CC
since the 1956 Party Congress.” (Parris H. Chang: ‘Power and Policy in China’;
University Park (USA): 1978; p. 39).

Because of this action, Mao had tremendous support at the 3rd Plenum. At the Plenum:

“Decentralisation was one of the major topics discussed”. (Franz Schurmann: ‘Ideology
and Organisation in Communist China’; Berkeley (USA); 1968; p. 195).

And indeed, it:

“Was a clear-cut decision for decentralisation”, (Franz Schurmann: ‘Ideology and
Organisation in Communist China’; Berkeley (USA); 1968; p. 197).

Conditions changed immediately, as power was:



“Put into the hands of… lower-echelon administrative units” (Franz Schurmann:
‘Ideology and Organisation in Communist China’; Berkeley (USA); 1968; p. 197).

Short afterwards:

“The State Council, acting on the decision of the last CC Plenum, promulgated reforms
in the system of industrial, commercial and financial administration. In the field of
industry,… the power of provincial authorities was increased by transferring to their
control many enterprises previously managed by the ministries of the central
government… By the decree of November 1957, enterprises in consumer goods
industries (most of which were then controlled by the Ministry of Light Industry), non-
strategic heavy industry, and ‘all other
factories suitable for decentralisation’ were to be ‘transferred downward’ to the local
(primarily provincial) authorities… The provincial authorities now would … assume
operational responsibilities for a broad range of industries coming under their control”.
(Parris H. Chang: ‘Power and Policy in China’; University Park (USA): 1978; p. 55–56).

Central pricing was completely abolished:

“Provincial authorities were given the right to set some prices in their areas of
jurisdiction.” (Parris H. Chang: ‘Power and Policy in China’; University Park (USA):
1978; p. 57).

And in fact, this decentralisation was equivalent to the abolition of planned economy:

“Decentralisation could easily be carried, as it was, to the point where even pretence of
unity in national planning and national economic development was destroyed”. (Li
Choh-ming: ‘China’s Industrial Development: 1958–63').

Unsurprisingly, this was done almost entirely on the basis of increasing light industry, which as we
know was the most profitable industry:

“The decentralisation decisions called for a rapid build-up of regional industry, which
was almost entirely of the light type. The industries transferred from central to
provincial control were almost entirely in the light category”. (Franz Schurmann:
‘Ideology and Organisation in Communist China’; Berkeley (USA); 1968; p. 203).

Justifying this “magnificent” socialist decentralisation, Mao said in his “Sixty Points On Working
Methods”:

“Disequilibria exist between enterprises, machine shops, teams and individuals.
Disequilibrium is a general, objective rule. The cycle, which is endless, evolves from
disequilibrium to equilibrium and then to disequilibrium again. Each cycle, however,
brings us to a higher level of development. Disequilibrium is normal and absolute
whereas equilibrium is temporary and relative.” (Mao Tsetung, “Sixty Points On
Working Methods”, in: Selected Works, Volume 8, Foreign Languages Press, Paris:
2020; p. 28)

The great helmsman, spewing his anti-dialectical disequilibrium-equilibrium theory (see Comrade
Enver Hoxha’s Imperialism and the Revolution), evidently extended it as far as economic
production! Can there be any talk of a stable and centralised socialist planned economy where
“disequilibrium is a general, objective rule”? “Disequilibrium” in production by definition denotes
anarchy, capitalist production. Contradistinct to socialist society, where economic planning is
balanced and centralised, Mao saw production as a relationship “between enterprises, machine



shops, teams and individuals”, which is in “disequilibria,” i.e. chaos, anarchy. Such views are
baffling from a Marxist perspective.

In summary:

“As in industry, considerable authority devolved from Peking to the provinces and to the
local authorities.” (Parris H. Chang: ‘Power and Policy in China’; University Park (USA):
1978; p. 57).

This large-scale decentralisation was upscaled through 1958, where:

“…some 80% of the enterprises and institutions controlled in 1957 by the… central
government had been handed over to the provincial-level authorities by the end of June
1958, and the share of the locally controlled enterprises rose from 54% of the industrial
value produced in 1957 to 73% in 1958”. (Parris H. Chang: ‘Power and Policy in China’;
University Park (USA): 1978; p. 61).

“By the middle of 1958,… the central government controlled virtually none of the output
of manufactured consumer goods”. (Edward J. Wheelwright & Bruce McFarlane: ‘The
Chinese Road to Socialism: Economics of the Cultural Revolution’; Harmondsworth;
1973; p. 69).

“In the short span of 10 months, the central government had announced that it was, in
effect, giving up… most of the major instruments at its disposal for planning and
managing the economy.” (Nicholas R. Lardy: ‘Centralisation and
Decentralization in China’s Fiscal Management’ in: ‘China Quarterly’, №61 (March
1975); p. 29).

Thus, there can be no talk of China building socialist society nor even the basis of it in 1958! As
noted before, Mao claimed in 1957 that “socialist transformation has been completed” (Selected
Works, Volume 5, p. 409) in China and then proceeded to transfer the economy into the hands of
the local authorities, essentially abolishing all economic planning and calling for the development
of the most profitable industry, light industry, like he had always done.

This opinion was very similar to that of the Soviet revisionist economists, who declared that:

“These norms (fixed by the central state planning authority —SE) have largely become
obsolete; they have turned into petty tutelage, binding the manager’s activities… The
time has come to discard the obsolete forms of economic management based on
directive norms”. (V. Trapeznikov: “For Flexible Economic Management of Enterprises”,
in: “Pravda” (Truth), August 17th., 1964, in: M.E. Sharpe (Ed.): “Planning, Profit and
Incentive in the USSR”, Volume 1; p. 193–4).

“The centralised plan… must not be turned into a fetish, into an absolute, and regarded
as a plan that must be carried out in every detail”. (A.M. Rumyantsev: “Management of
the Soviet Economy Today: Basic Principles”, in: “Soviet Economic Reform: Progress
and Problems”; Moscow; 1972; p. 20).

Such actions of Mao are not typically talked about, but the fact that it happened cannot be hidden,
and much less the justification of “disequilibrium-equilibrium.”

This is in sharp contrast to the economic centralisation in Albania, which Enver Hoxha describes
quite clearly:



“With us the building and functioning of the entire socialist state and social mechanism
proceed on the basis of the principle of democratic centralism, the essence of which is
the centralized leadership by the working class of the entire life of the country through
its Party and the proletarian state, the combination of centralized management with the
creative initiative of the local organs and the working masses.” (Enver Hoxha: “Report
to the 7th Congress of the PLA”, in: Selected Works, Volume 5, Tirana; 1985; p. 7.)

In summation, without economic centralisation socialist society cannot be built, as was originally
stated by Lenin. Mao was in favour of decentralising the economy, and in fact led the movement to
do so in the late 1950s. Such actions are not at all consistent with Marxism and prove that the
economy in China could not be considered socialist in the slightest, despite the demagogy of Mao
and others.

Ownership and Character of the Means of Production

The ownership and character of the means of production in socialist society present a problem of
major importance. As far back as the Communist Manifesto, Communists have put forward the
demand of:

“…Centralization of credit in the hands of the state, by means of a national bank with
State capital and an exclusive monopoly.” (K. Marx/F. Engels: “Manifesto of the
Communist Party”, Appleton-Century-Crofts Inc., New York; p. 31)

Lenin advanced the concept of building socialist society in agrarian countries, nationalisation of the
means of production through the collectives:

“Indeed, the power of the state over all large-scale means of production, political power
in the hands of the proletariat, the alliance of this proletariat with the many millions of
small and very small peasants, the assured proletarian leadership of the peasantry, etc.
— is this not all that is necessary to build a complete socialist society out of cooperatives,
out of cooperatives alone, which we formerly ridiculed as huckstering and which from a
certain aspect we have the right to treat as such now, under NEP? Is this not all that is
necessary to build a complete socialist society?… Under our present system, cooperative
enterprises differ from private capitalist enterprises because they are collective
enterprises, but do not differ from socialist enterprises if the land on which they are
situated and means of production belong to the state, i.e., the working-class.” (V.I.
Lenin: “On Cooperation”, in: Collected Works, Volume 33, Progress Publishers,
Moscow: 1973; p. 473)

In “Economic Problems of Socialism in the U.S.S.R.”, Comrade Stalin defined the role of
commodity production in socialist society and the USSR:

“Today there are two basic forms of socialist production in our country: state, or
publicly-owned production, and collective-farm production, which cannot be said to be
publicly owned. In the state enterprises, the means of production and the product of
production are national property. In the collective farm, although the means of
production (land, machines) do belong to the state, the product of production is the
property of the different collective farms, since the labour, as well as the seed, is their
own, while the land, which has been turned over to the collective farms in perpetual
tenure, is used by them virtually as their own property, in spite of the fact that they
cannot sell, buy, lease or mortgage it.” (J.V. Stalin, “Economic Problems of Socialism in
the U.S.S.R.”, Foreign Languages Press, Peking: 1972; p. 15)



Thus, the means of production entirely belong to the state and can no longer be classified as a
commodity or within the sphere of commodity circulation.

Stalin also stood firmly by Lenin’s thesis in the face of Voznesenskyite revisionism, through A.V.
Sanina and V.G. Venzher:

“The conclusion therefore is that, in proposing that the machine and tractor stations
should be sold to the collective farms as their property, Comrades Sanina and Venzher
are suggesting a step in reversion to the old backwardness and are trying to turn back
the wheel of history.” (J.V. Stalin, “Economic Problems of Socialism in the U.S.S.R.”,
Foreign Languages Press, Peking: 1972; p. 95)

In attempting to sell the means of production back to the collective farms, the revisionists were
attempting to take the first major step backwards, towards capitalism. Stalin accurately analysed
the consequences of such a manoeuvre when he said that:

“The outcome would be, first, that the collective farms would become the owners of the
basic instruments of production; that is, their status would be an exceptional one, such
as is not shared by any other enterprise in our country, for, as we know, even the
nationalized enterprises do not own their instruments of production… The outcome
would be, secondly, an extension of the sphere of operation of commodity
circulation, because a gigantic quantity of instruments of agricultural
production would come within its orbit.” (emphasis added) (J.V. Stalin,
“Economic Problems of Socialism in the U.S.S.R.”, Foreign Languages Press, Peking:
1972; pp. 95–96)

An extension of commodity circulation to the means of production, without need for further
explanation, is a great threat to the socialist economic system.

“Engels, in his Anti-Dühring, convincingly shows that the existence of commodity
circulation was inevitably bound to lead Duhring’s so-called ‘economic communes’ to
the regeneration of capitalism.” (J.V. Stalin, “Economic Problems of Socialism in the
U.S.S.R.”, Foreign Languages Press, Peking: 1972; p. 96)

Especially so, because this would allow the means of production to become a commodity to be
purchased and sold once again. Unsurprisingly, N.S. Khrushchev continued along this path:

“A major feature of the present economy of M. T. S. (Machine Tractor Stations) is the
absence of direct monetary relations between them and the collective farms. Hence the
first major question that must be resolved before transferring M. T. S. to cost accounting
is the establishment of a system of relating expenditures to the results of production and
of compensating M. T. S. for expenditures on farm work on collective farms…” (N.S.
Khrushchev, speech published in: Pravda, February 2, 1955, pp. 1–4)

An easy way out for Khrushchev to transfer the agricultural means of production to the system of
cost accounting was, in fact, to:

“…[sell the] means of production to the peasants.” (Mao Tsetung, “Critique of Stalin’s
Economic Problems Of Socialism In The USSR”, in: Selected Works, Volume 8, Foreign
Languages Press, Paris: 2020; p. 296)

Mao supported Khrushchev’s thesis on the agricultural means of production. More importantly, it
was implemented in China:



“Tractors were first managed by the State-operated tractor stations, but many of them
have been turned over to the communes since 1958.” (Leslie T. C. Kuo, “Agricultural
Mechanisation in Communist China” in: The China Quarterly, №17 (Jan. — Mar., 1964),
p. 140)

Its adverse effects were devastating in both the USSR and China. In the USSR:

“Poor supply and maintenance of farm machinery delayed operations and resulted in
yield reductions of fifteen to twenty percent.” (Ihor Stebelsky, “Agriculture of the Soviet
Union and Eastern Europe”, in: Journal of Geography: 1985; p. 266)

And in China:

“The depreciation rate and maintenance costs have been high… In 1961, about 20 per
cent of tractors and 20–30 per cent of irrigation machines needed repair. And yet, there
were no repair networks, nor sufficient spare parts. Also, many tractors were without
machine-drawn farm tools; and irrigation and drainage machines without pipes and
pumps. Moreover, operators and maintenance personnel of tractors and other farm
machines generally had undergone only a very short period of technical training.”
(Leslie T. C. Kuo, “Agricultural Mechanisation in Communist China” in: The China
Quarterly, №17 (Jan. — Mar., 1964), p. 140)

In case there is any confusion, this practice continued throughout Mao’s lifetime:

“In the collective enterprises,the means of production are owned by collectivized
working people.” (Fu P’ei-tzu, “Bring Into Play the Role of the Revolutionary
Committees Under the Leadership of the Party” in: Chinese Economic Studies (FALL
1975/VOL. IX, NO. 1); p. 61)

It should then come as no surprise to learn that Mao believed that the means of production in
socialist society:

“…should be commodities.” (Mao Tsetung, “Concerning Economic Problems Of
Socialism In The USSR”, in: Selected Works, Volume 8, Foreign Languages Press, Paris:
2020; p. 144)

For:

“Purchase and sale…” (Mao Tsetung, “Reading Notes On The Soviet Text
Political Economy”, in: Selected Works, Volume 8, Foreign Languages Press, Paris:
2020; p. 377)

This thesis is contrary to genuine socialist economy, which declares that:

“A commodity is a product which may be sold to any purchaser, and when its owner
sells it, he loses ownership of it and the purchaser becomes the owner of the commodity,
which he may resell, pledge or allow to rot. Do means of production come within this
category? They obviously do not. In the first place, means of production are not
‘sold’ to any purchaser, they are not ‘sold’ even to collective farms; they are
only allocated by the state to its enterprises. In the second place, when transferring
means of production to any enterprise, their owner — the state — does not
at all lose the ownership of them; on the contrary, it retains it fully. In the
third place, directors of enterprises who receive means of production from
the Soviet state, far from becoming their owners, are deemed to be the



agents of the state in the utilization of the means of production in
accordance with the plans established by the state. It will be seen, then, that
under our system means of production can certainly not be classed in the
category of commodities.” (J.V. Stalin, “Economic Problems of Socialism in the
U.S.S.R.”, Foreign Languages Press, Peking: 1972; p. 53)

In socialist society, the means of production cannot be considered a commodity because they are
wholly nationalised, they are not purchased and sold but are utilised “in accordance with the plans
established by the state.” The non-commodity character of the means of production is the necessary
requirement of the above mentioned objective law of balanced development in socialist society.

In fact, on this topic Mao’s theses are identical to that of revisionist Soviet economists:

“The socialist market for the means of production is… realised in the act of buying and
selling the means of production”. (V. Budaragin: “The Price Mechanism and Circulation
of the Means of Production”, in: “Nauchnye doklady vysshei shkoly: Ekonomicheskie
nauki” (Scientific Reports of Higher Schools; Economic Science),No, 11, 1971, in:
“Problems of Economics”, Volume 15, №3; July 1972; p. 74)

“Under socialism the market is a sphere of planned commodity circulation, a sphere for
the marketing of products — means of production and consumer goods manufactured
by state and cooperative enterprises”. (L. Gatovsky: “Unity of Plan and Cost
Accounting”, in: “Kommunist” (Communist), №15, 1965, in: M.E. Sharpe (Ed.):
“Planning, Profit and Incentive in the USSR”, Volume 2; p. 88).

Regarding ownership of the means of production, only Albania retained complete state ownership:

“Yugoslavia first abolished the MTS in 1952, and then Hungary and Poland following the
revolts of 1956. The MTS was abolished in the Soviet Union in 1958 and subsequently in
other COMECON countries. Only Albania… retained it as a means of concentrating
scarce machinery.” (Ihor Stebelsky, “Agriculture of the Soviet Union and Eastern
Europe”, in: Journal of Geography, p. 266)

“To become modern and exemplary socialist economies, the first agricultural
cooperatives needed an advanced material-technical base. For this purpose the first
machine and tractor stations (MTS) were set up in 1947. From the very start the MTS’s
were created as state socialist enterprises in agriculture.” (“History of the Party of
Labour of Albania”, 2nd Edition, Tirana: 1982; p. 224)

Thus, in Albania, the entire means of production were state-owned just as in the USSR during
Stalin’s time.

Mao’s claim that the means of production should not be wholly stated-owned and that they can be
considered a commodity shows that on this topic, he was right in line with the Soviet revisionists
who proclaimed the same thing. This was in opposition to the Marxist-Leninist (and Stalin’s) theses
on the role of the means of production in socialist society. It was a thoroughly revisionist action that
had no basis in improving socialist society, but rather worked to hinder it.

Conclusion

By rejecting both the complete state ownership of the means of production in socialist society and
its non-commodity character, rejecting the law of balanced development, and favouring
decentralisation of the economy, Mao promoted capitalist anarchy in production. If the means



of production are not wholly owned by the state, if they are commodities, if profitability dictates the
national economy, and if decentralisation is promoted, there can be no talk of socialist economic
development, much less socialist society. The conclusion of capitalist anarchy in production
becomes the only logical one from a Marxist standpoint.

The truth is that on many economic questions, Mao’s works and actions were identical with that of
the Voznesenskyites (whom Stalin’s Economic Problems of Socialism in the USSR was directed
against) and their successor, the Khrushchevites.


