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this selected group that runs things. That appears to be happening 

today. 

Now what happened ideologically in this revolutionary pro

cess? Of course they began studying the West, the United States 

-students coming here, using liberalism, individualism, the doc

trines that made the West so strong. But then they found that in

their crowded country they had a low standard of living, with all

their traditions and different social context; liberalism didn't work

out. It was insufficient to maintain and develop the degree of social

order which they wanted. The whole idea of Western individual

ism seemed rather chaotic and anarchic. And today, when Secre

tary Acheson puts out his cover letter to the White Paper and re

fers to the fact that we will continue to hope for the triumph of

the forces of "democratic individualism" in China, it proves to be

a great mistake to say it. "Democratic individualism" is a golden

word to us, I think, but it is a garbage word in China because they

associate with this term individualism-the whole experience they

had of the western invasion breaking up the family, leaving the

average Chinese isolated without all these relationships that he was

accustomed to having, atomized-incapable of doing anything by

himself, so that he had to join a party if he was going to get re

sults. All that idea is in their minds. So "individualism" is not

the good thing we think it is, where the individual expresses him

self and his personality. In China, it is a factor for disorder and

difficulty and breakdown; they are against it. "Democratic individ

ualism" therefore, they immediately translated their way. They

:ran editorials on it for weeks afterward and are still doing it,

using it against us. They don't like it.

The Chinese Communists obviously have combined these in

gredients in the Chinese scene. They show the most promise of 

anybody in recent decades of setting up a strong political order. 
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They have been using the peasant revolution on the land. Now, 

of course, they have turned the corner; they say they will have to 

industrialize, so henceforth it is a question of how much they can 

get out of the peasant, how far they can squeeze him. TI,iey will 

have peasant trouble from now on. Still they were able to use 
the breakup of the old family, the breakdown of the old landlord

gentry class, to put their own system in. It is a modification by 

which you are loyal, not to the family so much as to the party. So 

you join up. And where the gentry does not run things locally the 

party does, in this new way of organization. They are committed to 

industrialization and they proclaim themselves intensely national

istic. That, of course, is a tough question-how far it is possible to 
combine a genuine Chinese nationalism with the Marxist ideology 

sent from Moscow. Of course we immediately say, "How about 

Titoism ?" Mao Tse-tung immediately comes out saying, "The hell 

with Tito!" 

Now that is, I think, a Chinese situation. In other words, 

what Mao Tse-tung says is for political purposes. Personally, I 

don't know whether China is going to be run by the Russians or 

not, aside from the fact that they are all Marxists. 

Well, in this situation there are continuing elements. A poor 

dense population, facing famine in the year ahead because of the 

disastrous floods and famine in North China and on the Yangtse, is 

likely to be governed by a bureaucratic official class, a selected 

elite, in this case organized by the Communist party and likely to be 

strongly pro-Chinese. However, they may work it out with a 

tradition of alien influence and alien rule. 

Now, let us look briefly at the American policy in relation 

to this Chinese scene. Our contact with China began in our seek

ing access for trade in 1784. And we got a treaty and extra

territoriality to give us greater access for trade in 1844. This idea 
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of access for trade developed in the "open door", which was as 
much British as American. The open door for trade in 1899 de
veloped further into the idea for independence and integrity of 
China. So this idea of Chinese integrity and independence is more 

�. than a merely economically motivated idea on our part. Our trade
=··. with China has actually been rather small most of the time. We
ii.· 

have also had extensive missionary and humanitarian interests in 
China. Part of our own democratic faith has found expression in 
hoping that we could help the Chinese to get what we regard as 
benefits from democracy, the American way of life. We have been 
expansive in the 19th and 20th centuries. We have also developed 
a certain sympathy I think for the Chinese personality-there is 
something about the Chinese individual toward which we feel 
rather sympathetic. He is in difficulty, he has a sense of humor, 
he is very civilized, he understands people. We get on with him 
usually, we understand his vices, we admire his virtues. It has 
been this friendliness which is not just an economic imperialistic 
ambition but also a matter of actual sentiment between peoples. 

That is our background of a pretty good record, made pos
sible, most likely, because the British did the dirty work in the 
19th century. They fought the wars; we came along behind and 
took the opportunities. We didn't get on the spot until recently as 
the representative of the West. The British were the great West
ern representatives before. They took the rap in 1926 when China 
was feeling anti-foreign. It was anti-British. Now, of course, it 
is anti-American. 

Up against this new situation-this new power with which 
we finished the last war, power on the Chinese scene because of the 
troops and armament that we have there, we preceded to make a 
series of errors. We made some good tries, but we also made 
some errors. And our problem now, it seems to me, is to study 
our post-war record against the background of Chinese conditions 
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and traditions and to chart a new course, not willfully, but with as 

much preception of these long term trends as we can. For that 

purpose the White Paper was put out, aside from the necessity of 

shutting off the Republicans. The White Paper was very bad 

news for us in China. The covering letter by Mr. Acheson played 

the document as though we had always been for Chiang Kai-shek 

when General Marshall was mediating. The Communists have· 

jumped on that; they have said that the White Paper proved that 

General Marshall never was a mediator at all-which is their propa

ganda lie, doing the paper injustice of course. In general, we have 

wiped our feet on the Nationalist government without, on the other 

hand, ingratiating ourselves with the Communists. Nobody wants 

to ingratiate himself with the Communists; it doesn't work out. But 

either way you take it, we haven't made much progress in China 

with the White Paper. You have to recognize that it probably was 

not a help to put it out. Therefore, we have to capitalize on the 

advantage it gives us in our own thinking at home, because it 

does give us the record. And don't let anyone tell you, like Con

gressman Judd, that anything is suppressed and ought to be there 

that isn't. It is true the military record is not built up because that 

was not in the State Department's problems. The White Paper 

gives you the story condensed in a thousand pages. It ought to 

be studied, and our great opportunity in having it is that we can 

use it for purposes of study. 

So I proceed now to name what I think are some of the 

errors which you can document from this body of documentation: 

Error number one, American sentimentality or wishfulness and 

hopefulness about China during the war, the big build-up about 

freeing China, the great heroic effort that was going on. But 

actually, it was a pretty tough spot for the poor Chinese to be in, 

and a lot of individual graft went on. People were trying to save 

themselves from inflation. We built up a fine picture and came 
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out with this policy that China must be one of the big five, and we 

must help China to become strong, united, and democratic at the 

end of the war. Therefore, we had a great hope, I think, which was 

unrealistic at the end of the war, to start us off on our activities 

in China. 

Secondly, we showed bad judgment. We didn't look at the 

facts of the local situation when we refused to see that Chiang 

Kai-shek was on the way out, that he was going to lose to the 

Communists sooner or later. His system wasn't getting the basis 

of power in China in the form of a peasantry which it could use 

for taxes and an army. On the other hand, the Communists with 

their syst�m, were getting the basis of power because they could 

use the peasantry to support an army and that would give the game 

to the Communists. We refused to see that. We thought we were 

so powerful we could change that ; we didn't realize how difficult 

it is to get into China. You can get to the coast, you can get to 

the main cities, but you can't get inland. Logistically it is a night

mare. 

Error number three: I think we were rather naive, because 

we put our faith in material things and, I think we all realize 

upon reflection that no social revolution, no process in the change 

of a society, the way people live together, and what they believe 

in and how they act toward one another, no process of that kind 

is purely a material matter. You may be able to slow it down by 

raising the standard of living and filling the belly, but that doesn't 

solve all problems. And we had a good deal of faith that by ma

terial means we could turn the course of the Chinese revolution-by 

arms, for instance. It was probably unlucky that we had so many 

arms on the Chinese scene, destined for many Chinese armies we had 

been training against Japan and continued-about half of them

in the Lend-Lease pipeline after the end of the war, as we did in no 
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other part of the world. We kept feeding in equipment to these 

Chinese troops. As a result, the Chinese Communists today have 

a better-armed army, with American equipment, than the Chinese 

ever had. But they are an anti-American army. The arms moved 

right through the Chiang Kai-shek troops which didn't have the 

morale to keep them. They were much easier to sell. The Chinese 

Nationalists had nothing to fight for which would keep them from 

selling arms when they got in a jam, or surrendering them when 

they were surrounded. And so this whole process went on, which is 

recorded by General Barr and others in the White Paper. For ex

ample, Chiang Kai-shek's troops, being on the defensive psychologi

cally, would stay in the cities and on the railroads, as the Japanese 

did. In the cities they had their artillery, but you can't use artillery 

against the countryside. The Communists had no command posts, 

no dumps, nothing you could hit. They were scattered around the 

peasantry. You couldn't use the artillery of the United States to 

defeat the Communists. Eventually, the Communists began to cap

ture this artillery, they bought up some of it. Then they were in 

clover, because they could use artillery against fortified strong 

points. And, when the Communists began to get some American 

artillery and turn it on the little cities and outposts, Chiang Kai

shek's troops were finished. 

Error number four was, I think, a wrong emphasis or wrong 

proportion in our aid program to China. We put arms and eco

nomic aid first. We didn't have any way of dealing with the 

social situation or the sociological changes. What do you do with 

youth? What do you do with emancipated women? The Com

munists organized them, meanwhile, and we were sitting on the 

sidelines. We didn't do much ideologically. We talked about our 

own ideals, which are excellent, which apply to our country, and 

which we maintain and defend. Yet those ideals do not exactly 

34 

38

Naval War College Review, Vol. 3 [1950], No. 2, Art. 1

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol3/iss2/1



RESTRICTED 

apply, in our terms, to the Chinese peasant. They must be trans

lated somehow; and we haven't found out how to do it yet. 

Error number five: We were inexperienced about what could 

be done. For the Chinese economy we thought we could send much 

more aid than we could. We found that a backward, undeveloped 

economy like China could not absorb the economic aid we sent. You 

could get it to the dock; you might get into the warehouse, or across 

the river at Shanghai, at a cost equal to the cost of a shipment to 

New York, but you couldn't get it up country. When you got it up 

country, you couldn't use the machinery we had put in. For ex

ample, we had a system of workshops for producing iron tools for 

the farmer to improve his tools and production. We had a big work

flhop and tool plant for each province. One of the tool plants was 

coming in crates off a barge; and you had to have a cement founda

tion for the tools. This meant a big local outlay, a lot of expense, 

increasing the inflation and placing a heavy burden on the local 

people to provide the foundation, even before you got the crates 

unpacked. To get into production you have to train operators and 

find them also. 

Furthermore, we lacked experience in regard to the Chinese 

political tradition. We didn't understand the mandate of Heaven. 

The mandate of Heaven is an old Confucian conception, engraved 

in Chinese psychology, like the election process in the United 

States. One candidate in our presidential election gets a few more 

votes. He may actually get less votes, but he still gets more 

electoral votes, as at times in the past. He gets a few more votes 

and the rest of the country the next morning says, "He is the Presi

dent." That's the majority rule, a bare majority sometimes. That is 

our custom. The mandate in Heaven is comparable. The idea is 

that, when a new contender for the supreme power obviously has 

popular support organized by using a combination of persuasion 
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and compulsion to work on the peasantry; he is nice to them; and 
those who are nice to you, you knock off, and there are others who 
are still nicer to you, and there are fewer of them to knock off. You 
get them lined up; you get them organized, and so on. When a 

· 1eader in China has done this, there comes a point where he has
the mandate of Heaven. He is in-he is the new dynastic organizer.
That situation came back last Christmas. Chiang Kai-shek has
been out ever since. When the leader is out, he is completely out,
and it is just a case of clean up. So it has been impossible for
us, whatever efforts we have made, to build up any strength against
the Communists.

I think we have to be more consicious of our own type of 
strength, our own type of society-its own virtue. And it is a 
virtue in my view that consists of pluralism which, I feel, is a fancy 
word for a lot of agencies or expressions of power in the state, or 
having a diversified situation where there is no one dominant force, 
as exhibited in our having not only a public sector of government 
enterprises, but a private sector of private enterprises. And some
times they are pretty big, but, nevertheless, these big corporations 
which the Marxists stare at as monopoly capitalism, are not govern
ment. They are something different and provide a sort of balance, 
so that we have in our system an element of strength with the 
balance which we have from a number of different agencies on the 
same level. And that, I think, goes with our whole concept of the 
rule of law, including private property, which safeguards the indi
vidual in his self expression. There is an idea there of not having 
the monolithic state where the party is a dictatorship, where the 
state does all the industrializing and· the like. This doesn't mean 
that I am anti-socialist or pro-socialist. I think we are moving 
along in a progression (this is just my personal view)-progression 
where we are developing an increasing degree of government en
terprise. But I think it is important for us to keep in mind this 
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principle of a balance among the forces in our society so that no 
one agency, association, or group is dominant. 

Now, when we look at the Chinese scene, and most of the 
other Asiatic countries, it is perfectly obvious that they are not in 
such a situation and they cannot be, no matter how much we try. 
Say we are going to help the middle class; it isn't the same thing. 
And they are not our kind, in these sociological terms; there is 
nothing much we can do about it. They do have this tradition of 
the official class running things. The Japanese have it, and getting 
them away from the idea is going to take a long time. We have 
to compromise in a statesman-like sense, of retaining our own ob
jectives and:our own values and yet not assuming that we can make 
them prevail in the near future. You can't just go out and Ameri
canize Asia. When you do, you stub your toe as we have in the 
recent past, unless, of course, you look around for the person who 
will play ball with us, who does subscribe to American principles. 
You find a Syngman Rhee in Korea or a Chiang Kai-shek in China. 
Our danger is that we are too ambitious about this, that we go in 
and support these people and say, "You've got to choose-this is our 
man. He is most like us, at least. he is not a Communist, so we will 
support him." Well, I'm afraid of that, as a practical matter, not 
being effective. I think it is not going to work too well, if we are 
too ambitious about it. It works something like this. Chiang Kai
shek is on the spot, with a very tough post-war situation, inflation, 
many difficulties to overcome, everybody unhappy; and, if he does 
certain things to try to win peasant support, maybe he can under
cut the Communists. He has had his chance for twenty years; it's 
still there, but in 1945 and 1946 we came along and we said, "Yes, 
you must make these reforms and we will give you a lot of aid." 
And . he says to himself, consciously or unconsciously, "O. K., I'll 
take.the aid and won't have to make the reforms, because if I make 
the reforms, I will be out, so I will take the aid." So the more aid 
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we give him, the less he has. to make reforms, the less capable he 
is of competing with these Communists, or other people who are 
out organizing the peasantry on the countryside through reform. 
In effect, we give him the "Kiss of Death" to some extent. We can 
do that in any country in Asia, if we go in too heavily. We have got 
to figure out some way of trying to support a non-Communist situ
ation without actually creating it. We can't back the status quo; 
we can't put people in positions where they rely on us and become, 
as the Communists say, "Running dogs of the American Imperial
ists", in the eyes of their own people, which discredits them and 
pushes them out. 

To throw this out as a point-I think we are not going to 
get very far with a big anti-Communism ideological line in Asia. 
I think we will get a lot farther with an anti-Russian ideological 
line. In other words, we should avoid being doctrinaired. 

Now it is very good for us to work out our own doctrines, 
our own faith, what we believe in in this country. Obviously, this 
country isn't going Communist. We want to understand what our 
ideology is and express it, believe it, but, when it comes to Asia, 
Asia is so different and is so close to being a setup for the Com
munists, I think we would do well to lay off Communism and lay on

Russia. You see Communism is the fine dream. It is the thing 
you can do in �sia-to knock off the landlord or kick out the in
vader, who is the imperialist by Communist definition. Commun
ism is a pretty good thing. to the poor down-trodden Asiatic, just 
as an ideology to dream about, to work for. "All stand together 
and we will have a new day; we'll liberate; everything will be 
fine." It works as a rallying point, and attacking it, I don't think, 
is our strong point. On the other hand, if we go in for an anti
Russian line, we've got all kinds of material. There are the Russians 
sitting in Manchuria, doing all kinds of dirty work in the back-
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