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I. Introduction

Proletarian military science is the theoretical expression, in the military sphere, of the liberation of the proletariat. It takes dialectical materialism and historical materialism as its theoretical foundation, and takes Marxist-Leninist military theory, Mao Zedong’s military thought, and Deng Xiaoping’s military theory of the new era as its basic content — a scientific theory that embodies and reflects the fundamental interests of the proletariat in the military domain. It fully draws on and absorbs the essence of every military theory in human history, and is, to this day, the most advanced, most excellent, and most vigorously vital system of military theory. The fundamental task of proletarian military science is to proceed from objective reality, to penetrate the extremely complex phenomena of military affairs — war in particular — in order to explore and reveal their essence, to study the origin, development, characteristics, and laws of the army and of war in particular, and to systematically put forward principles and methods for army building and for preparing for and waging war. Since its founding by the revolutionary teachers of the proletariat, Marx and Engels, in the mid-nineteenth century, proletarian military science has, through the continuous development and refinement by Lenin, Stalin, Mao Zedong, Deng Xiaoping, and the revolutionary leaders of the proletariat of countries around the world, formed into a scientific theoretical system that best represents the fundamental interests of the proletariat, is held by the proletariat, and possesses tremendous vitality. The basic theoretical principles and methods it expounds have a long-term guiding role for the proletariat in carrying out military struggle and winning victory in war. In May 1990, while inspecting the Academy of Military Science, Jiang Zemin wrote an inscription calling on the broad ranks of military researchers to “uphold Marxism-Leninism and Mao Zedong Thought, develop proletarian military science, and serve national defense construction and the anti-aggression wars of the future.” For this reason, earnestly studying the history of the emergence, formation, and development of proletarian military science, deeply comprehending its essence, and fully and accurately grasping its basic principles, tenets, and methods are of great importance for correctly applying its standpoint, viewpoint, and methods to solve real military problems, and for guiding our country’s national defense construction, army building, and the practice of future warfare, and for flourishing and developing proletarian military science.


(1) The Status and Role of Proletarian Military Science

Proletarian military science — whose basic content consists of Marxist-Leninist military theory, Mao Zedong’s military thought, and Deng Xiaoping’s military theory of the new era — is the crystallization of the practical experience of the proletariat’s revolutionary struggle, and is the theoretical guide for the proletariat’s army-building and warfighting. Practice has fully demonstrated that the basic theoretical viewpoints expounded by proletarian military science are of epoch-making significance in the history of the development of military science; its scientific value and historical standing, accompanying the victorious progress of the proletarian revolutionary struggle, have already been universally recognized, becoming one of the most brilliant pages in the history of human thought.

1. Proletarian military science correctly reveals the laws of war and of the guidance of war, and its theoretical value is of epoch-making significance in the history of the development of military science

The history of the development of military science shows that the theoretical value and guiding role of any military theory depend, first of all, on its own scientific character — on the extent and scope to which it reveals the laws of war and of the guidance of war. Practice has proven that the more comprehensively, systematically, and profoundly a theory reveals the laws of war and of the guidance of war, the stronger its vitality, and the more lasting, stable, and universal its guiding role becomes. It is precisely because proletarian military science profoundly reveals the basic laws of war and of the guidance of war that it has established its status and role in the history of the development of military science. The basic laws of war and of the guidance of war revealed by proletarian military science mainly include the following:

— All military action ultimately submits to and serves a given political purpose. In class society, the armed struggle led by any class represents the interests of that class, embodies its will, and serves the realization of its established political purpose. Likewise, the armed struggle led by the proletariat and its political party is also aimed at realizing the proletarian party’s political program and safeguarding the fundamental interests of the proletariat, and takes this as the starting point and destination of all military action. From the mid-nineteenth century, when Marx and Engels guided the proletariat in armed uprising, to Lenin and Stalin leading the Russian proletariat in armed struggle and establishing the world’s first socialist state, to the Chinese people, under the leadership of the Communist Party of China represented by Mao Zedong, waging an arduous and unyielding revolutionary war and winning the ultimate victory of the Chinese revolution — the fundamental purpose throughout has been to overthrow the rule of all exploiting classes and to win the thorough liberation of the proletariat itself.

— Preserving oneself and annihilating the enemy is the essence of war and the basic principle of all military action. War is a purposive activity of human society, and this purpose has two aspects, political and military. Preserving oneself and annihilating the enemy refers to the military aspect of the purpose of war. The military purpose of war submits to and serves the political purpose of war, and is the basic basis for all military action and for the military principles formed thereby. Therefore, preserving one’s own strength as far as possible while annihilating the enemy’s strength is the basic principle of war; all technical, tactical, campaign, and strategic principles, and all guiding principles for technical, tactical, campaign, and strategic action, arise from this and carry through its spirit from beginning to end. As for the relationship between preserving oneself and annihilating the enemy, annihilating the enemy is primary and preserving oneself is secondary; only by annihilating the enemy on a large scale can one effectively preserve oneself. Under any conditions of combat, there must be effective measures for preserving oneself and annihilating the enemy — without this, the military purpose of war cannot be achieved, still less the political purpose of war.

— The most profound source of the might of war lies among the masses of the people; only by mobilizing and relying on the popular masses can war be waged and ultimately won. The decisive factor in the victory or defeat of war is people, not weapons. Throughout history, rising classes and progressive forces have all, at one time or another, mobilized, organized, and armed the popular masses to take part in war; but only the revolutionary wars and wars of resistance to aggression led by the proletariat and its political parties have been able to mobilize and rouse the popular masses most broadly and most persistently, carrying out a true and thoroughgoing people’s war. The reason lies in the following: First, the revolutionary wars and wars of resistance to aggression led by the proletariat are consistent with the fundamental interests of the broad popular masses, and can therefore most fully arouse the enthusiasm of the popular masses for joining the army and the war effort, uniting to the greatest extent everyone who can be united, so as to form the broadest revolutionary united front. Second, the proletariat upholds the scientific materialist conception of history, stresses that the popular masses are the makers of history, and stresses that soldiers and civilians are the foundation of victory, and is therefore able to mobilize and rely on the popular masses, firmly carrying the mass line through war from beginning to end. Third, the proletariat is a thoroughgoing, active, revolutionary reflectionist [in epistemology], fully affirming human conscious dynamism in war, and is therefore able, on the basis of given material conditions, to wage a broad people’s war combining every form of struggle by bringing the dynamic role of the entire people into the fullest play.

— The core issue in waging armed struggle is to build and hold an army that reflects the will of one’s own class and realizes its interests, in order to seize and defend political power. An army is an armed group that serves a political purpose; it is a tool for waging armed struggle, and also a tool of dictatorship for whichever class rules. The core issue for any class waging armed struggle is always to build and hold an army that reflects that class’s will and represents its fundamental interests. The people’s army, led by the proletariat and guided by Marxist theory, represents the fundamental interests of the proletariat and serves the proletariat’s political purpose. Therefore, the people’s army led by the proletariat must adhere to the tenet of serving the people wholeheartedly, must uphold the absolute leadership of the proletarian party over the army, must have strict revolutionary discipline, and must practice a system of democracy under centralized guidance — achieving, through political, military, and economic democracy under centralized leadership, a high degree of political unity, improvement in daily life, and the raising of technical and tactical levels militarily. At the same time, the people’s army led by the proletariat must also have a robust system of political and ideological work, to ensure that this army truly becomes an armed group that carries out revolutionary political tasks under the absolute leadership of the proletarian party.

— Strive to make subjective direction conform to objective reality, discover the laws of military action, and apply these laws to one’s own action. Proletarian military science holds that war is not some unfathomable, mystical force, but a necessary movement in the world that can be known, and therefore has laws that can be followed. Those who direct war must be skilled at understanding and studying war, discovering the laws inherent in war itself, and from them finding the means for their own action. This requires that those who direct war must be thoroughly familiar with the circumstances of both the enemy and themselves in every respect, know the enemy and know themselves, and strive to make subjective direction correspond to objective reality — on the basis of given objective material conditions, giving full play to conscious dynamism in order to win victory in war.

— Correctly carry through the strategic thinking of despising the enemy strategically while taking the enemy seriously tactically, so as to remain forever undefeated in war. Despising the enemy strategically and taking the enemy seriously tactically are two aspects of a single issue; they are mutually dependent, mutually connected, and inseparable. On the one hand, despising the enemy strategically is the precondition for taking the enemy seriously tactically. This is especially true when a weak army fights a strong one: one must first despise the enemy, dare to struggle, and dare to win, having the heroic spirit to overwhelm every enemy and firm confidence in seizing victory. Without strategic contempt for the enemy — seeing only the enemy’s strong side, not daring to struggle against the enemy, disarming oneself mentally, and losing the courage to struggle — there can be no talk whatsoever of taking the enemy seriously tactically. On the other hand, taking the enemy seriously tactically is the guarantee for despising the enemy strategically. If, in a specific campaign or battle, one fails to take the enemy seriously, becomes arrogant and careless, and does not treat the matter earnestly, one will suffer setbacks and defeat. After suffering setbacks and defeat, contempt for the enemy turns into fear of the enemy, and it likewise becomes impossible to despise the enemy strategically. Strategic contempt for the enemy and tactical seriousness toward the enemy are a dialectical unity; correctly carrying through this strategic and tactical thinking enables one to attack and take every position, and to fight and win every battle, in revolutionary war.

— Prepare with an eye to the most complex and most difficult circumstances, and strive for the best possible outcome. Compared with any other social phenomenon, war possesses greater uncertainty, and this determines that those who direct war must proceed from the most complex and most difficult circumstances, making the necessary and full preparations. Never fight an unprepared or uncertain battle; every battle should strive to be prepared, striving to hold the assurance of victory given the balance of conditions between enemy and self — where there is preparedness there is no cause for concern. Only by having oneself prepared and attacking an unprepared enemy can one seize the initiative in war. At the same time, keeping an eye on the most complex and most difficult circumstances also requires being skilled at changing one’s own resolve and plans in a timely manner according to changing circumstances. Only by having many-sided preparations to cope with all manner of complex and difficult circumstances can one remain composed in the face of danger, unruffled amid chaos, respond calmly, and strive for the best possible outcome.

— Under conditions where the enemy is strong and we are weak, one must adhere to the policy of active defense and protracted struggle to overcome the enemy. When two armies engage in battle, whether the strategic posture adopted is offensive or defensive is not determined by subjective wishes, but by the balance of strength between the two sides in combat. In fighting a powerful enemy, a weak army should generally adopt, at the strategic level, a policy of active defense, taking care to preserve its military strength, avoiding unfavorable decisive battles, and striving, through various means, to draw the enemy out, find the opponent’s weaknesses, and strike only after the enemy has struck first. Meanwhile, waging a strategically protracted defensive war on interior lines combined with campaigns and battles of swift, decisive offensives on exterior lines is the basic means of transforming a situation of enemy superiority and our inferiority. Historical experience proves that a weak army can only, by transforming a strategically protracted defensive war on interior lines into countless campaigns and battles of swift, decisive offensives on exterior lines, continuously wear down the enemy’s strength while building up its own, and, through a protracted process of combat operations, gradually shift the balance of strength and posture between enemy and self, thereby ultimately achieving victory. Therefore, in an engagement between two armies, the weaker side, while adhering overall to the strategic policy of active defense and protracted struggle to overcome the enemy, should, through planning for the entire course of the war, actively strive to transform the situation from enemy superiority to our superiority, in order to achieve the goal of ultimately defeating the powerful enemy.

Proletarian military science not only reveals the basic laws of war and of the guidance of war, but also provides us with the standpoint, viewpoint, and method for understanding and revealing these laws. That is: adhering to the standpoint of the proletariat, using the scientific method of dialectical materialism and historical materialism to study and analyze war, elevating rich and varied successful experience to the theoretical level through generalization and refinement, forming a number of viewpoints that reflect the basic laws of armed struggle, and applying them to guide war. The standpoint, viewpoint, and method embodied in proletarian military science will forever hold universal guiding significance for the armed struggle of the proletariat, and will never, with the passage of time, be extinguished in the brilliance of their truth.

2. Proletarian military science has been tested through the practice of protracted revolutionary war, and is the theoretical guide for the proletariat’s army-building and warfighting

Proletarian military science was formed and developed on the basis of the proletariat’s protracted practice of revolutionary struggle. The length of time, the scale, and the tortuousness of the revolutionary wars it experienced, the brilliance of its victories, and the arduousness of the tasks, the complexity of the conditions, and the richness of the content involved in building a proletarian revolutionary army in order to win victory in revolutionary war, are all rarely seen in the military history of mankind. Formed on the basis of such rich practice, and having achieved unprecedented success in guiding the proletariat’s practice of armed struggle, proletarian military science is a scientific theory of the greatest practical value. It has a long-term guiding role for the proletariat’s army-building and warfighting.

During the founding period of proletarian military science, free capitalism developed to a high degree and increasingly turned toward reaction; the contradiction between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie grew ever sharper and more intense; peaceful forms of struggle such as workers’ strikes were gradually superseded by armed forms of struggle such as uprisings; and violent revolution became the foremost issue placed on the agenda of proletarian revolution. Under such circumstances, in order to meet the needs of the proletariat’s armed struggle at that time, the founders of proletarian military science, Marx and Engels, began systematically studying military questions. Applying the scientific worldview and methodology of dialectical materialism and historical materialism, they made a relatively systematic study of the history of the development of Western military science, deeply analyzed and summed up the experience and lessons of the dozens of large and small wars and important campaigns and battles that had occurred in their era, and in particular systematically studied and summed up the experience and lessons of the 1871 Paris Commune revolution, carrying out arduous work in the creation of military theory and forming a number of theoretical principles and viewpoints on military questions. Marx and Engels held that the demise of capitalism could be achieved only through proletarian revolution. Although proletarian revolution does not exclude means of peaceful struggle, only by using violence to overthrow the rule of the bourgeoisie and seize political power, and, through the dictatorship of the proletariat, could the goal of eliminating war and ultimately realizing communism be achieved. The primary condition for seizing political power and carrying out the dictatorship of the proletariat is a proletarian army. Only by arming itself and building up a new army of its own could the proletariat win, on the battlefield, the right to its own liberation and thereby achieve the aim of violent revolution. Proletarian revolutionary war and wars for national independence must practice people’s war, and should not be confined to the ordinary methods of warfare of a regular army. Mass uprising, arming the entire people, organizing guerrilla units everywhere and waging guerrilla warfare, waging people’s war — this is the only method by which a small and weak nation can prevail over a large and powerful one, and by which an insufficiently strong army can resist a comparatively strong and well-organized army. At the same time, Marx and Engels further pointed out that the victory of violence is based on the material means possessed by that violence. The entire organization and mode of combat of an army, and the victory or defeat bound up with it, depend on two conditions — men and weapons — that is, on the quality of the population and on technology. New productive forces are the precondition for the emergence of new methods of warfare, and new military science is the inevitable product of new social relations. A completely new class carrying out a new revolution will inevitably create new weapons and a new system of combat. The liberation of the proletariat will, in the military sphere, likewise create its own special, new methods of warfare. The above theoretical viewpoints of Marx and Engels constituted a brand-new military theory built on the foundation of proletarian practice; they met the actual needs of the proletariat’s armed struggle at that time, and directly provided theoretical guidance for the armed struggle that the proletariat had already begun to wage.

In the era of imperialism and proletarian revolution, the foremost and most pressing practical task facing proletarian revolution was to seize political power through violent revolution and to consolidate the power thus won. Under this overarching task, the main problems the proletariat had to resolve, in both theory and practice, were how to carry out violent revolution and armed uprising, how to regard and oppose imperialist war, how to persist in and wage revolutionary war, and how to found and build a powerful proletarian revolutionary army, among others. At this time, Lenin and Stalin, as leaders of the proletarian revolution, responded to the tide of the times by directly organizing and leading the armed struggle of the Russian proletariat, winning the great victory of the October Socialist Revolution and establishing the world’s first socialist state. Afterward, when imperialism attempted to strangle the newly established proletarian regime and launched an armed offensive against the fledgling Soviet socialist state, Stalin bravely took up the historic task of smashing the imperialist armed offensive, organizing and leading the Soviet people of the time through a baptism of fire to win the historic victory of the Great Patriotic War (War of Defense of the Fatherland). In the course of organizing and leading the proletariat’s revolutionary armed struggle, Lenin and Stalin promptly summed up the practical experience of the proletariat’s revolutionary armed struggle — especially the fresh experience of the Soviet October Socialist Revolution — put forward the doctrine of war for the era of imperialism and proletarian revolution, and, in response to the needs of the proletariat’s revolutionary armed struggle under new circumstances, formulated in a timely manner the proletariat’s military program and a series of important operational principles, so that the proletarian military science founded by Marx and Engels achieved new development in practice. First, Lenin developed Marxist views on war, clearly advancing the thesis that “private ownership gave rise to war” and that modern war arises from imperialism, pointing out that in the age of imperialism war is absolutely inevitable. Imperialist war is war fought to contend for world hegemony; while imperialist war brings society unprecedented calamity and suffering and extremely grave crisis, it also inevitably makes inevitable and unavoidable the wars of colonial and semi-colonial peoples against national oppression and the wars of the proletariat against the bourgeoisie. Marxists must determine their attitude toward a given war according to its nature. At the same time, Lenin also fully demonstrated the inevitability and necessity of proletarian violent revolution, pointing out that revolution is war, and that in history there has never been a case of class struggle being resolved without violence; dictatorship is political power resting directly on force; civil war is the sharpest form of class struggle; the imperialist wars between nations must be turned into civil wars of the oppressed classes against the oppressors, into wars to expropriate the capitalist class, into wars by which the proletariat seizes political power and strives to realize socialism; in an age when class struggle has already sharpened to the point of civil war, the task of the proletarian party lies not merely in taking part in the war, but in playing a leading role within it. Second, Lenin, in practice, enriched and developed the principles of armed uprising and the thought of people’s war. Lenin not only further elaborated theoretically, and put into practice, Marxism’s “rules” concerning armed uprising, but also further developed Marxism’s thought on people’s war, establishing the basic strategic thinking of proletarian revolutionary war. He pointed out that if a revolutionary war can truly attract the oppressed laboring masses to take part in it and care about it, making these masses aware that they are opposing the exploiters, then such a revolutionary war will awaken a fortitude and ability capable of working miracles. Third, Lenin summed up the practical experience of proletarian violent revolution, formulated the military program of the Russian proletarian revolution, and put forward the basic principles for building a proletarian army. Stalin, as a revolutionary leader of the proletariat, in leading and commanding the Soviet Union’s Great Patriotic War, combined Marxist military principles with the practical realities of building modern national defense for a socialist state and of modern warfare in defense of a socialist state, thereby enriching and developing Marxist-Leninist military theory and making his own contribution to enriching and developing proletarian military science. The military theories of Lenin and Stalin were both a scientific summation of the practical experience of the proletariat’s military struggle, and a direct guide to the proletariat’s revolutionary armed struggle, so that proletarian military science was tested anew in fresh practice.

In the surging tide of China’s revolutionary war, Mao Zedong — who brought proletarian military science to full fruition — personally experienced and directed more than twenty years of Chinese revolutionary war, and, after the founding of New China, personally experienced and directed wars of self-defense and counterattack against foreign aggression in defense of national territorial sovereignty, as well as expeditionary operations in support of friendly neighboring states. Among the wars personally experienced and directed by Mao Zedong were domestic revolutionary wars, wars of resistance against foreign invasion, expeditionary operations in support of friendly neighboring states, and border self-defense counterattack operations in defense of national territorial sovereignty and security. Given such a rich and varied practice of war, Mao Zedong’s military thought, produced and formed on this basis, possessed a practical foundation even broader than that of previous proletarian revolutionary leaders. Mao Zedong’s military thought not only inherited and developed the military theory of Marxism-Leninism, but also inherited and developed the outstanding military theories of ancient, modern, and contemporary China and the world. In the practice of China’s revolutionary war, under the social conditions of a semi-colonial, semi-feudal society, Mao Zedong’s military thought creatively resolved the problem of guiding China’s revolutionary armed struggle — in particular, by creating revolutionary base areas, persisting in the road of encircling the cities from the countryside, building a people’s army composed mainly of peasants, practicing a strategic policy of broad people’s war and active defense, and flexibly employing strategy and tactics — thereby creating a strategy and tactics of people’s war with Chinese characteristics. After the founding of New China, it further set forth a series of important expositions on such questions as how to strengthen national defense and modernize the army under the conditions of people’s democratic dictatorship. Mao Zedong’s military thought both arose from the practice of China’s revolutionary war — being a scientific summation and theoretical sublimation of the practical experience of that war — and directly guided the victorious progress of China’s revolutionary war, being tested in practice; it is a scientific military theory tested through the practice of protracted revolutionary war, and is the form of proletarian military science most imbued with Chinese style and Chinese characteristics. After the 1980s, as the international situation underwent a series of profound changes, Deng Xiaoping, in light of the new historical conditions, creatively applied Marxist-Leninist military theory and Mao Zedong’s military thought to the actual conditions of our country’s national defense construction, army building, and operations in the new era, effectively resolving a series of fundamental problems in national defense construction, army building, and operational guidance during a period of relative peace, so that proletarian military science achieved new development in practice, providing theoretical guidance for the proletariat’s army-building and warfighting in the new historical period.

To sum up the above, because proletarian military science, in the course of its formation and development, possessed a broad, sustained, and richly substantive practical foundation, the proletarian military science abstracted and sublimated on this basis is not only broad and profound in its theoretical system, rigorously systematic and scientific, but is also a scientific guide for proletarian army-building and warfighting that has been repeatedly confirmed by practice.

3. As the most advanced and most systematic scientific theory to date, proletarian military science continues to play an important guiding role in winning victory in future high-technology warfare

Proletarian military science is a complete and systematic scientific theoretical system; it is, to this day, humanity’s most profound and most systematic scientific understanding of questions of war and military affairs. It continues to play an extremely important, practically guiding role in enabling the proletariat to win victory in future wars whose basic characteristic is the use of modern science and technology, especially high and new technology. This guiding role is determined by the scientific character intrinsic to proletarian military science itself, and by the profundity with which it reveals the laws of war and of the guidance of war.

First, as an advanced scientific theory, proletarian military science adheres to the standpoint of the proletariat, examines and studies war using the scientific method of dialectical materialism and historical materialism, and elevates rich and varied successful experience to the theoretical level through generalization and refinement, forming a complete set of theoretical viewpoints that reflect the basic laws of war and of the guidance of war. In future high-technology warfare, these basic theoretical viewpoints will continue to have a long-term guiding role for the proletariat in correctly understanding and guiding war and ultimately winning victory in war, and will never lose their truth and scientific character merely because the material conditions and means of war have changed. Of course, proletarian military science has not exhausted the whole of truth concerning military affairs and war; rather, it continually opens new paths toward the understanding of truth in practice, and is forever full of vigor and vitality. Proletarian military science is a dialectical unity of absolute truth and relative truth; it is an open, developing scientific theoretical system. The content of this theoretical system has different levels, and the theoretical content at different levels differs in the degree and scope of the laws it reveals — that is, in its truth-content. The basic principles of proletarian military science reveal the most fundamental laws in the military sphere, and are comprehensive, universal, and enduring in character. The important tenets of proletarian military science reflect the characteristics and laws of the proletariat’s army-building and warfighting under different periods and different historical conditions; they, too, possess a fairly strong stability and universality, but need to be given new content according to different historical conditions and as practice develops. As for the specific conclusions on specific questions found within proletarian military science, these are specific conclusions reached, under specific conditions, on specific questions; they are highly targeted and particular, and need to develop and be perfected as time, place, and conditions change — the inapplicable parts being changed, and the content of continuing positive significance being retained. When we say that proletarian military science continues to have an important, practical guiding role for the proletariat in winning future high-technology warfare, it is precisely because the basic principles and important tenets of proletarian military science possess a universal character and considerable stability, and are things that must be persisted in and followed over the long term in the proletariat’s army-building and warfighting — including army-building and warfighting under high-technology conditions.

Second, in future war, as modern science and technology — high technology in particular — develop rapidly and are applied widely in the military sphere, the form, style, and technical means and methods of operations of modern warfare will display many new characteristics and unprecedentedly complex circumstances. However, even though high-technology warfare has undergone a series of major changes in the material and technical conditions of war and in the means, forms, and methods of operations, it has not, and cannot, fundamentally change the nature and laws of war. Technology determines tactics, but technology cannot substitute for tactics [war itself]. The Gulf War, which broke out in the early 1990s, is, to this day, the most modernized instance of high-technology warfare; advanced technical equipment displayed tremendous power and exerted an important influence on the course and outcome of the war. Yet the greatest lesson that the practice of this high-technology war offers is precisely this: the level of modernization of technical equipment, and the relative superiority or inferiority of the belligerents’ military strength per se, only constitute the objective basis determining which side is active and which is passive in the engagement; whereas the nature of the war, the direction in which popular sentiment leans, whether military thinking is advanced, and whether the subjective direction of the belligerents is correct or mistaken, are the decisive factors determining who is active and who is passive. Victory or defeat in war depends not only on the military and technical conditions of the two sides in combat, but also on their respective political, economic, and natural conditions. The balance of strength is not only a comparison of military and economic power, but also a comparison of manpower and popular sentiment (the hearts of the people), and a comparison of military thought. No matter how technical conditions, means of operations, and forms of war may change, the basic attribute of war as the continuation of politics has not changed and cannot change. Precisely for this reason, proletarian military science, which correctly reveals the laws of war and of the guidance of war, continues to play an extremely important guiding role in high-technology warfare. Of course, this is not to say that proletarian military science need not study the impact of new and high technology on war, or that it does not attach importance to the important role of high technology in modern warfare — rather, it is to say that the basic laws concerning war and the guidance of war revealed by proletarian military science will not lose their truth and their guiding role merely because the material conditions of war change.

Third, with the rapid development of modern science and its wide application in the military sphere, the technical level of military weaponry and equipment has undergone a qualitative leap, so that the material and technical conditions and means of war have developed as never before, becoming an important factor in determining victory or defeat in future high-technology warfare. Even so, this has not fundamentally changed the position and role of human beings in war; man, as the subject of war, remains the decisive factor in victory or defeat, and high-technology warfare in fact places new and higher demands on human quality, and depends on human quality to an even greater degree. This new and higher demand and dependency is concentrated precisely in the necessity of first arming people with advanced military-scientific theory, and in the necessity of achieving an organic combination of advanced weapons and equipment with people of high quality, so as to bring the effectiveness of advanced weapons and equipment into full play to the greatest possible extent.



(2) The Distinctive Features of Proletarian Military Science

The emergence and formation of proletarian military science underwent a historical process of continuous development and gradual perfection. In this process, proletarian military science not only gradually formed into a complete, systematic, and scientific organic whole, but also formed its own distinctive style and vivid characteristics.

1. Guided by dialectical materialism and historical materialism, proletarian military science founded the proletarian view of war and methodology, correctly answering a series of basic theoretical questions concerning war and military affairs

Dialectical materialism and historical materialism are the theoretical foundation of the entire doctrine of Marxism, and are the powerful ideological weapon by which the proletariat understands and transforms the world. The proletarian view of war and methodology, built on the foundation of dialectical materialism and historical materialism, concentrates the overall view and basic understanding formed by the proletariat in the course of studying and examining war and military questions.

War, as a special social phenomenon in the history of the development of human society, has long attracted people’s attention and concern. However, before the birth of Marxism, no truly satisfying answer, consistent with objective reality, had been given to certain fundamental questions concerning war — such as the origin of war, the essence of war, the purpose of war, the nature of war, and the laws of war. It was only when Marx and Engels founded dialectical materialism and historical materialism, and applied their basic principles to study and examine questions of war and military affairs, that war, this special social phenomenon, received a truly scientific explanation.

In ancient times, owing to the limitations of the social and historical conditions and the level of human understanding of that era, people quite generally held notions of reverence for Heaven and for spirits; reflected in questions of war, this outlook held that war was Heaven’s punishment of man, and that the outbreak and end of war were mandated by the will of Heaven or of the gods. In the West, people’s conception of war was likewise influenced by primitive religious ideas, holding that the outbreak of war, and even its outcome, was governed by the gods. Hence it was common to offer sacrifices to the gods before setting out on campaign, and to carry banners of protective deities into battle, in an attempt to win victory in war with the help of divine power. Of course, it cannot be denied that, amid the various and multifarious forms of war in ancient times, military theories of a fairly high level were also nurtured — especially in ancient China, which may be called a great nation of military scholarship, where a large number of outstanding military figures emerged, creating a brilliant ancient military culture still admired today. In particular, a group of ancient military classics represented by Sun Tzu’s The Art of War contained unadorned materialist and dialectical ideas that exerted an important influence on the development of military theory. However, owing to the limits of social and historical conditions and of the level of human understanding, ancient military scholarship still carried a fairly heavy coloring of mystery, and still lacked a scientific theoretical foundation. Therefore, ancient military scholarship still could not truly explain the origin and essence of war, still less correctly understand and reveal the laws of war and of the guidance of war. In this sense, ancient military scholarship was not yet a science in the strict sense.

By modern times, and especially after entering capitalist society, with the development of the capitalist industrial revolution and the advance of science and technology, large quantities of firearms and vast human and material resources were poured into war. In the great revolutions by which the bourgeoisie overthrew feudal rule, and in the wars of external expansion waged by capitalist states, the scale of war expanded as never before, and the essence of war was exposed ever more fully. In a group of bourgeois military-theoretical works represented by the Prussian military theorist Clausewitz’s On War and the Swiss military theorist Jomini’s Summary of the Art of War, the authors, applying the achievements of the philosophy and historiography of their time, summed up the experience of the Napoleonic wars and of earlier wars, discussing the relationship between war and politics, and between war and economics, and between the use of violence and science and technology, putting forward a number of operational principles suited to the needs of the time. The basic theoretical viewpoints of bourgeois military thought expounded by Clausewitz and others represented the enterprising spirit and military-theoretical achievements of the bourgeoisie during the ascending period of capitalism; the series of theoretical principles they advanced concerning the essence of war, army building, strategy and tactics, and so on, basically constructed the theoretical system of bourgeois military science. However, bourgeois military science of this period, under the influence of Enlightenment thought and positivist philosophy, contained elements of both materialism and dialectics as well as elements of idealism and metaphysics. It stressed studying the historical experience of war and exploring the laws and methods of war in order to guide war, but it concealed the class essence of war — especially of wars of aggression — reflecting the limitations of bourgeois military science.

After capitalism entered the stage of imperialism, with the advance of science and technology, and after the accumulated practical experience of two world wars, bourgeois military science achieved further development. A group of bourgeois military figures represented by Mahan of the United States, Schlieffen of Germany, Foch of France, Douhet of Italy, Fuller of Britain, and Ludendorff of Germany, among others, placed even greater emphasis on the role of advanced science and technology in war, and put forward theories and principles worthy of attention regarding the methods of operations, the application of technology, organization and command, and army building in modern warfare, further developing and perfecting the theoretical system of bourgeois military science. However, owing to class bias and the one-sidedness of their epistemology and methodology, bourgeois military science still could not truly understand the essence of war, still less reveal the objective laws of war in a manner that sought truth from facts. Bourgeois military theorists regarded war as an eternal feature of human society. Although Clausewitz paid full attention to the question of the essence of war, and also saw the close connection between war and politics, clearly advancing the important thesis that “war is nothing but the continuation of politics by other means,” because he did not understand that “politics is the struggle between classes,” and instead regarded politics as representing the interests of the whole of society, giving a mistaken interpretation of politics, he ultimately could not reveal the true essence of war. On the question of the laws of war, bourgeois military theorists, proceeding from an idealist epistemology, held that war was unfathomable, thereby mystifying it. Germany’s Bismarck once said that “on questions of war, no one can ever reliably foresee how Providence has arranged things.” Lloyd, an early representative figure of bourgeois military science, likewise held that “neither history, however rigorous the scientific research, nor however rich the experience, can enable us to understand this part of military science. It is purely the product of genius, and genius is a gift of nature.” Clausewitz, too, held that war was a realm full of chance and uncertainty, in which fortune and luck occupied an important place. Clearly, bourgeois military science could neither truly and objectively explain the origin and essence of war, nor scientifically reveal the objective laws of war and consciously apply these laws to correctly guide war. The most fundamental reason for this lies in their lack of a scientific worldview and methodology.

In the course of striving for its own liberation, the proletariat earnestly absorbed the positive achievements of military science throughout history, and, applying the basic principles of dialectical materialism and historical materialism, carried out scientific research, analysis, and examination of the origin, essence, and laws of war. It scientifically demonstrated the social-historical roots of war, pointed out the role of violence in promoting the birth of a new society and its dependency on economic conditions, pointed out the constraining role of the mode of social production and material conditions upon war, clearly distinguished the political nature of war, revealed the class essence of war in class society, expounded the basic laws of war, and attached great importance to the role of the popular masses in war, putting forward the proletariat’s program of military struggle and methods of warfare, and stressing the importance of building a people’s army — so that, for the first time, people gained a scientific understanding of such basic questions as the origin, essence, and laws of war, and consciously applied this scientific understanding to guide the practice of war.

The founders of proletarian military science, Marx and Engels, applying the viewpoints of dialectical materialism and historical materialism to examine and study war, scientifically explained certain fundamental questions concerning war and military affairs, laying the foundation for the proletarian view of war and methodology. Proceeding from an analysis of economic conditions, Marx and Engels pointed out that war is a historical phenomenon, a product of human society having developed to a certain stage. It originates in the emergence of private property and classes, and will die out along with the elimination of private ownership and classes. At the same time, they held that throughout the entire history of human class society, there have always existed a ruling class and a ruled class; these two basic opposing classes “have stood constantly in opposition to one another, carried on an uninterrupted, now hidden, now open, fight.”[^1] No matter what form this struggle takes, its substance or fundamental nature is the same: it is always waged for the sake of perfectly definite class interests — that is to say, war is violent struggle between classes.

In leading the Russian proletariat’s revolutionary struggle, and in the wars of crushing domestic reactionary-class rebellion and imperialist armed intervention, Lenin and Stalin conducted in-depth research into, and expounded, the roots and nature of war in the era of imperialism, putting forward the thesis that private ownership gives rise to war and that modern war arises from imperialism, and the thesis that war in the age of imperialism is inevitable, and that wars of the colonies and semi-colonies against national oppression, and wars of the proletariat against the bourgeoisie, are inevitable and unavoidable. Imperialism is therefore the eve of proletarian social revolution. Marxists must determine their attitude toward a given war according to its nature, and they put forward the strategy of turning imperialist war into civil war.

Mao Zedong’s military thought, formed by the Chinese Communists represented by Mao Zedong in the course of leading China’s revolutionary war, inherited and developed Marxist-Leninist military theory, giving incisive explanations of such questions as the origin of war, the nature of war, the purpose of war, the roots of modern war, and the attitude the proletariat should take toward war. Mao Zedong pointed out that war has existed ever since there was private property and classes; it is the highest form of struggle for resolving contradictions — at a certain stage of development — between class and class, nation and nation, state and state, and political group and political group. Mao Zedong also, in light of developments in the international situation, further developed Lenin’s view that imperialism is the root of modern war, pointing out that hegemonism, too, breeds war, thereby clearly advancing the view that plunder and expansion by imperialism and hegemonism are the main roots giving rise to modern war. Mao Zedong held that war itself is an action of a political nature, and that there has never, since ancient times, been a war without a political character; but war is not simply equivalent to politics in general. At the same time, he also held that there are two kinds of war, just and unjust; Communists support just wars and oppose unjust wars. In class society, not only are unjust wars unavoidable, but revolutionary wars, too, are unavoidable — “without it there is no way to accomplish the leap in social development.” Therefore, it is only through revolutionary war that counter-revolutionary war can be eliminated, and war eliminated through war. On the question of how to understand and apply the laws of war and of the guidance of war, Mao Zedong held that war, like all other things, has its own laws of development. He pointed out that, although war carries what might be called more “contingency” than other social phenomena, war, as a phenomenon of material motion, nevertheless has laws that can be followed. To be thoroughly familiar with the circumstances of both the enemy and oneself in every respect, to discover the laws governing one’s own action, and to apply these laws to one’s own action, is the basic method for correctly guiding operations. Mao Zedong also held that the laws of war are divided into the general and the particular; studying war and directing war on the basis of actual conditions requires not only being thoroughly familiar with and applying the general laws of war, but especially requires being thoroughly familiar with and applying the particular laws of war. In studying the laws of the guidance of war, one should keep an eye on its distinctive features and on its development, and oppose mechanistic thinking on questions of war. Operational guidance must have a strategic mind and a sense of the overall situation, being good at attending to the whole, grasping the crucial links, seizing strategic pivots to deploy campaigns and battles, and subordinating the part to the whole. On the basis of given objective material conditions, one must give full play to human conscious dynamism, so as to achieve initiative, flexibility, and planning in operational guidance. All of this is an important expression of Mao Zedong’s flexible application of Marxist materialist dialectics to operational guidance.

Under the new historical conditions, Deng Xiaoping fully affirmed the view of war that Mao Zedong had developed from Marxism-Leninism, and, through a comprehensive analysis of the contemporary situation regarding war and peace, added new content to it. As early as the beginning of the 1980s, Deng Xiaoping decisively put forward the thesis that “hegemonism is the root of war.”[^2] After years of calm observation and careful reflection, Deng Xiaoping further refined this thesis into: both world hegemonism and regional hegemonism are the roots of contemporary war. At the same time, Deng Xiaoping also applied Mao Zedong’s dialectical method of observing the contradictory relationship between war and peace, comprehensively, connectedly, and dynamically analyzing the basic conditions for the mutual transformation of war and peace, clearly putting forward the scientific thesis that, so long as things are handled well, world war can be avoided, and that peace and development are the themes of today’s world, and advancing a series of important theories and principles, such as the idea that violence is not the only means of resolving conflicts of interest between states — thereby revealing the new trends and regularities of modern military activity, enriching and developing the proletarian view of war, and providing a scientific basis for our correct understanding of questions of contemporary war and peace.

To sum up the above: proletarian military science, whose basic content is Marxist-Leninist military theory and Mao Zedong’s military thought, upholds the guidance of the scientific worldview and methodology of dialectical materialism and historical materialism, and for the first time correctly answered and resolved a series of fundamental questions concerning war and military affairs, so that people, for the first time, gained a correct understanding of questions of war and military affairs that is relatively consistent with objective reality. This provided scientific theoretical guidance for the proletariat to correctly study war and direct war, and at the same time laid the foundation for the proletariat, in the practice of studying and directing war, to develop and perfect proletarian military science.

2. Proletarian military science originates from the practice of war and military struggle, and directly serves the practice of war and military struggle in turn. This dialectical unity, together with the breadth, universality, and enduring character of the practical foundation of proletarian military science, determines its scientific and advanced nature

The content of proletarian military science is extremely rich. Philosophically speaking, it includes the proletarian view of war and the epistemology and methodology of questions of military affairs; from the standpoint of army building, it includes the theory and principles of building a people’s army under the leadership of the proletarian party; from the standpoint of operations, it includes the theory of people’s war and the strategy and tactics of people’s war. As a scientific system, proletarian military science is a scientific summation and theoretical generalization of the practice of human warfare since recorded history began — especially of the practical experience of the proletariat’s sweeping revolutionary wars. It has developed from immaturity to maturity, from incompleteness to systematization, continually developing along with the practice of the proletariat’s revolutionary war.

The founders of proletarian military science, Marx and Engels, in order to meet the actual needs of the proletarian revolutionary struggle of their era, closely examined and studied the bourgeois-democratic revolution that broke out on the European continent in 1848–1849 — the largest in scale and broadest in scope of any in modern history — and made a theoretical analysis and summation of the experience and lessons of this revolution. They pointed out that mass uprising, revolutionary war, and organizing guerrilla units everywhere are, in the process of winning national independence, the only method by which a small nation can prevail over a large one, and by which a comparatively weak army can resist a comparatively strong and well-organized army. They analyzed the history of the formation and development of the bourgeois military-bureaucratic state machine, and drew the conclusion that proletarian revolution must use violence to smash this machine. To this end, the proletariat must build its own army, and, on the material basis of a highly developed productive force, create its own special new methods of warfare. Although, in the era of Marx and Engels, the proletariat’s military struggle had not yet been carried out universally, broadly, and persistently, and there was not yet a body of successful practical experience of war, the various types of revolutionary war, national-liberation war, and mass uprising that occurred at that time — especially the valuable experience accumulated by the proletariat in the practical struggles of the 1848 European bourgeois-democratic revolution and the 1871 Paris Commune — provided Marx and Engels with the objective possibility and practical foundation for conducting military-scientific research and founding proletarian military science, so that it met the objective needs of the proletarian revolutionary struggle of that time, reflected the fundamental interests and demands of the proletariat, and became a theoretical guide for the proletariat’s armed struggle.

Lenin and Stalin, on the basis of practice, further enriched and developed proletarian military science. The era in which they lived was an era of intense upheaval, full of war and revolution. Lenin and Stalin studied and examined a series of wars that occurred in the era of imperialism and proletarian revolution, and drew the conclusion that imperialism is the root of modern war, and that imperialist war inevitably gives rise to revolution in turn. Not only did each of them personally live through the two world wars that occurred in human history, but they personally took part in and led the great practice of the Russian armed uprising, the civil war, and the Soviet Great Patriotic War. Lenin devoted a great deal of energy to personally taking part in and leading the preparation and organization of the Russian proletariat’s armed uprising, and won great victory in that uprising. He profoundly summed up the basic experience of the proletariat’s armed struggle under the conditions of an imperialist world war, writing a series of works such as Socialism and War, The Military Programme of the Proletarian Revolution, and War and Revolution, expounding the roots and essence of modern war, revealing the inevitability of imperialist war giving rise to proletarian revolution, pointing out the criteria for distinguishing the nature of war and the attitude that should be taken toward it, putting forward the strategy of “turning the present imperialist war into a civil war,” and elaborating in detail the doctrine of armed uprising. At the same time, Lenin further expounded the basic principles and requirements for building a new-type people’s army, the main principles of armed uprising, the question of expropriating the power of the bourgeoisie and eliminating war, and the question of how to end the world war then underway, among other matters. Facing the real situation in which imperialism and domestic reactionary forces colluded with one another and launched a frenzied joint military offensive against the newborn Soviet regime, Lenin resolutely led the Russian proletariat in smashing the military offensive of reactionary forces at home and abroad, victoriously defending the newborn Soviet regime. In sum, in leading the Russian proletariat’s revolutionary struggle and guiding the international working-class revolutionary movement, Lenin conscientiously studied and expounded questions of war in the era of imperialism, summed up the practical experience of the proletariat’s revolutionary war, and put forward many important principles concerning war and the guidance of war, creatively inheriting and developing, in practice, the proletarian military science founded by Marx and Engels. Military activity occupied an important place throughout Stalin’s revolutionary career. He personally took part in leading war and directing operations over a longer period than any previous proletarian revolutionary leader, and in particular personally organized, led, and commanded the Great Patriotic War against fascism — unprecedented in scale in the history of human warfare — victoriously defending the political power of the world’s first socialist state. In the course of this series of military-practical activities, Stalin conscientiously summed up and generalized fresh practical experience of war, inheriting and developing Marxist-Leninist military theory, and making an important contribution to the development of proletarian military science.

Mao Zedong is the figure who brought proletarian military science to full fruition; in the long practice of leading China’s revolutionary war, he integrated the universal principles of Marxism-Leninism with the practice of China’s revolutionary war, greatly enriching and developing proletarian military science. If it can be said that Marx, Engels, Lenin, and Stalin, applying the viewpoints of dialectical materialism, critically inherited the achievements of their predecessors in studying war, summed up the experience of war in their own eras — including wars they personally experienced — and thereby founded the theoretical system of proletarian military science, then Mao Zedong, on the basis of the rich practical experience of China’s revolutionary war, further inherited and developed Marxist-Leninist military theory, making an original contribution to the development and perfection of proletarian military science. Surveying the history of the formation and development of Mao Zedong’s military thought as a whole, we can see that, in world military history, there have been very few who, like Mao Zedong, combined in one person both military commander and military theorist. It is precisely for this reason that Mao Zedong had the possibility both of summing up military theory from the practical experience of personally leading war, and of putting into practice — and repeatedly testing and verifying — the military theories he himself put forward, including those refined and absorbed from the direct practical experience of predecessors. This characteristic and condition of close integration between theory and practice was something many previous famous military figures — including proletarian military figures such as Marx, Engels, Lenin, and Stalin — did not possess. As for certain influential bourgeois military figures in the history of military thought, not only did they objectively lack this condition, but they also subjectively lacked this kind of conscious awareness; hence their military theories, whether in the scientific and advanced character of their worldview and methodology, or in the depth and breadth of the scope of their practice of war, cannot be compared with Mao Zedong. For example, Napoleon, called a “military giant,” despite his brilliant practice of war, left behind only some fragmentary military aphorisms. As for the Prussian bourgeois military theorist Clausewitz, and the Swiss military theorist Jomini who was equally renowned, both served for a long time as senior staff officers in the army; although they left behind military-theoretical writings that may be called milestones, neither ever independently commanded operations, still less had the opportunity to put his own theories into practice. This meant that their military writings lacked a sufficient foundation of direct practical experience, let alone exerting any direct guiding influence on the practice of war at the time. Deng Xiaoping, in the long practice of China’s revolutionary war, took part in the founding work of Mao Zedong’s military thought, and made an important contribution to its development and perfection. After the victory of China’s revolutionary war, during a period of relative peace, he combined the realities of military struggle in the new historical period, creatively inherited and developed Mao Zedong’s military thought, and put forward a series of military theories and principles suited to the needs of military struggle in the new period, forming Deng Xiaoping’s military theory of the new era. This theory is both the product of combining the universal principles of Marxism-Leninism and Mao Zedong Thought with the international and domestic situation of the new period and with the realities of our country’s national defense and army building, and the theoretical crystallization of a scientific summation of the practical experience of national defense and army building in the new period.

From the brief review above of the emergence, formation, and development of proletarian military science, we can see that proletarian military science — whose basic content is Marxist-Leninist military theory and Mao Zedong’s military thought — is a theory concerning questions of war and military affairs that arose neither from pure speculation nor from logical inference drawn from isolated or superficial phenomena, but is a scientific theory deeply rooted in the soil of the practice of war and military struggle. It originates in the practice of war and military struggle, and directly undergoes the test of that practice. Of course, this practice is not the practice of any one individual or a few individuals, but the practice of the entire proletariat in waging revolutionary war and military struggle. Therefore, from the moment of its emergence, it has been closely bound up with the practice of the proletariat’s revolutionary war and military struggle, and serves the revolutionary war and military struggle waged by the proletariat. This characteristic is one that bourgeois military science does not possess.

3. Waging the most thoroughgoing and broadest people’s war is the proletariat’s magic weapon for overcoming the enemy and winning victory, and is also the most fundamental expression of the class character of proletarian military science

In the long practice of revolutionary war, the proletariat has persisted in waging people’s war, fully bringing into play the political advantage formed by the active sympathy, support, and participation of the broad popular masses in a just revolutionary war, and, relying on the strength of the broad popular masses, has defeated enemies far superior to itself in technology and equipment. The revolutionary leaders of the proletariat, on the basis of leading the proletariat and the broad popular masses in waging revolutionary armed struggle, systematically summed up the practical experience of waging people’s war, forming a complete theory of people’s war, and applied this theory to guide the practice of people’s war, so that the theory of people’s war became the guiding line for the proletariat in waging revolutionary war. As early as ancient times in our country, some famous strategists and statesmen had already become aware of the important status and role of the popular masses in war, and made statements about it; but owing to the limitations of historical conditions and of their class position, their understanding of the status and role of the popular masses in war was still confined to specific wartime needs such as resisting foreign invasion or expanding living space, and they did not reveal, from the standpoint of class essence, the status and role of the popular masses in war, still less were they able to thoroughly mobilize and rely on the popular masses to wage war. Hence, in theory, too, their discussions of people’s war were fragmentary. Western bourgeois military theorists, although they too conducted research on the question of people’s war and put forward the idea of attaching importance to the role of armed civilians, arrived at this understanding only from a military standpoint, from the standpoint of a means of war; moreover, in practice they neither did nor dared to truly carry out people’s war. Precisely for this reason, they were also incapable of putting forward a scientific theory of people’s war. What the bourgeoisie and the proletariat each seek to carry out and uphold as “people’s war” differ essentially in their basic content. The proletariat’s theory of people’s war is built upon the following basic viewpoints: First, the popular masses are the makers of history. The popular masses are not only the main body of social revolution and the decisive force in social development, but are also the decisive force in the victory or defeat of war. Revolutionary war can win victory only by mobilizing and relying on the broad popular masses. Second, the justness of revolutionary war is consistent with the fundamental interests of the people; the fundamental purpose of the people’s war that the proletariat wages is to fight for the people, and it is therefore able to mobilize and organize the broad popular masses to take part in and support the war. Third, people’s war is the only means by which a weak army grows from small to large, from weak to strong, and ultimately defeats a strong army. If the proletariat wishes to win its own liberation, and to achieve victory of the weak over the strong and of the inferior over the superior, it must rely on the strength of the popular masses and win victory in war through people’s war. Fourth, both men and matériel are important factors in the victory or defeat of war, but the decisive factor is man, not matériel. Fundamentally speaking, people’s war is precisely the just revolutionary war organized and waged, in arms, by the popular masses in order to resist class oppression and national oppression and to seek their own liberation. It can therefore be said that only the proletariat has, for the first time in human history, waged a truly people’s war, and has, on the basis of practice, scientifically founded the proletariat’s theory of people’s war; this is determined by the class character of proletarian military science.

Marx and Engels systematically summed up the experience of the armed mass struggles waged by the peoples of various countries in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries against their own rulers and against foreign invaders, putting forward a concept of people’s war different from the traditional sense of the term. In 1849, commenting on the war of Italy against Austria, Engels said that it was necessary to “transform the army’s ordinary war into that kind of people’s war which the French waged in 1793.”1 Although Marx and Engels explicitly used the concept of people’s war and put forward a theory of people’s war, they did not personally experience, or personally organize and lead, the practice of people’s war. Lenin and Stalin were different: not only did they lead the proletariat in waging people’s war, but, in light of the actual conditions of Russian revolution and war at the time, they expounded in detail the theoretical questions relating to people’s war. Lenin pointed out: “The entire history of wars of liberation teaches us that, when such wars are truly popular in scope, liberation comes quickly.”2 “The success or failure of a revolution depends on the numbers of the proletarian masses and the peasant masses who rise up to defend the revolution and to strive to complete it.”3 He held that war is a comprehensive test of the entire material and spiritual strength of every nation, and called for arming the whole people, mobilizing the whole people to take part in the war, and broadly waging people’s war. He called on everyone to support the front, so that reactionary forces could be defeated. After Lenin’s death, Stalin, as leader of the Soviet party and state, in leading the great Patriotic War waged by the Soviet army and people, mobilized the manpower and material resources of the whole country, waged an all-people’s war of national defense, and won the great victory of the Patriotic War. Clearly, Lenin and Stalin not only deeply understood that the liberation of the people must rely on the strength of the popular masses themselves, but also put forward a series of policies, principles, and measures for the proletariat to wage people’s war, and expounded them systematically in theory. Mao Zedong was, even more, the figure who brought the theory and practice of people’s war to full fruition. He held that revolutionary war is war of the masses, and that only by mobilizing the masses and relying on the masses can victory in war be won. The popular masses are the most profound source of the might of war, the main body of revolutionary war, and the root of victory. Mobilizing the masses to take part in war, and relying on the masses to wage war, creates the conditions for overcoming every difficulty of war, thereby making it possible ultimately to win victory in revolutionary war. At the same time, Mao Zedong, in light of the characteristics and actual conditions of China’s revolutionary war, put forward a complete set of important theories and principles of people’s war suited to the characteristics of China’s revolutionary war, and concretely organized and led this sweeping people’s war that took place on Chinese soil in the first half of the twentieth century. It may be said that the victory of China’s revolutionary war was the victory of the people’s war led by the Communist Party of China represented by Mao Zedong. After the founding of New China, in the revolutionary practice of consolidating and defending political power, Mao Zedong’s theory of people’s war continued to play an important role. Guided by this theory, we not only won victory in the War to Resist U.S. Aggression and Aid Korea, as well as in successive border self-defense counterattack operations and military conflicts, but also continuously strengthened the building of the people’s armed forces and our country’s national defense construction. Under the new historical conditions, Deng Xiaoping, on the basis of the domestic and international political, economic, and scientific-technological situation, as well as the new characteristics of military struggle, developed the theory of people’s war. He held that, under modern conditions, persisting in people’s war and defeating an enemy with superior equipment by means of inferior equipment remains an important strategic idea of ours, and stressed that the thinking behind people’s war can retain its vigor and vitality only if it is given new development in accordance with modern conditions. He therefore called on our country’s military theorists to “inherit Mao Zedong’s military thought, study people’s war under modern conditions, and develop our country’s military science.”

Proletarian military science not only put forward, in theory, the necessity and possibility of waging people’s war, but also set out the basic conditions and requirements that must be met in order to wage a genuine people’s war.

First, only a just revolutionary war makes it possible to wage a genuine people’s war. This is because a just revolutionary war represents the fundamental interests of the broadest popular masses and the trend of social development, and the main body of the popular masses — the proletariat — can shed its enslaved and exploited social position and win its own liberation only by waging just revolutionary war. Therefore, only by waging a just revolutionary war can the enthusiasm of the popular masses for supporting and taking part in war be aroused, so that the war has a deep mass foundation and the conditions for broadly mobilizing the masses to support and take part in it. Although the military strategists of the bourgeoisie and other exploiting classes also recognized the decisive role of the popular masses in the victory or defeat of war, and put forward slogans for attracting the populace to take part in war, the inherent class limitations of these classes themselves, together with the unjust nature of the wars they waged, meant that they could never attract the popular masses to take part in war consciously, could never wage a genuine people’s war, and could never put forward a scientific, systematic theory of people’s war.

Second, waging people’s war requires building a people’s army to serve as the backbone force for carrying it out. For the proletariat to win its own liberation and to seize political power, it cannot do without armed struggle, cannot do without revolutionary war, and the main organizational form of revolutionary war is the army. As Mao Zedong profoundly pointed out: “Without a people’s army, the people have nothing.”[^6] In the course of China’s revolutionary war, Mao Zedong correctly resolved a series of problems concerning theories, policies, and principles for building a force composed mainly of peasants into a new-type people’s army of a proletarian character, maintaining close ties with the popular masses, and possessing strict organization, discipline, and a high degree of military accomplishment, and it was only thereby that ultimate victory in China’s revolutionary war was won.

Third, waging people’s war also requires the creation of a complete set of strategy and tactics suited to it. Waging people’s war “should not be confined merely to the use of ordinary methods of warfare,” and cannot adopt “the most ordinary, bourgeois, strictly regulated kind of warfare.”4 Rather, there must be strategy and tactics adapted to the characteristics of people’s war. This is because only strategy and tactics that reflect the special characteristics of people’s war can bring the strength of the popular masses fully into play, and can fully mobilize the enthusiasm of the broad popular masses, so that the breadth and depth of popular participation in and support for the war reach their maximum extent. On this point, the revolutionary leaders of the proletariat have all made numerous statements; Mao Zedong, in particular, made enormous contributions, both theoretically and in practice, to the creation and development of the strategy and tactics of people’s war. The strategy and tactics of people’s war that he created in the course of leading the practice of China’s revolutionary war were prominently expressed in the flexible use of forces and changing of methods of warfare according to objective actual conditions. Fighting whatever battle suits the weapons at hand; fighting whatever battle suits the enemy at hand; fighting at whatever time and place suits the time and place at hand; you fight your way, I fight my way; fight when you can win, walk away when you cannot; strike the weak points while avoiding the strong, using one’s strengths against the enemy’s weaknesses, changing as the enemy changes, refusing to be bound by any single pattern — all of this is a vivid expression of the mobile and flexible character of the strategy and tactics of people’s war.

Fourth, waging people’s war requires the coordination of multiple forms of struggle. The basic form of struggle for people’s war put forward by Marx and Engels was mainly to mobilize the popular masses to rise up in arms and to wage the people’s guerrilla war. Lenin, in leading Russia’s revolutionary war, further proposed mobilizing the entire people to engage directly in combat and to take part in supporting operations. Mao Zedong, for his part, held that “in China, apart from armed struggle, there is no proletarian status, no status for the people, no status for the Communist Party, and no victory of the revolution.” Therefore, “the central task and the highest form of revolution is the seizure of political power by armed force, the resolution of the issue by war.”5 However, people’s war is not merely military struggle; it is a comprehensive struggle composed of multiple fronts and multiple means and forms of struggle. Its ultimate victory depends, apart from the contest on the military front, on the coordination of the political, economic, diplomatic, cultural, and other fronts, and of various means and forms of struggle. As Mao Zedong pointed out: “To lay stress on armed struggle does not mean that other forms of struggle can be abandoned; on the contrary, without the coordination of every other form of struggle besides armed struggle, armed struggle cannot win victory.”6 To this end, Mao Zedong held that it was necessary to mobilize deeply, organizing all revolutionary people, regardless of sex or age, into work organizations of every occupation, to throw themselves enthusiastically into every kind of work in support of the army. He also called on the whole Party and the whole Army to organize the popular masses to throw themselves enthusiastically into political, economic, cultural, public-health, scientific-technological, and other kinds of construction work, taking part in the war directly or supporting it indirectly by every kind of means, so as to form and bring into play the overall might of people’s war and win thorough victory in the war.

Fifth, waging people’s war — especially people’s war under modern conditions — also requires developing the theory of people’s war and creating new methods of fighting people’s war suited to the characteristics of modern warfare, in accordance with changing and developing circumstances and specific conditions. Mao Zedong once pointed out: “Different circumstances of war determine different laws for directing war.” “All the laws for directing war develop as history develops and as war develops; nothing is changeless.”7 During the period of China’s revolutionary war, the older generation of proletarian revolutionaries represented by Mao Zedong constantly gave people’s war new content and new forms in accordance with the development of the revolutionary situation and changes in the characteristics of war, and, in doing so, laid a solid foundation and opened up a broad path for developing the thinking of people’s war under modern conditions. Deng Xiaoping once clearly pointed out that the people’s war of today differs from that of the past: the equipment is different, the means are different; the conditions are different, and so the forms in which people’s war is expressed are also different. Therefore, under modern conditions, to persist in waging people’s war, it is necessary to develop the theory of people’s war, so that people’s war keeps pace with the development of the times, is consistent with the tasks of modern military struggle and national defense construction, is compatible with the characteristics of modern warfare, and so that the quality of personnel is adapted to the needs of people’s war under modern conditions. This requires that, today, as modern science and technology develop at high speed, we must both hold fast to the thinking of people’s war and wage people’s war under modern conditions, and also study the new trends, new characteristics, and new methods of fighting in modern warfare, continually developing people’s war.

From the basic conditions for waging people’s war set out above, it can be seen that only the just revolutionary war waged by the proletariat can be a genuine people’s war; this is determined by the class interests of the proletariat, its historical mission, and the basic tasks of the armed struggle it faces, and is also the most effective form of armed struggle for the proletariat in the revolutionary struggle to win its own liberation. It is precisely because the proletariat adhered to the guiding line of people’s war, and practiced progressive, flexible, and mobile strategy and tactics built on the foundation of people’s war, that it was able to defeat enemies far more powerful than itself and win final victory in war. Proletarian military science, too, precisely because it met the needs of the practice of the proletariat’s revolutionary armed struggle, and, by combining theory with practice, answered and resolved a series of theoretical questions concerning people’s war, was thereby able to become the theoretical guide for the proletariat in waging war, while also distinguishing itself from bourgeois military science through an entirely new theoretical form. In future war, in which large amounts of new and high technology will be applied in the military sphere, although the form, scale, style, and means of war will all undergo major changes, people’s war will remain the proletariat’s magic weapon for victory; it is simply that, as science and technology develop and the means of war change, people’s war under modern conditions — and especially under high-technology conditions — will necessarily gain new enrichment and development in both content and form. This, too, is a question that proletarian military science must work hard to study and resolve under the new circumstances.

4. Proletarian military science critically inherited and absorbed the essence of military theory from ancient and modern times, both Chinese and foreign, and is, to this day, humanity’s most profound and most systematic scientific understanding of questions of war and military affairs

Military-scientific theory is the fruit of the accumulated experience of countless wars throughout history, and, even more, the crystallization of the painstaking labor of generations of military theorists. No science can possibly be completed entirely through the direct experience of that science’s own founders. Likewise, proletarian military science by no means rejects everything useful in history; rather, it must, in accordance with the proletariat’s own experience and needs, select from and remold the military theories of the past. Proletarian military science both sums up the practical experience of the proletariat’s revolutionary war, and critically inherits and absorbs the achievements of military theory from ancient and modern times, both Chinese and foreign. Its formation represents both a negation of old and stale military theory and an inheritance and development of the outstanding military legacy of humankind.

In studying the question of the essence of war, Marx and Engels drew on the achievements of Morgan’s research into ancient society to put forward their theory of the origin and essence of war. As Engels said: “Morgan enabled us to establish an entirely new viewpoint, because through prehistory he provided us with a factual basis such as had never before existed.”[^11] In expounding the theory of people’s war, Marx and Engels reviewed the Spanish people’s guerrilla war against Napoleon in 1808, and made a scientific analysis of the national revolutionary war in Piedmont in 1848–1849. In studying questions of operational guidance, Engels also studied the experience of the French wars of 1792–1794, analyzing the reasons for the victory of the French army and the defeat of the allied armies at that time, and studied the changes in methods of warfare since Napoleon; he also studied the new developments in methods of warfare among the major European powers from 1813 to 1850. He pointed out that the old methods of warfare — unselfconscious concentration of forces on some occasions and constant dispersal of forces on others — were already unsuited to reality. New productive forces are the precondition for every improvement in methods of warfare; as social and economic development and scientific and technological progress proceed, and new forms of revolutionary struggle emerge, new methods of warfare should be adopted. In expounding proletarian military theory, Engels read widely, studying and drawing on the experience of many military figures in history, and put forward many well-known military maxims. For example, in discussing defense, he borrowed the words of the Prussian Prince Friedrich Karl, saying: “Passive defense, even with good weapons, is bound to fail without exception.”[^12] and used this to expound his own military-theoretical views.

Lenin, too, attached great importance to the critical absorption of the legacy of military theory throughout history. He pointed out: “Marxism, as the ideological system of the revolutionary proletariat, has won world-historic significance precisely because it did not reject the most valuable achievements of the bourgeois era, but on the contrary absorbed and reworked everything of value in the more than two thousand years of the development of human thought and culture.”[^13] In practice, Lenin not only closely studied the military writings of Marx and Engels, inheriting and developing Marxist military theory, but also read widely and extensively in the works of famous military figures throughout history. He read, in succession, the military writings of Napoleon, Frederick the Great, Moltke, Mahan, Clausewitz, and others; particularly worth noting is that he excerpted about 15,000 words of material from Clausewitz’s On War, making some seventy annotations, giving an objective assessment of Clausewitz and On War, and critically accepting and reworking the rational and valuable elements within it.

In critically absorbing the essence of military theory from ancient and modern times, both Chinese and foreign, and creatively developing proletarian military science, it is Mao Zedong whose achievements are the most distinctive and the most outstanding. Mao Zedong, first of all, inherited and developed Marxist military theory, while also, with great effectiveness, critically absorbing the achievements of ancient Chinese and foreign military theory, so that Mao Zedong’s military thought — produced and developed in the practice of China’s revolutionary war — became a proletarian military-scientific theory imbued with Chinese style and Chinese characteristics.

Our Chinese nation is a nation skilled at rational thought. Ancient Chinese military thought is extremely rich in philosophical content; it exerted a profound influence on ancient Chinese philosophy, and separated itself from philosophy at a relatively early date to become an independent branch of learning. Chinese military theory has therefore, from the outset, had the characteristic of understanding war and summing up the experience of war from a philosophical height. The ancient Chinese military-theoretical writings represented by Sun Tzu’s The Art of War created the highest achievement of military theory in the age of cold weapons. Mao Zedong was thoroughly versed in the ancient Chinese classics, and in his military writings frequently cited famous battles and military thought from ancient China to illustrate contemporary military questions. For example, in such works as Problems of Strategy in China’s Revolutionary War and On Protracted War, Mao Zedong repeatedly cited such famous battles in Chinese history — in which the weak defeated the strong and the few defeated the many — as the Battle of Guandu between Yuan Shao and Cao Cao, the Battle of Red Cliffs between Wu and Wei, and the Battle of Yiling between Wu and Shu. In addition, in the course of his creative work in military theory, Mao Zedong also drew on certain operational guidance principles from ancient military classics such as The Art of War — for example, “know the enemy and know yourself, and you will never be defeated in a hundred battles,” “avoid the enemy’s keen edge and strike at his exhaustion and lassitude,” “await the exhausted with one’s own strength at rest,” and “attack where he is unprepared, take him by surprise.” It should be said that Mao Zedong not only absorbed a number of well-known military principles from ancient military writings such as The Art of War, but also, in his style of language, absorbed certain forms of expression found in ancient Chinese military writings. For example, his “sixteen-character formula” [on guerrilla tactics] bears, in its manner of verbal expression, a certain resemblance to the short mnemonic maxims found in ancient military manuals. Of course, even when Mao Zedong cited ancient military principles or battle examples, he always borrowed only their rational core, combining it with the actual conditions of the war at hand to give it new content and new development — never a simple matter of “transplantation” or mechanical copying. Not only that, Mao Zedong also critically absorbed certain military experience and military-theoretical achievements summed up by bourgeois military scholars. For instance, on the thesis that war is the continuation of politics, after it was put forward by Clausewitz, Lenin borrowed this thesis, but in citing it, Lenin had already endowed the word “politics” with the connotation of class struggle — reflecting that Lenin’s understanding of this question had already gone well beyond the depth of Clausewitz’s understanding. In expounding this question, Mao Zedong upheld and developed Lenin’s viewpoint, pointing out that politics is bloodless war, and war is bloody politics — thereby giving a further, concrete, and accessible elucidation of the relationship between war and politics. Again, on the question of preserving oneself and annihilating the enemy, Clausewitz held that depriving the enemy of the capacity for resistance is the goal of the act of war; although he, too, touched on the questions of annihilating the enemy’s army and preserving one’s own army, he stressed that the intention of preserving one’s own army had a merely negative purpose. Mao Zedong, on the other hand, on the basis of borrowing this thesis and in light of the characteristics of China’s revolutionary war, gave a dialectical interpretation and application of “preserving oneself, annihilating the enemy,” holding that “preserving oneself, annihilating the enemy” is the basis of all military action. Between preserving oneself and annihilating the enemy, annihilating the enemy is primary and preserving oneself is secondary; only by annihilating the enemy on a large scale can one effectively preserve oneself — and he applied this principle flexibly and skillfully in the practice of directing war.

From this it can be seen that, in the process of founding proletarian military science, the revolutionary leaders of the proletariat both absorbed the outstanding military heritage of humankind and, at the same time, applied it critically. This is just as Marx treated Hegel’s dialectic, which stood on its head: he took its rational kernel and remolded it into a new theoretical form. In this way, proletarian military science became a theory built on the foundation of the achievements of human civilization — an advanced theory possessing the most vitality, established on the basis of the achievements of human civilization.

5. Proletarian military science is an open, developing theoretical system that is forever full of vigor and vitality

The course of the emergence and development of proletarian military science shows that proletarian military science has never remained at a single level. Viewed in terms of the general laws of the development of things, the development of scientific theory carries the following several implications: First, development cannot depart from its original cognitive foundation and possesses continuity, but this continuity is not a simple repetition of the original understanding — rather, it is a new understanding attained at a higher level. Second, development is the product of a given historical environment and material conditions; it is able both to guide reality and to put forward rational understanding consistent with the laws of development, possessing universal guiding significance. Third, the process of development has distinct stages, whose most important feature is innovation. Fourth, development can never come to an end. Since its founding by Marx and Engels, proletarian military science has developed precisely according to this law, and it is precisely this that has enabled it to form the scientific theoretical system it possesses today. From the trajectory of the formation and development of proletarian military science, two further notable features can be seen: First, the development of proletarian military science has taken the characteristics of the times and the specific national conditions and military conditions faced by the proletariat of each country as its practical foundation. Whenever proletarian revolutionary leaders studied military questions and put forward military-theoretical viewpoints, it was always in order to guide the practice of the proletariat’s revolutionary war of that time; in the process of combining the general principles of proletarian military science with the practice of each country’s proletarian revolutionary struggle, they achieved a high degree of unity between subjective guidance and objective reality. Second, the development of proletarian military science has kept pace with the historical process of the proletariat’s military struggle. The development of the proletariat’s military struggle constantly raised new questions; in order to guide new practice, the revolutionary leaders of the proletariat did not proceed from dogma or from the letter of texts, nor did they cling rigidly to original theories and conclusions, but instead continually explored and innovated on the foundation of the original theory, continually achieving new breakthroughs and new development, thereby achieving a high degree of unity between the development of theory and the historical process of military struggle. As Marx and Engels said: “The true content of every epoch-making system is…formed out of the needs of the age in which that system arose.”8 Proletarian military science with Chinese characteristics — Mao Zedong’s military thought — is precisely the systematic military-scientific theory that Mao Zedong formed and developed by flexibly applying the universal principles of Marxism-Leninism to China’s revolutionary war, in the practice of resolving the actual problems of China’s revolutionary war. On the basis of fully affirming and upholding the guiding status of Mao Zedong’s military thought, Deng Xiaoping, in the great practice of our country’s new era, giving full consideration to the trend of the contemporary international strategic pattern and to our country’s surrounding security environment, and in response to changes in the principal contradiction in our country’s socialist construction and national defense construction, resolutely made modernization the primary condition for resolving both international and domestic problems, carried out many major reforms in the fields of national defense and army building, and, on this foundation, made new theoretical generalizations, forming Deng Xiaoping’s military theory of the new era — which likewise possesses these same characteristics. It can thus be seen that proletarian military science is an open, continually developing science; its formation and development have not exhausted the truth, but rather have laid a solid foundation for the further development of truth and pointed the direction for its continued development. This is both one of the outstanding distinguishing features of proletarian military science, and the fundamental guarantee that enables proletarian military science to continually develop and remain forever full of vitality.
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II. The Formation and Development of Proletarian Military Science

War is a special social phenomenon that emerged when human society had developed to a certain historical stage; it is the practical foundation for the formation of military science and the driving force for its development. In the long river of human history, war has unfolded and developed continuously, and the military science produced on the foundation of the practice of war has, along with it, continually grown richer, developed, and become more perfected. Marx had a famous saying: every principle has the century in which it appears. The emergence, formation, and development of proletarian military science naturally also has its historical conditions and social roots. In modern times, the development of capitalism gave rise to a great proletariat. By the 1830s, this class had already become an independent revolutionary class and stepped onto the stage of history. After this, the proletariat, in an increasingly organized way, waged sharp struggles of various forms against the bourgeoisie, among which the armed struggle waged to achieve its political aims was the most prominent and the most intense. Through the forms of countless armed uprisings and revolutionary wars, this struggle enabled the proletariat to win political power in many countries and to establish its own rule. In the course of its struggle to win its own liberation, and in the long years of struggle against the bourgeoisie, the proletariat conscientiously summed up the experience and lessons of armed uprising and revolutionary war, absorbed the positive achievements in the history of the development of military science, and gradually founded and formed a military theory possessing the characteristics of its own class, capable of reflecting its own fundamental interests, and suited to the needs of the practice of its own class’s armed struggle — proletarian military science. It can thus be seen that proletarian military science is both a product of the times and of historical development, and the crystallization of the practical experience of the proletariat’s revolutionary struggle. Proletarian military science, whose basic content is Marxist-Leninist military theory, Mao Zedong’s military thought, and Deng Xiaoping’s military theory of the new era, has, in its emergence, formation, and development, mainly gone through the following stages.


(1) Marx and Engels founded Marxist military theory, laying the foundation for proletarian military science. Proletarian military science was preliminarily established

In response to the actual needs of social and historical development and of the proletariat’s revolutionary struggle, Marx and Engels took up the great task of founding the proletariat’s revolutionary theory. While founding Marxist philosophy, political economy, and scientific socialism, they also founded a brand-new Marxist military theory, laying a solid foundation for the emergence and formation of proletarian military science.

1. In founding the doctrine of proletarian revolution, Marx and Engels simultaneously laid the basic theoretical principles and the foundation in worldview and methodology for founding Marxist military theory

The era in which Marx and Engels lived was an era in which the proletariat grew from small to large, from weak to strong, and gradually developed into an independent political force. In the 1830s and 1840s, as the inherent contradictions of the capitalist mode of production deepened and developed, the struggle between the two great antagonistic classes — the proletariat and the bourgeoisie — grew increasingly sharp. In its early period of development, the proletariat had joined together with the bourgeoisie in waging a great deal of struggle against feudal despotism, but after the bourgeoisie’s victory, the working class and the broad laboring people remained oppressed and exploited, and their political status and economic conditions underwent no fundamental change. In order to win its own rights and liberation, the proletariat began, in an independent posture, to launch its first attacks on the bourgeoisie. The proletariat not only held strikes and organized trade unions, demanding improvement in its economic conditions, but also bravely staged armed uprisings, clearly advancing the political demand of abolishing private ownership, and turning from spontaneous economic struggle to conscious political struggle. During this period there erupted a number of early workers’ uprisings, the more famous of which include the following: In 1831, the workers of Lyon, France, in order to win political rights and improve wages and living conditions, held a strike demonstration in November; when the army and police suppressed it, the workers fought back against the capitalists and the government with armed struggle, and, after three days of valiant fighting, defeated the government troops, occupied the city of Lyon, and established a workers’ committee. In 1834 the workers of Lyon, France, again staged a second uprising, in which the rebel workers put forward such political slogans as “Fight for a Democratic Republic” and “The workers’ cause is the cause of all mankind.” In Britain, in 1832, after the British working class had been deceived by the bourgeoisie’s parliamentary reform and after workers’ strikes and trade-union movements had been suppressed, workers gradually came to realize that it was not enough for the working class to wage economic struggle alone — it must also wage independent political struggle. To this end, beginning in 1838, the British working class, aiming to win universal suffrage and raise workers’ wages, waged the nationwide Chartist movement, lasting as long as ten years and drawing in millions of workers and laboring people; this movement had a great impact at the time. In 1844, the weavers of Silesia in Germany also rose in revolt against exploitation by the capitalists and against a society based on private ownership. Because, at the time, the working class was not yet politically mature, and because it lacked a scientific revolutionary theory to arm and guide it, and moreover had no advanced political party to lead the revolutionary struggle, these uprisings all ended in failure. Nevertheless, they showed that, from this time on, the proletariat had already begun to become aware of its own existence and its role in society, reflecting that the struggle between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie had begun to rise to the position of the principal contradiction, and showing that the consciousness of the proletariat was rising — the working class, having gone “from a class in itself to a class for itself,” had already become an independent political force that had stepped onto the stage of history, becoming the main force resisting the exploitation and political rule of the bourgeoisie. Marx and Engels paid extremely close attention to, and supported, these early workers’ uprisings, and highly praised the fighting spirit of the working class.

After conscientiously summing up the history of the development of human society and the experience and lessons of the struggle of the working class in the advanced countries of Europe, Marx and Engels saw that, lacking the leadership of an advanced revolutionary party and lacking the guidance of scientific revolutionary theory, with an unclear understanding of the goals and historical mission of its own struggle, the proletariat would find it very difficult to make its revolution succeed. Therefore, in order to guide the struggle of the proletariat, in the course of struggle against various schools of thought such as utopian socialism, Marx and Engels founded the theory of scientific socialism. The publication of The Communist Manifesto in February 1848 marked the birth of scientific communism. The Communist Manifesto clearly pointed out that the aim of the Communists is precisely to use violence to overthrow the entire existing social system, in order to establish the rule of the proletariat itself. To this end, the working class must study military affairs and master the laws of armed struggle. Although, owing to the needs of the proletarian revolutionary struggle of the time, Marx Although, owing to the needs of the proletarian revolutionary struggle of the time, Marx and Engels could not devote their principal energies to studying military questions, the basic theoretical principles of Marxism that they jointly founded — especially the principle, expounded in The Communist Manifesto, of the relationship between war and class antagonism, and of the proletariat practicing violent revolution in its struggle to overthrow the bourgeoisie — became an important starting point for the emergence and formation of Marxist military theory, and laid the basic theoretical principles and the foundation in worldview and methodology for its further development thereafter.

2. In order to meet the needs of the proletarian revolutionary struggle, Marx and Engels began comprehensively studying military questions, and preliminarily established the scientific system of Marxist military theory

In 1848–1849, Europe erupted in the bourgeois-democratic revolution that was, up to that point in modern history, the largest in scale and broadest in scope. The proletariat, as an independent political force, threw itself into the tide of this revolution, displaying not only a high degree of revolutionary enthusiasm and heroic spirit in the struggle against feudal forces, but also, in some countries, independently staging armed uprisings, putting forward the slogan of establishing a “democratic and social republic” — that is, a “workers’ government” — criticizing the bourgeoisie’s betrayal and treachery toward the revolution, and waging bloody struggle against the bourgeoisie.

The objective circumstances of the developing revolution impelled Marx and Engels to pay ever greater attention to military questions. In May 1849, Engels personally took part in the ranks of the German popular armed uprising, organizing a company of sapper-engineers in Elberfeld, leading the construction of defensive works, taking part in the military council of the Committee of Public Safety formed by the petty-bourgeois democrats, and putting forward a number of important proposals, earning the high trust and praise of the armed workers and volunteer troops. On June 13 of that year, at Kaiserslautern in the Palatinate, Engels formally joined the volunteer corps led by August Willich, a member of the Communist League, and served as his adjutant. In the Baden-Palatinate uprising, Engels took part in four engagements. In a letter to Jakob Schabelitz dated August 24, 1849, he wrote: “I was sometimes at headquarters, sometimes at the front, but always in communication with the supreme command, frequently in touch with Dessauer (who, acting as ‘red envoy,’ pushed the government forward); I took part in every engagement, and finally, at the battle of Rastatt, had occasion to see a great deal and to learn a great deal.”9 All those who, in the midst of the flames of war,

Marx and Engels made a theoretical analysis and summation of the experience and lessons of the European revolution of 1848–1849. In such works as The Defeat of the Piedmontese, Address of the Central Committee to the Communist League, The Class Struggles in France, 1848 to 1850, Possibility and Prospects of a War of the Holy Alliance against France in 1852, Revolution and Counter-Revolution in Germany, and The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, they expounded a number of important principles of Marxist military theory. They pointed out that mass uprising, arming the whole people, organizing guerrilla units everywhere, waging guerrilla war, and waging people’s war are the only method by which a small nation, in the process of winning national independence, can prevail over a large one, and by which a comparatively weak army can resist a comparatively strong and well-organized army. Their discussions of the art of mass armed uprising possess very great military-scientific value. They analyzed the history of the formation and development of the bourgeois military-bureaucratic state machine, and drew the conclusion that proletarian revolution must use violence to smash this machine. To this end, the proletariat must build its own army and, on the material foundation of highly developed productive forces, create its own special new methods of warfare.

In the period from the failure of the European bourgeois-democratic revolution of 1848–1849 to the Paris Commune of 1871, the revolutionary movement was at a low ebb. While organizing and taking part in the activities of the First International, Marx and Engels carried out a great deal of theoretical research work. Military questions were one of their (especially Engels’s) principal subjects of research. They paid close attention to the various wars that occurred in the world during this period, such as the Crimean War of 1853–1856, in which Tsarist Russia fought Britain, France, Turkey, and Sardinia; the great national uprising of the Indian people against British colonial rule in 1857–1859; the war between Italy and France against Austria in 1859; the American Civil War of 1861–1865; and the Taiping Revolution in China; and they wrote a great many commentaries on these wars in a targeted way, analyzing the causes and nature of successive wars, and studying

3. After the defeat of the Paris Commune, Marx and Engels continued their in-depth study of military questions, systematically expounding Marxist military theory

In 1871, in order to preserve its reactionary rule, the French bourgeoisie schemed to disarm the workers and suppress the mass struggle for legitimate rights. In March of that year, the French government of the time opened fire on the people of Paris. The workers and citizens of Paris, together with soldiers who had been won over, joined together, staged a proletarian uprising, occupied the organs of government, and liberated the entire city of Paris. In the flames of armed struggle, the workers of Paris overthrew the rule of the bourgeois- In the flames of armed struggle, the workers of Paris overthrew the rule of the bourgeoisie, established the Paris Commune, founded the first proletarian political power in human history, and for the first time sounded the death knell of capitalism. This was a feat of great historic significance for the proletariat, an epoch-making event.

During the Paris Commune uprising, Marx and Engels closely followed every step of the revolutionary struggle of the Paris proletariat. In September 1870, Marx believed that conditions for revolution in France were not yet ripe, and did not favor launching an armed uprising immediately. However, once the revolutionary situation changed and the Paris proletariat took up arms to fight, Marx immediately gave unconditional support to the Communards, standing with them without hesitation, and warmly praised the spirit of the Paris proletariat in daring to struggle and daring to win. In a letter to Kugelmann dated April 12, Marx wrote: “What elasticity, what historical initiative, what a capacity for sacrifice in these Parisians!… History has no like example of a like greatness!”10 During the seventy-two days of the Commune’s existence, Marx and Engels repeatedly published articles and delivered reports, and wrote hundreds of letters, explaining the truth of the Paris revolution to the peoples of the world and to members of the International, refuting the slanders of the bourgeois governments, expounding the international significance of the Paris Commune, calling on the working classes of Britain, Germany, Austria, the United States, and other countries to take active action, launching demonstrations, and giving spiritual and material support to the “Parisians storming heaven.” They also relayed, to Commune members they knew, the proposals they had discussed, guiding the work of the Paris Commune. Although the Paris Commune was defeated, Marx and Engels drew inspiration and encouragement from it. They conscientiously summed up the revolutionary experience of the Paris Commune, further clarifying, in theory, the necessity for the proletariat to smash the old, reactionary state machine, and demonstrating the principle that the working class, in order to win political power, must have its own armed force and must use revolutionary violence — thereby enriching the doctrine of proletarian revolution and the dictatorship of the proletariat.

After the defeat of the Paris Commune, “free” capitalism in Europe began to make the transition to monopoly capitalism; the capitalist powers everywhere contended for raw materials and markets, seized colonies, and monopolized the world economy, and the capitalist system became an obstacle to the further development of the productive forces. The bourgeoisie, from being a rising, progressive class, turned into a declining, reactionary class. In order to

On strategy and tactics, Marx and Engels revealed the relationship between methods of warfare and objective material conditions, discussed the relationship between the development and change of strategy and tactics and social and economic conditions and social and political systems, and expounded many well-known principles of strategy and tactics, such as active defense, concentration of forces, seizing the initiative, holding reserves in hand, and rapid mobility.

In studying the wars and armed uprisings of their time, Marx and Engels touched upon an extremely broad range of military-theoretical questions; they also discussed military history, the history of war, the history of the development of armies, the history of military technology, the history of tactics, the history of the development of the various arms and services, military geography, and the influence of weather on operations, among other topics. Marxist military theory is the expression, in the military sphere, of the proletariat’s worldview and methodology. Its emergence provided the proletariat with a sharp weapon for waging military struggle, and laid a solid foundation for the emergence, formation, and development of proletarian military science.



(2) Lenin and Stalin developed Marxist military theory in both theory and practice, making important contributions to enriching and developing proletarian military science. The theoretical form of proletarian military science basically took shape

After proletarian military science was founded and laid on its foundations by Marx and Engels, it was not only comprehensively inherited and put into actual practice by Lenin and Stalin, but was also enriched, filled out, and developed by them.

The historical era in which Lenin and Stalin lived differed from that of Marx and Engels. At the turn of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, tremendous changes took place in the economics and politics of the capitalist countries; the various contradictions of imperialism had already been fully exposed and were becoming increasingly acute, while at the same time the proletariat was becoming ever more awakened and powerful; the world entered a new era — the era of imperialism and proletarian revolution. In this era, the contradictions between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie, between one imperialist power and another, and between imperialism and the colonies and semi-colonies, all grew increasingly sharp. The fierce struggle of these three great contradictions filled this era with revolution and war. At that time, the foremost and most pressing task facing proletarian revolution was to seize political power through violent revolution and to consolidate the power thus won. Under this overarching task, the main problems the proletariat had to resolve in theory and practice were how to carry out violent revolution and armed uprising, how to oppose and deal with imperialist war, how to persist in and wage revolutionary war, and how to found a powerful proletarian army, among others. Lenin and Stalin scientifically resolved the above problems in both theory and practice, making an important contribution to further perfecting and developing Marxist military theory, and, on this foundation, formed Marxist-Leninist military theory, advancing the proletarian military science founded by Marx and Engels to a new stage.

1. Lenin and Stalin actively explored questions of strategy and tactics for proletarian revolution, and, during the period of Russia’s first revolutionary high tide, led the Russian proletariat in beginning to embark on the road of armed struggle At the turn of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, world capitalism had already developed into the stage of imperialism. Owing to the unevenness of capitalist development, the late-developing imperialist powers — Germany, the United States, and Japan — grew ambitious, demanding a redivision of the colonies held by the older imperialist powers, and a war among the imperialist powers to carve up spheres of influence in the world began. In 1904–1905, Japan and Tsarist Russia fought the Russo-Japanese War over Port Arthur in China and control of China’s Northeast as their sphere of influence. Because Tsarist Russia was a military-feudal imperialist state, the manifold exploitation and oppression by landlords, capitalists, foreign capital, and national oppression caused every kind of social contradiction to become unprecedentedly sharp, making Russia the focal point of every contradiction and struggle of imperialism, and the center of the world revolutionary movement. In 1905–1907, Russia erupted into a nationwide strike movement and uprisings in Moscow and other places; Lenin and Stalin took part in and led this revolution. This revolution, “in its social content, was a bourgeois-democratic revolution, but in its methods of struggle it was a proletarian revolution.”11 The Russian revolution of 1905 brought to a close the “peaceful” period of development that had prevailed domestically since 1872; it marked a new stage in the development of the workers’ movements of various countries and the national-democratic movements of oppressed nations, and marked the beginning of a new period of direct proletarian revolution. This Russian revolution dealt a heavy blow to the Tsarist autocratic system, thoroughly exposing the counter-revolutionary face of the bourgeoisie. It was the general rehearsal for the October Revolution of 1917. This revolution awakened the revolutionary movement of Asia; thereafter, a revolutionary tide against imperialism and domestic feudal rule surged up everywhere across the countries of Asia, and the national movement entered a new period of broad development. It further propelled the revolution of the Western proletariat, making the proletarian revolutionary movement the most powerful revolutionary storm of the age of imperialism, shaking the imperialist world system to its foundations.

In the late nineteenth century, when the center of the world workers’ movement began to shift from Western Europe eastward, toward Russia, Lenin and Stalin were already engaged in secret revolutionary activity, propagating Marxism, building the organization of the Social-Democratic Party, and taking part in the international activities of Marxists. During Russia’s first revolutionary period, they further explored and put into practice questions of the strategy and tactics of proletarian revolution and of armed uprising, carrying out arduous work and struggle in order to oppose every form of opportunism and to organize and lead the popular masses in waging democratic revolution. Lenin

First, they clearly revealed the question of the roots of war in class society. Lenin repeatedly pointed out that, in class society, “war has always and everywhere been started by exploiting, ruling, and oppressive classes,” and that “as long as society is divided into classes, as long as man exploits man, war is inevitable.”12

Second, they were the first to issue the militant call to prepare for armed uprising within the party’s actual work, holding that the most active measures must be taken to arm the proletariat, and that a plan for armed uprising and for the direct leadership of armed uprising must be formulated.

Third, they stressed the importance of studying military theory, holding that, as the revolutionary situation developed, military questions must be placed in the first rank, and calling for research into military questions and for making the popular masses familiar with military matters to be put on the agenda. They emphasized that, in order actually to prepare for armed uprising, work must immediately be taken up on every front, and that, on the theoretical front, this meant studying military science and acquiring military knowledge.

Fourth, they gave a preliminary exposition of the necessity of building a revolutionary army, holding that “a revolutionary army is necessary for waging military struggle and for exercising military leadership over the popular masses, in order to deal with the remnants of the armed forces of the autocratic system.” They clearly pointed out: “A revolutionary army is necessary because

Fifth, they fully affirmed Engels’s view that technology determines tactics, stressing the great role of technical equipment for army building and combat operations. They pointed out: “As military technology changes, the methods of street fighting are also changing, and must change.”13 One should not be satisfied merely with the old, effective method of building and defending street barricades, forgetting the latest advances in military technology.

Sixth, they inherited and developed Marx and Engels’s theory of armed uprising. They acknowledged that “insurrection is an art,” and that “the chief rule of this art is a bold, resolute, and unhesitating offensive.”14 They pointed out that “vacillation, quarreling, procrastination, and indecision would ruin the cause of the uprising,” and stressed that “unified leadership and swift, resolute action are extremely important.”15

The above six points basically reflect Lenin’s military thought in the early period of the Russian revolution, showing that Lenin already had a deep grounding in military affairs at that time, and laying a solid foundation for the victory he would later achieve in leading the October Revolution.

2. During the period of the First World War, Lenin and Stalin upheld and developed Marxist military theory, and led the military struggle of the Russian and the world proletariat with outstanding effect

At the beginning of the twentieth century, owing to the unevenness of economic and political development among the imperialist powers, and the struggle among them to contend for markets, sources of raw materials, and fields of investment, two hostile imperialist military blocs took shape on the European continent: the Central Powers, represented by Germany, Austria, and Italy, and the Entente, represented by Britain, France, and Russia. From 1914 to 1918, in order to redivide the world, the two great military blocs

After the outbreak of the First World War, the ruling classes of all the belligerent countries each claimed that the war they were waging was to “defend the fatherland,” “save the nation,” and “safeguard civilization.” The so-called leaders of the Second International followed the various countries’ bourgeois parties in supporting the imperialist war. By this time, the Second International was no longer a revolutionary organization of the international working class; it had degenerated into a chauvinist bloc that assisted the bourgeois governments of the various countries in slaughtering one another, becoming a tool of the bourgeoisie. Lenin held high the banner of Marxism and waged resolute struggle against the opportunism, revisionism, and chauvinist betrayal of the Second International. As early as the Seventh Congress of the Second International, held in Stuttgart, Germany, in 1907, Lenin firmly opposed the opportunism of the Second International. On the question of the theory of war, Lenin struggled against the semi-anarchist viewpoint of Hervé of France, who opposed all war, pointing out that Hervé did not understand that war is the inevitable product of capitalism, and that the outcome of a war depends on its nature. At the congress, Lenin also criticized the opportunist viewpoint of the German Social Democrat Bebel, who proposed that socialists, in an imperialist war, should stand with their own country’s bourgeoisie and take part in “defensive” war in order to “defend the fatherland.” In the First World War, the right-wing socialists not only served as accomplices of imperialism at home, but also carried out large-scale propaganda campaigns abroad, luring the proletariat into shedding its blood and sacrificing its life for imperialist war. In order to correct the errors of the “Left,” to expose the treacherous conduct of the leaders of the Second International in selling out the interests of the working class and serving as tools of the bourgeois governments, to clarify the confusion in the theory of war, and to guide the direction of the Russian and international workers’ movement, Lenin, while actively organizing the activities of the international workers’ movement and mobilizing the working class and popular masses of the whole world to oppose the imperialist war, published many articles on war and politics, war and peace, and the strategy and tactics of proletarian revolution. Examples include the special report on “The Proletariat and War,” and such works as Socialism and War, On the Junius Pamphlet, The Military Programme of the Proletarian Revolution, and War and Revolution. During this period Stalin also published such works as On War and On the Conditions for Victory of the Russian Revolution. In these works, Lenin and Stalin mercilessly exposed the true essence of imperialist war, comprehensively expounded the tasks facing the Russian and world proletariat, and put forward a strategy for dealing with the imperialist powers. and put forward important military-theoretical viewpoints suited to the needs of the proletarian revolutionary struggle of the time, thereby upholding and developing Marxist military theory in practice.

First, they further expounded the roots and essence of war in the era of imperialism and proletarian revolution, putting forward the famous thesis that “modern war arises from imperialism.” Lenin pointed out that, once capitalism had developed to imperialism, its highest stage, the development of social productive forces and the growth of capital had already outgrown the narrow confines of the individual nation-state. Therefore, the great powers strove to enslave other nations and to seize colonies in order to obtain sources of raw materials and outlets for capital export. The entire world was fused into a single economic organism, and the entire world had been divided up among a tiny handful of great powers. “Under such conditions, imperialist wars, that is, wars waged to contend for world hegemony, to contend for markets for finance capital or for raw materials, etc., are inevitable.”16 Lenin stressed that, in the age when capitalism has developed into imperialism, “war is not accidental, nor is it a ‘sin’ as the Christian priests believe (who preach patriotism, philanthropy and peace no whit less zealously than the opportunists), but is an inevitable stage of capitalism, just as legitimate a form of capitalist life as peace is.”17 It arises from the very essence of imperialism. In this sense, imperialism is war. Lenin held that the essence of war lies in the intrinsic connections among war’s manifold factors, chiefly referring to the connections between war and politics and between war and economics; and fundamentally speaking, this is the relationship between war and politics. Lenin repeatedly quoted Clausewitz’s famous dictum, pointing out that war is the continuation of politics by other means, and that war is politics “with the sword instead of the pen.”

Second, he pointed out the importance of distinguishing the nature of war, put forward the basic method for distinguishing the nature of war, arrived at the correct conclusion that the First World War was an imperialist war, and put forward the attitude the proletariat should take toward various types of war. Lenin stressed that clarifying the nature of a war is the necessary precondition for Marxists in determining their attitude toward that war. Following Marx and Engels’s division of wars into “defensive wars” and “wars of plunder,”

Third, he put forward the strategic idea of “turning the present imperialist war into a civil war,” issuing the call that “the wartime revolution is the civil war.” He pointed out that turning the present imperialist war into a civil war is the only correct slogan for the proletariat. “In an era of war, there is no way to oppose the thoroughly reactionary, criminal bourgeoisie, which is inflicting untold calamities upon the people, without waging civil war against it.”18 To this end, Lenin and Stalin actively led the organization and preparation of the Russian proletariat’s civil revolutionary war. Lenin’s theory of turning imperialist war into civil war and of hastening the military defeat of one’s own government, together with the great amount of propaganda and organizational work he carried out to this end, powerfully exposed the mistaken views and treacherous conduct of the leaders of Second International opportunism on military questions, and played an evident role in spurring on the working class of the belligerent countries — especially the revolutionary struggle of the Russian and German working classes — to rise up against the war.

In addition, during this period Lenin and Stalin also made a series of important statements on such questions as the necessity for the proletariat to take hold of armaments, the expropriation of the arms of the bourgeoisie and the elimination of war, and how to bring the world war then underway to an end. Their comprehensive exposition of the view of war — in particular, their theory of the roots and nature of modern war, and their strategy of turning imperialist war into civil war — represent, in new historical

3. Lenin and Stalin successfully applied Marxist military theory to the practice of the Russian proletariat’s revolutionary armed struggle, winning the great victory of the October Socialist Revolution, and developing Marxist military theory in the course of struggle

Russia’s participation in the First World War produced extreme chaos in the national economy, giving rise to the most serious political and economic crisis. Owing to the corruption of the Tsarist system, the Russian army suffered repeated defeats, and millions upon millions of the popular masses suffered the calamities of war. These circumstances aroused intense discontent among the popular masses. In early 1917, demonstrations and strikes broke out continually in Petrograd, Moscow, and other places. On the foundation of the masses’ already-awakened consciousness, on February 26 by the Russian calendar (March 11 by the Gregorian calendar), the Bolsheviks called for a general uprising, overthrowing Tsarist rule and establishing a provisional government, ending the three-hundred-year autocratic rule of the Romanov dynasty over Russia. However, leadership of the provisional government was seized by the Mensheviks and the Socialist Revolutionaries. Bourgeois parties and the petty-bourgeois Socialist Revolutionary Party also joined the provisional government, which in fact became a bourgeois government. Lenin and Stalin held that the February Revolution had fundamentally changed conditions within the country and had completed the bourgeois-democratic revolution; the working class must now be guided to complete the second transition of the revolution, transferring political power into the hands of the proletariat and the poor peasantry. Under the leadership of Lenin and Stalin, the Russian revolution surged up anew, giving rise to discontent and indignation toward the bourgeois government; in June and July, workers and soldiers held demonstrations throughout the country. As the revolutionary situation developed further and the conditions for proletarian revolution matured, the Bolshevik Party, headed by Lenin, formulated a new strategy of struggle and a policy of armed uprising, and, on October 25 by the Russian calendar (November 7 by the Gregorian calendar), led the armed uprising in Petrograd, overthrowing the Kerensky provisional government, seizing political power, and establishing the world’s first socialist state, opening a new epoch in human history. The victory of the October Revolution greatly inspired the revolutionary morale of the international proletariat, advancing the decisive battle between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie to a new stage. Under the influence of the October Socialist Revolution, in 1918–1919, Germany, Austria, Hungary, Poland, Czechoslovakia, and other countries carried out Soviet-style revolutionary movements. In order to meet the new revolutionary high tide, and to restore the ties among the workers’ parties of various countries, the Third International was established in 1919 under Lenin’s leadership, taking up the historic responsibility of guiding the international proletarian revolutionary movement of the time. Beginning in 1924, China too carried out a series of revolutionary wars. The Chinese Communists, represented by Mao Zedong, integrated Marxism-Leninism with the concrete realities of the Chinese revolution, and, after leading the Chinese people through more than twenty years of arduous struggle, finally won victory in the revolution and established a socialist state. In other regions as well, the democratic movements and national-liberation movements of oppressed peoples surged forward vigorously.

The victory of the October Socialist Revolution dealt a heavy blow to imperialism, opportunism, and Russian reactionary forces, arousing their hatred and hostility. From 1918 to 1920, imperialism and Russian reactionary forces jointly launched a war against Soviet power, and Lenin and Stalin led the workers, peasants, and intellectuals of the Soviet Union in resolute counterattack. They personally organized and directed many important campaigns and battles, smashing the armed intervention of fourteen imperialist powers and the rebellion of domestic counter-revolutionaries, defeating enemies both at home and abroad, defending the young Soviet republic, and, in the course of the war, building a proletarian army. Lenin and Stalin not only accumulated experience in leading and directing war, but also accumulated valuable experience in building a proletarian army. During this period, in order to guide the revolutionary war then under way, Lenin published such military-related works as The Socialist Fatherland Is in Danger, Everyone Out to Fight Denikin, and A Letter to the Workers and Peasants Apropos of the Victory over Kolchak. Stalin published many works, including Speech on Military Questions at the Eighth Congress of the Russian Communist Party (Bolsheviks), The Southern Front, and The New Entente Offensive Against Russia, giving important expositions of such questions as the nature of war, army building, people’s war, and methods of operations. Not long after the end of the Soviet Civil War, Lenin died in 1924. Stalin continued to lead the Third International, waging resolute struggle against the opportunism that opposed Leninism, defending Leninism, and giving powerful support to the proletarian revolution of that time and to the democratic revolutions of the oppressed nations of the East, including China.

In the course of leading this revolutionary armed uprising — and especially in the war of resistance against foreign aggression during the founding period of the Soviet republic — in order to guarantee the development of Soviet power and to win victory in the armed struggle, Lenin and Stalin formulated military policy, exercised strategic leadership, and engaged in intense military activity. First, Lenin, at the very outset of the October Revolution, on two separate occasions personally made personally made major strategic decisions. One was the decision to launch the armed uprising and the choice of its timing; the other was the timely signing of the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk. Practice has proven that these two correct strategic decisions, made by Lenin at critical moments of the Russian armed struggle, played a decisive role in ensuring the victory of the October Revolution. Second, after the success of the October Revolution, in the face of the combined offensive of imperialism and domestic counter-revolutionary forces, Lenin and Stalin led the Bolshevik Party and the newborn Soviet government in victoriously smashing the armed intervention of imperialism and the armed offensive of domestic counter-revolutionary forces, defending the newborn Soviet regime. In this armed struggle, on which the very survival of the newborn Soviet regime depended, Lenin and Stalin exercised highly effective strategic leadership, putting forward, for the first time, clear and concrete principles and requirements for building a new-type proletarian revolutionary army. These principles and requirements can be summarized under the following main headings:

First, they clarified the historical mission of this new-type army. They pointed out that the historical mission of this army was to defend the fruits of revolution, to defend the political power of the people, and to defend a genuinely democratic new system. Its task was to repel every enemy offensive and defeat every enemy who sought, by whatever means, to annihilate the revolutionary people. In accordance with Lenin’s instructions, the Council of People’s Commissars of the Soviet Union at that time, in its decree establishing the Worker-Peasant Red Army, clearly stated: “When power passes into the hands of the working and exploited classes, the necessity arises to establish a new army. This army will be the bulwark of Soviet power.”19

Second, they stressed the leading role of the Party in army work. They pointed out that the reason a worker-peasant armed force, built up from nothing and grown from small to large, could be strong, resilient, and unfailingly victorious, and could gloriously accomplish its historical mission, lay in the correct leadership of the Bolshevik Party. They held that only by strengthening the Party’s concrete leadership and organizational work could a solid foundation be laid for building the Red Army.

Third, they set out the guiding thought for educating this new-type army. Lenin held that, in order for the worker-peasant armed force to become a tool for defending the laboring people and suppressing the exploiters, its members had to possess proletarian revolutionary consciousness. Without the guidance of revolutionary thought, it would be impossible to produce a revolutionary

Fourth, they formulated a class line for organizing the new-type army. They pointed out that, with the birth of this new-type army, the social composition of the armed forces would necessarily change. The new worker-peasant armed force must “be composed of the best elements,” “composed of class-conscious peasants and workers.”20 “This armed force is not divorced from the people, as the old standing armies were, but is most closely bound up with the people.”21 On this basis, the Eighth Congress of the Bolshevik Party, in its Party program and its resolutions on military questions, proposed that the Worker-Peasant Red Army, as an instrument of the dictatorship of the proletariat, should possess an openly declared class character; recruitment should draw from workers and laboring peasants, and political leadership over the army should belong to the working class, with the Communist Party at its head.

Fifth, they set out disciplinary requirements for the new-type army. They pointed out that war is war: it demands iron discipline; to fight a life-and-death struggle against a powerful enemy requires the disciplined, unified step of a proletarian iron army, and therefore the army must have the strictest discipline. They also stressed that any act contrary to discipline and to the spirit of a revolutionary army must be punished.

Sixth, they promptly steered army building onto the track of regularization. Lenin held that, as the military situation developed and the needs of revolutionary war grew, a worker-peasant armed force based on a system of volunteer service must develop into a large-scale regular army based on a system of compulsory service. To this end, Lenin stressed that, on the one hand, it was necessary to accelerate the training of Red commanders from among workers, peasants, and soldiers, while at the same time making rational use of old military specialists, so as to ensure that the Red Army could fulfill its historical mission and the arduous tasks entrusted to it by the revolution.

Seventh, they called for the army to adopt the principle of one-man command as its leadership principle. They held that “once the organizational form has been determined and is relatively stable, actual work requires that the system of one-man management be adopted.” They also stressed that “this system best guarantees the most rational use of manpower

Eighth, they called on the army to remain ready at all times and to maintain defensive capability. After defeating the encirclement and attack of fourteen imperialist powers and turning to economic construction, Lenin still repeatedly stressed that the Soviet republic continued to “exist surrounded by imperialist powers filled with insane hatred toward it,” and that “there is a danger of invasion at any time”; therefore, “we must be extremely, extremely cautious on this question.”[^32] He called on the entire people and the Red Army to remain ready at all times, and to cherish the country’s and the Red Army’s defensive capacity as one cherishes the pupil of one’s eye.

The principles and requirements set out above were put forward by Lenin under the specific historical conditions of the time, and basically reflect his thinking on founding a new-type proletarian revolutionary army. In addition, during this period, while repeatedly stressing the importance of building a new-type proletarian revolutionary army and its basic principles and requirements, Lenin also highly valued the important role played by economic factors and morale factors in winning victory in war and consolidating state power. Stalin, as a proletarian revolutionary and military figure of the same era as Lenin, assisted Lenin in successfully organizing and leading the October Socialist Revolution, and, after Lenin’s death in 1924, took on, in full, the heavy responsibility of leading the Soviet Communist Party, the Soviet state, and the building of the armed forces, making, in the course of long military-practical activity, an important contribution to the founding and development of Lenin’s military theory.

4. In the course of leading the Soviet Union’s great Patriotic War to great victory, Stalin inherited and developed Lenin’s military theory, advancing Marxist military theory to a brand-new stage under the new historical conditions

At the end of the 1920s and the beginning of the 1930s, owing to the operation of the law of uneven economic and political development under capitalism, as Germany, Italy, Japan, and other countries recovered and strengthened their power, calls for a redivision of the world grew increasingly loud; especially after the outbreak of the severe economic crisis that swept the capitalist world, every basic contradiction of the imperialist system sharpened anew, and imperialist contradictions among the imperialist powers intensified further. In order to escape economic, political, and social crisis and to avoid the collapse of capitalism, Germany, Italy, and Japan, having gained a relative advantage in military strength and seeing no hope of a peaceful redivision of the world, set out on the road of using armed force to redivide the world anew. In September 1939, fascist Germany invaded Poland, touching off the Second World War. On June 22, 1941, Hitler broke faith and treacherously launched an attack on the Soviet Union. In the Second World War, Stalin led the Soviet people through four years of the great Patriotic War, winning the great victory of the anti-fascist war. During the war, Stalin, as supreme commander, led the entire war from beginning to end. On the one hand, he actively built the international united front, using the strength of the international united front to struggle against the enemy; on the other hand, he lost no opportunity to strengthen the building of the Soviet Red Army, organizing and directing the armed forces and people of the entire country in a baptism of fire, ultimately winning the great victory of the Patriotic War. Stalin personally organized and directed many major campaigns, accumulating rich experience of war. In this series of military-practical activities, Stalin inherited and put into practice Marxist-Leninist military theory, conscientiously summed up and generalized fresh experience of war, put forward and expounded many important military-theoretical principles, and further enriched and developed the Marxist-Leninist theory of war and of the army. These military theories of Stalin’s are fully reflected in his series of military writings, and are likewise reflected in the various regulations, field manuals, and directives that he led in compiling, and are embodied in the practice of his decades of leading military construction and directing war.

In the doctrine of war, the doctrine of army building, and the theory of strategy and tactics, Stalin not only inherited and developed Marxist-Leninist military theory, but also concentrated the combat experience and collective wisdom of the commanders and fighters of the Soviet Red Army at large, thereby forming a relatively systematic military-theoretical system.

First, he inherited and developed the Marxist-Leninist doctrine of war, violent revolution, and armed uprising. Stalin systematically expounded the emergence and elimination of war, the relationship between war and economics and between war and politics, the nature of war and the attitude to be taken toward it, and the theory and strategy of the proletariat on questions of war and revolution; in particular, he made a profound analysis of the various contradictions of imperialism and of the profound roots of modern war determined thereby, and put forward and expounded such matters as the solidity of the rear, the morale of the troops, the quantity and quality of divisions, and the equipment of the army and the organizational and command ability of military commanders, as the constant and stable basic factors determining the fate of war, and profoundly expounded the various necessary conditions for an armed uprising to achieve victory.

Second, he inherited and developed the proletarian doctrine of army building. Stalin had comparatively long practical experience of leading army building; he not only expounded the class essence and characteristics of the army, but also elucidated the army’s historical task and the sources of its strength, while also discussing many important principles of army building — in particular, stressing the important place of consciousness, discipline, technology, and cadres in army building, putting forward the guiding principle of training the army according to the demands of actual combat, and advancing the thinking behind establishing powerful strategic reserves.

Third, he personally took part in leading war and directing operations over a longer period than any previous proletarian revolutionary leader, and his theory of strategy and tactics was correspondingly richer. Such basic ideas as the strategy of active defense, correctly choosing the main direction of attack, concentrating superior forces, encircling and annihilating the enemy’s heavy troop concentrations, coordination among the various armed services and arms, establishing strategic reserves, people’s guerrilla warfare, and flexibly and adaptably applying the principles of strategy and tactics, were all important developments that Stalin made, in practice, to Marxist-Leninist military theory. In addition, Stalin also developed the theory of building and consolidating the national defense of a socialist state while encircled by capitalist powers. He stressed that, in the peaceful environment thus won, the national economy should be developed in a planned way and at high speed, a solid modern national-defense economic foundation should be built, every technical and economic precondition should be created in order to raise national defense capability to the greatest possible extent, the size of the army should be kept streamlined, and the level of the army’s modern equipment should be raised. All of this represented a supplementing, enriching, and developing of Marxist-Leninist military theory, and exerted an important influence on the development of proletarian military science.

To sum up the above: Lenin and Stalin lived in an age of fierce contention among the imperialist powers, of life-and-death struggle between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie, in which proletarian revolution achieved major victories and socialism had already become a reality. In this era, they analyzed the wars of imperialism, summed up the experience of leading the proletariat and revolutionary people in uprising and war, expounded proletarian military theory, founded the first proletarian army, and enriched and developed Marxist military theory in both theory and practice. In the theory of war, Lenin and Stalin revealed the roots and essence of imperialist war, and the means of eliminating war, and further analyzed the mutual relationships between war and politics and between war and economics, elucidating the criteria for distinguishing types of war and the attitude that the proletariat and its political parties should take toward war. They thoroughly analyzed the political essence of the First World War, pointed out the inevitability of imperialist war giving rise to proletarian revolution, and creatively put forward the strategic thinking of “turning the present imperialist war into a civil war,” pointing the way forward for proletarian political parties in leading revolutionary struggle. In the doctrine of the army, they further expounded the class essence and mission of the army, demonstrated the necessity, under new historical conditions, of building a proletarian army, elucidated the basic principles of proletarian army building and a series of measures for raising the army’s combat effectiveness, and founded the first proletarian army, developing the Marxist doctrine of the army in both theory and practice. In the theory of people’s war, they pointed out that the outcome of war is determined by the attitude of the popular masses toward the war, that the atomic bomb cannot determine the fate of war, analyzed the basic factors that constantly play a role in determining the fate of war, and expounded the basic theory of waging an all-people’s war. In the theory of armed uprising, Lenin and Stalin, in light of the concrete circumstances of the Russian revolution, discussed the relationship between armed uprising and violent revolution and war, further elucidated the laws, prerequisites, and conditions of armed uprising, and put forward a series of concrete slogans and measures for armed uprising. On questions of strategy and tactics, Lenin and Stalin inherited and developed what was of value in the work of Marx and Engels and their predecessors, expounded the basic principles of strategy and tactics, made creative applications of such strategic and tactical principles as the concentration of forces, and created methods for conducting operations with large troop formations, greatly enriching the Marxist principles of strategy and tactics.

The inheritance and development of Marxist military theory by Lenin and Stalin under new historical conditions constitutes an important milestone in the history of the development of proletarian military science, and made an important contribution to the enrichment and development of proletarian military science.



(3) Mao Zedong integrated the universal principles of Marxism-Leninism with the practice of China’s revolutionary war, founding Mao Zedong’s military thought and greatly enriching and developing proletarian military science. Proletarian military science reached full maturity

Mao Zedong’s military thought is the military-theoretical system, suited to China’s national conditions, created by the Chinese Communists represented by Mao Zedong in the course of China’s revolutionary war. It is the product of combining the universal principles of Marxism-Leninism with the practice of China’s revolutionary war, a creative and major development of Marxist-Leninist military theory, and proletarian military science imbued with Chinese characteristics. The formation and development of Mao Zedong’s military thought, accompanying the victorious progress of China’s revolutionary war, underwent a historical process of gradual emergence, continuous enrichment, and perfection.

1. From the founding of the Communist Party of China to the period of the First Great Revolution, Mao Zedong’s military thought began to germinate

The period from the founding of the Communist Party of China and the Northern Expedition War of the First KMT-CCP United Front, to the Kuomintang’s betrayal of the revolution in 1927 — that is, the period of the First Great Revolution — was the germinal stage of Mao Zedong’s military thought. During this stage, the Chinese Communists made a series of courageous attempts at revolutionary struggle. Influenced by the October Revolution, Mao Zedong completed his transformation from a radical democrat into a Marxist-Leninist, and put forward a number of correct propositions concerning the Chinese revolution.

The salvo of the October Revolution brought Marxism-Leninism to China, promoting a new awakening among the Chinese people. Many advanced intellectuals began to use the proletarian world outlook of Marxism as a tool for observing and resolving the fate of the nation. Mao Zedong was one of the outstanding representatives of that time. Impelled by the May Fourth Movement, he gradually accepted Marxism’s doctrine of violent revolution, completing his fundamental transformation from a radical democrat into a Marxist, and began to conceive the idea of “transforming China and the world” by the Russian method. During this period, Mao Zedong came to understand that the history of human society is a history of class struggle, that class struggle is the motive force of social development, and gained a preliminary grasp of using the Marxist method to observe and understand and understanding social problems. He not only accepted the core ideas, within Marxist doctrine, of proletarian violent revolution and the dictatorship of the proletariat, but also accepted the Leninist doctrine of party-building. In July 1921, the first Party program adopted by the Communist Party of China stipulated that the revolutionary army must, together with the proletariat, overthrow the political power of the capitalist class until class struggle came to an end — that is, until the class distinctions in society were eliminated; that the private ownership of capitalists must be eliminated, and that machinery, land, factories, and semi-finished products, and other means of production, must be confiscated and turned to public ownership; and it affirmed that the Party’s political aim was to carry out social revolution, “using a revolutionary army of the proletariat to overthrow the capitalist class, and to reconstruct the state through the laboring classes.” From this point onward, China’s earliest generation of Marxists began, under the leadership of a unified revolutionary party, to explore questions of the Chinese revolution using Marxism’s doctrine of violent revolution. After attending the Party’s First National Congress as a delegate from Hunan, Mao Zedong returned to Changsha and immediately set about establishing Communist Party organizations, leading the workers’ and peasants’ movements in Hunan. In semi-colonial, semi-feudal China at that time, peasants made up more than 80 percent of the country’s population, and China’s bourgeois-democratic revolution was, in essence, an agrarian revolution. Therefore, organizing and arming the peasantry was the key question of the Chinese revolution. The Party’s Second, Third, and Fourth National Congresses, while concretely setting out the goals of the bourgeois-democratic revolution against imperialism and feudalism, also stressed the importance of the peasant question. But at the time, the leaders who truly attached importance to the peasant movement, raising it to the level of the fundamental question of the Chinese revolution and devoting great energy to studying and leading the peasant movement, were only a small number — Mao Zedong and Peng Pai among them.

In 1925, Mao Zedong began to devote his principal energies to leading the peasant movement and to the study of arming the peasantry. In 1926, he published such essays and investigative reports as Analysis of the Classes in Chinese Society and The National Revolution and the Peasant Movement, putting forward the strategic thinking that the Chinese proletariat must unite with the broad laboring masses, with the peasantry as their main body, in order to oppose the small number of landlords and comprador capitalists. In March 1927, Mao Zedong published his Report on an Investigation of the Peasant Movement in Hunan, clearly proposing: “Overthrow the armed power of the landlords, establish the armed power of the peasants.” This peasant armed force “is a newly arisen armed force which makes all the local bullies and bad gentry tremble. The revolutionary authorities in Hunan should see to it that this armed force truly spreads throughout the seventy-five counties, with more than twenty million peasants.”22 Mao Zedong’s focus in building peasant armed forces proceeded from the fundamental revolutionary question of overthrowing feudal reactionary power and establishing a people’s revolutionary power, and this advanced, by a great step, the general recognition, then current within the Party, of the importance of the peasant movement. It showed that Mao Zedong’s approach of using peasant armed force to drive forward the new-democratic revolution had already been preliminarily established, and it also clearly expressed the basic historical-materialist principle that “the popular masses are the decisive force in the victory or defeat of war.”

On April 12, 1927, Chiang Kai-shek launched a counter-revolutionary coup in Shanghai. At this crucial turning point in the Chinese revolution, Mao Zedong, at an enlarged meeting of the Standing Committee of the Political Bureau of the Central Committee of the CPC held on July 4 of the same year, pointed out: “Going up into the mountains can create the basis for a military force,” and “if we do not preserve armed force, when a crisis comes in the future we shall have no way to cope with it.” On July 15 of the same year, Wang Jingwei openly betrayed the revolution in Wuhan, and the First Great Revolution was declared a failure.

The failure of the First Great Revolution caused the Communist Party of China and the cause of the Chinese revolution to suffer heavy losses. Out of this painful experience of revolutionary defeat, the Chinese Communists began to understand the extreme importance of armed struggle, and accumulated some experience in army building and operations. In particular, through his long practice of engaging in the workers’ movement and united-front work — and especially the peasant movement — Mao Zedong raised his understanding of the fundamental questions of the Chinese revolution, forming the correct idea of using armed force to defend the revolution, as expressed in “going up into the mountains can create the basis for a military force.” This laid the correct theoretical foundation for our Party’s later independent leadership of revolutionary war and founding of a people’s army. It can therefore be said that Mao Zedong’s military thought had already begun to germinate during this period.

2. During the Agrarian Revolutionary War period, Mao Zedong’s military thought was preliminarily formed

After the failure of the Great Revolution, our Party stepped onto the historical stage of independently leading armed struggle. In the practical process of leading armed struggle, Mao Zedong, proceeding from the actual conditions of the Chinese revolution, and by combining theory with practice, opened up the revolutionary road of encircling the cities from the countryside, resolving such basic questions as founding a people’s army, waging people’s war, and countering the enemy’s campaigns of “encirclement and suppression” through strategy and tactics; in the practice of struggle, Mao Zedong’s military thought was preliminarily formed.


	The idea of China’s road of armed revolution was preliminarily formed.



The Party’s August 7th Conference raised high the banner of agrarian revolution and armed struggle, taking a crucial first step in salvaging the Chinese revolution from defeat, but it failed to correctly resolve the question of how to wage armed struggle — that is, the question of what road armed struggle should actually follow. After the August 7th Conference, Mao Zedong, as a special delegate of the Party Central Committee, went to Hunan to reorganize the Hunan Provincial Committee of the CPC and to lead the Autumn Harvest Uprising in Hunan, beginning his great practice of establishing revolutionary base areas in the countryside in order to preserve and develop revolutionary strength — kindling the spark of “armed independent regimes of workers and peasants.” From October 1927 to February 1928, Mao Zedong took advantage of the chaotic warfare among the various factions of Kuomintang warlords in Hunan and Jiangxi provinces, adopting a policy of active development: first attacking local tyrants and evil gentry in the counties along the border, launching guerrilla uprisings, establishing workers’-and-peasants’ democratic political power at the county, district, and township levels, helping to restore, reorganize, and establish Party organizations locally, and beginning the agrarian revolution. By February 1928, Party committees had successively been established in the four counties of Ninggang, Yongxin, Chaling, and Suichuan, as well as the special district committee of Chaxian County, and a Party organization had also been established in Lianhua County; the border area’s first Red political power — the Chaling County Workers’-and-Peasants’-and-Soldiers’ Government — was established, and the first “encirclement and suppression” campaign by the Kuomintang army in Jiangxi was defeated, laying a preliminary foundation for the Jinggangshan base area. In April 1928, Zhu De and Chen Yi, leading the troops preserved from the Nanchang Uprising together with more than ten thousand peasant soldiers from southern Hunan, successively arrived in the Jinggangshan area, joining forces with the troops led by Mao Zedong at Ningang and Chongshi, and reorganizing to form the Fourth Corps of the Workers’-and-Peasants’ Revolutionary Army. The joining of the Zhu and Mao forces strengthened the armed force in the Jinggangshan area, creating the conditions for further expanding the revolutionary base area. The establishment of the Jinggangshan revolutionary base area was a great pioneering achievement by which Mao Zedong, under the circumstance of a revolutionary low tide in China, organizationally withdrew from armed uprisings aimed at seizing large cities and combined the seizure of political power with waging armed struggle in the countryside; it represented the Chinese Communists’ correct it represented the Chinese Communists’ correct direction in salvaging the Chinese revolution and seeking the road of revolutionary armed struggle.

Practicing “armed independent regimes of workers and peasants” was the earliest practice of a revolutionary road that, under the leadership of the Communist Party of China, took armed struggle as its main form, relied on revolutionary base areas, and took agrarian revolution as its central content. In order to sum up the experience of the struggle in the Jinggang Mountains and to determine the tasks of the Party in the Hunan-Jiangxi border area, in October 1928 Mao Zedong drafted, for the Second Congress of the Hunan-Jiangxi Border Area Party, the resolution “Political Problems and the Tasks of the Border Area Party Organization” (the essay “Why Can China’s Red Political Power Exist?” is part of this resolution), which deeply analyzed and comprehensively expounded the reasons and conditions for the existence and development of China’s Red political power, and criticized the pessimistic sentiments that had arisen among some comrades in the face of extreme difficulty and danger. This was Mao Zedong’s earliest theoretical work systematically expounding the idea of “armed independent regimes of workers and peasants.” In November 1928, in a report he wrote to the Party Central Committee (i.e., “The Struggle in the Jinggang Mountains”), Mao Zedong further clarified the conditions necessary for the existence and development of “armed independent regimes of workers and peasants.” In the struggle to open up and develop the Jinggangshan revolutionary base area, Mao Zedong recognized and applied the law of the unevenness of China’s social, political, and economic development, and creatively put forward the strategic thinking of “armed independent regimes of workers and peasants” — a major development of the idea that “political power grows out of the barrel of a gun,” which began to give concrete theoretical form to the question of the road of China’s revolutionary armed struggle, and took a solid first step in practice.

From 1929 to 1930, rural guerrilla warfare developed extensively, the Red Army and revolutionary base areas continually expanded and were consolidated, while urban struggle remained throughout in a difficult position. Mao Zedong’s thinking on “armed independent regimes of workers and peasants” was further deepened in the practice of struggle. In January 1930, in a letter to Lin Biao, commander of the First Column of the Fourth Red Army (namely, “A Single Spark Can Start a Prairie Fire”), he criticized the mistaken views, then current within the Party, that belittled and dismissed the rural revolutionary base areas, clarified that the Chinese revolution must, and could only, follow a road different from that of the capitalist countries, and put forward the important thesis of promoting the nationwide revolutionary high tide through the development of small pockets of Red political power. Mao Zedong pointed out that the view holding that, since the revolutionary high tide had not yet arrived, one could only engage in mobile guerrilla work to expand political influence, and that only once the work of winning over the masses had been done well everywhere throughout the country should the strength of the Red Army then be added on, so as to bring about a nationwide armed uprising to win victory in one stroke, was still a form of “city-centrism,” stemming from a failure to understand that China was a country over which many imperialist powers were contending with one another was a semi-colony. He summed up the experience of building Red Armies, guerrilla units, and base areas in various localities, and expounded the important status and role of rural revolutionary base areas in the Chinese revolution, pointing out: “the establishment and expansion of the Red Army, the guerrilla units and the Red area is the highest form of peasant struggle under the leadership of the proletariat in a semi-colonial country, and is the inevitable result of the development of the peasant struggle in the semi-colonial areas,” and “is the most important factor for hastening the nation-wide revolutionary high tide.” “A purely mobile guerrilla policy cannot accomplish the task of hastening the nation-wide revolutionary high tide, whereas Chu-Mao’s and Fang Chih-min’s [Zhu-Mao and Fang Zhimin’s] way of establishing base areas, systematically setting up political power, deepening the agrarian revolution, expanding the people’s armed forces by a comprehensive process — the county Red Guards, the district Red Guards, the township Red Guards, the local Red Army corps, up to the regular Red Army corps — and extending the political power by advancing in a series of waves, etc., is indeed correct.” “It is only by such means that a revolutionary high tide can be brought about.”23 Here, Mao Zedong linked rural revolutionary base areas with hastening the nationwide revolutionary high tide and seizing nationwide political power, and, compared with his understanding at the time in 1928 of persisting in the struggle in the Jinggangshan revolutionary base area, his understanding had made a leap forward. This was a further development of his thinking on “armed independent regimes of workers and peasants,” and in effect meant beginning to shift the focus of the whole Party’s work from the cities to the countryside. This showed that Mao Zedong’s thinking on China’s revolutionary road — encircling the cities from the countryside, first establishing and developing Red political power in the countryside, and, once conditions matured, seizing nationwide political power — had already begun to take shape. The correct road he put forward in theory and pioneered in practice — encircling the cities from the countryside and seizing political power by armed force — represented a major development of the Marxist-Leninist doctrine of seizing power by armed force.


	The founding principles of a people’s army were preliminarily established.



In September 1927, after Mao Zedong’s forces, leading the Autumn Harvest Uprising troops on the Hunan-Jiangxi border, suffered a setback on their way to attack Changsha, he led the troops southward along the Luoxiao Mountains. On the 29th, when the troops reached Sanwan Village in Yongxin County, Jiangxi, Mao Zedong that very evening presided over a meeting of the Front Committee, deciding to reorganize the surviving force of fewer than a thousand men — this was the famous “Sanwan Reorganization” in the history of our army. In his speech at the mobilization meeting for the reorganization, Mao Zedong expounded the necessity of reorganizing the troops and the principle of “revolutionary voluntarism,” and adopted three measures of reorganization. First, the former

In the first half of 1929, the Fourth Red Corps, led by Mao Zedong, Zhu De, and Chen Yi, fought its way through arduous struggle, successively opening up the southern Jiangxi and western Fujian revolutionary base areas. As the revolutionary situation developed, the Fourth Red Corps continually expanded, and the composition of its personnel also grew more complex than before; large numbers of comrades of peasant and petty-bourgeois background poured into the Communist Party, including many officers and soldiers who had defected from, or been liberated from, Kuomintang forces. In addition, the Red Army, having long been in the environment of scattered rural guerrilla warfare, was inevitably influenced by non-proletarian ideas coming from both the rural and urban petty bourgeoisie and other sources. Therefore, how to overcome non-proletarian ideas and build an army composed mainly of peasants into a new-type people’s army under proletarian leadership became an urgent and fundamental problem that had to be resolved at that time. On December 28, 1929, the resolution adopted at the Ninth Party Congress of the Fourth Red Corps, held at Gutian Village, Shanghang County, Fujian (the “Gutian Congress”), relatively systematically resolved a series of fundamental questions concerning how to preserve the Party’s proletarian vanguard character and build a new-type people’s army.

First, the Resolution stipulated the proletarian nature and basic tasks of the Red Army. It clearly It clearly pointed out: “the Red Army is an armed body for carrying out the political tasks of the revolution,” and “besides fighting to destroy the enemy’s military strength, it should shoulder such important tasks as agitation among the masses, organizing the masses, arming the masses, helping them establish revolutionary political power, and even establishing Party organizations.”24 At the same time, it criticized such mistaken ideological tendencies as purely military viewpoints and wandering-rebel-ism, and clearly stipulated the correct relationship between the military-work system and the political-work system.

Second, the Resolution stipulated the principle that the Red Army must be placed under the absolute leadership of the Communist Party of China, and set out a series of fundamental measures for strengthening the Party’s leadership over the Red Army. It clearly stated: “The Party’s leading organs must have a correct line of guidance, and, when matters arise, must come up with solutions, so as to establish a nucleus of leadership.”25 “Establishing a Party branch in every company and a small group in every squad is one of the important principles of Party organization within the Red Army.”26

Third, the Resolution set out principles and methods for correctly handling both the internal and external relations of the Red Army. Within the army, it called for “abolishing verbal abuse” and “resolutely abolishing corporal punishment,” practicing equality between officers and men, and “openness in financial matters”; organizationally, it called for “strictly practicing democratic life under centralized guidance,” opposing extreme democratization and absolute egalitarianism. In relations between the army and the government, the Red Army was to help establish local political power and local armed forces, respect local government, in order to expand political influence, win over the broad masses, and achieve the Red Army’s overall tasks of eliminating reactionary forces and hastening the revolutionary high tide. In relations between the army and the people, the Three Main Rules of Discipline and the Eight Points for Attention were to be strictly enforced.

Fourth, the Resolution set out policies and methods for disintegrating the enemy’s forces. It required the Red Army to carry out a correct policy toward prisoners of war, treating captured soldiers well and giving good treatment to the sick and wounded.

Fifth, the Resolution set out principles and methods for overcoming various non-proletarian ideas. It stressed the necessity of strengthening the army’s political work, educating the troops with Marxist-Leninist thought, and stipulated the system, tasks, and working methods for strengthening the Red Army’s political work.

The resolution of the Gutian Congress systematically resolved the question of how, under the leadership of the Communist Party of China, to


	The thought of people’s war and its principles of operational guidance were preliminarily established.



In November 1928, on the basis of the basic characteristics of “armed independent regimes of workers and peasants,” Mao Zedong, in his essay “The Struggle in the Jinggang Mountains,” put forward the idea of all-people participation in war, stating that “the struggle in the border area is exclusively military… the Party and the masses have had to become thoroughly militarized.” He stressed that, without lowering the Red Army’s combat effectiveness, every effort must be made to help arm the people. In January 1934, Mao Zedong further clearly pointed out that the central task of the Communist Party of China at that time was “to mobilize the broad masses to take part in the revolutionary war, to overthrow imperialism and the Kuomintang through revolutionary war, and to extend the revolution throughout the country.” Therefore, our Party must pay very close attention to the immediate interests of the masses, without the slightest negligence. “For revolutionary war is a war of the masses; it can be waged only by mobilizing the masses and relying on them.”27 It required that the Party and the Red Army firmly establish the idea of the base area, deepening the agrarian revolution within the base areas; the Party organizations within the army were to help develop local Party organizations, and the army’s armed forces were to help develop local armed forces, creating a situation of mass-based independent regimes, resolutely relying on the popular masses to struggle against the enemy, and opposing escapism. Mao Zedong repeatedly pointed out that this condition of “the masses” was the most important condition for the existence and development of Red political power and for the Red Army to smash the enemy’s “encirclement and suppression” campaigns. The above theory and practice fully reflect that Mao Zedong’s thought on people’s war was already established during the period of the Agrarian Revolutionary War.

In December 1936, in his essay “Problems of Strategy in China’s Revolutionary War,” Mao Zedong systematically summed up the experience of the armed struggle in the Jinggangshan area, further clearly setting out the “sixteen-character formula” as the principle of operational guidance for guerrilla warfare. He pointed out: “Beginning in May 1928, the basic principles of guerrilla warfare, adapted to conditions as they then existed and of an unsophisticated nature, had already come into being, namely, the sixteen-character formula: ‘The enemy advances, we retreat; the enemy camps, we harass; the enemy tires, we attack; the enemy retreats, we pursue.’”28 After the “sixteen-character formula” was put forward, it received the endorsement of the Party Central Committee at the time

After the victory of the first counter-“encirclement-and-suppression” campaign, Mao Zedong led the army and people of the Central Revolutionary Base Area in Jiangxi in continuing to adopt the active-defense policy of luring the enemy deep into the base area and annihilating him once he was exhausted, successively smashing the second and third “encirclement and suppression” campaigns organized by Chiang Kai-shek of the Kuomintang. By this point, the Red Army’s operational theory and principles, centered on the strategic thinking of active defense — such as strategic retreat and strategic counter-offensive within strategic defense, and cautious engagement in the first battle, concentration of forces, mobile warfare, quick-decision warfare, and battles of annihilation — had taken shape, thereby

[^40]–[^43]: Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 1, pp. 205, 204, 206, 211. thereby making the Red Army’s operational principles far surpass the unsophisticated character of the “sixteen-character formula,” becoming richer in both content and form. In October 1934, after the failure of the fifth counter-“encirclement-and-suppression” campaign, the Red Army was forced to begin the Long March. In January 1935, the Central Committee of the CPC, en route on the Long March, convened an enlarged Politburo meeting at Zunyi, Guizhou, whose “main purpose was to correct the errors of the military line.” The meeting elected Mao Zedong to the Standing Committee of the Politburo, and formed a “new Three-Man Group” — composed of Mao Zedong, Zhou Enlai, and Wang Jiaxiang — responsible for directing the entire army, thereby ending the domination of “Left” dogmatism within the Party Central Committee, and, in effect, establishing Mao Zedong’s leading position within the Party Central Committee and the Red Army, thereby victoriously accomplishing the great turning point on which the life and death of our Party and army hung. At the Zunyi Conference, Mao Zedong comprehensively expounded the strategic and tactical questions of China’s revolutionary war and the policies the Party should adopt on military affairs going forward, and a resolution was adopted on this question, so that the long-standing controversy within the Communist Party of China over the military line was given a correct resolution.

In December 1936, in order to sum up the positive and negative experience and lessons of the Second Domestic Revolutionary War, Mao Zedong wrote “Problems of Strategy in China’s Revolutionary War,” further criticizing the errors of the “Left” line of Wang Ming, characterized mainly by dogmatism, systematically expounding the military-strategic thinking of active defense, and, in theory, more profoundly elucidating the correct military line of the Communist Party of China, revealing the characteristics and basic laws of China’s revolutionary war, and formulating a complete set of Red Army operational principles suited to the characteristics and laws of China’s revolutionary war. For example, he gave a scientific exposition of such matters as the objectivity, universality, and particularity of the laws of war; the nature of war and the attitude Communists should take toward it; the ways and methods for eliminating war; and the characteristics and laws of China’s revolutionary war and the series of strategies and tactics arising therefrom — offense and defense, the whole and the part, protracted war and quick-decision war, superiority and inferiority, strength and weakness, victory and defeat, and so on. This showed that Mao Zedong’s military thought had already risen to a relatively complete, scientific theoretical form, and also showed that the correct military line of the Communist Party of China had already been established, marking the preliminary formation of Mao Zedong’s military thought. In July and August 1937, Mao Zedong further wrote “On Practice” and “On Contradiction,” applying the viewpoints of dialectical materialism and historical materialism to profoundly analyze the ideological roots of Wang Ming’s “Left” opportunism, criticizing the serious harm that subjectivism — dogmatism in particular — had done to the Chinese revolution; at the same time, these two brilliant works also discussed a great many military questions, expounding how, from the standpoint of practice and of the law of the unity of opposites, to understand, study, and guide questions of war. This, from the level of ideological line, further laid the philosophical foundation of Mao Zedong’s military thought, thereby fundamentally resolving the question of how to combine the universal principles of Marxism-Leninism with the concrete realities of China’s revolutionary war; it represented a philosophical sublimation of the scientific thinking on war found in “Problems of Strategy in China’s Revolutionary War,” and created the conditions for the continued development and full maturation of Mao Zedong’s military thought.

3. During the War of Resistance Against Japan, Mao Zedong’s military thought reached full maturity

As China’s revolutionary war continued and developed, Mao Zedong’s military thought was gradually enriched and developed, reaching full maturity by the time of the War of Resistance Against Japan. Its main markers were: the Chinese Communists, represented by Mao Zedong, comprehensively and systematically summed up the historical experience of China’s revolutionary war, grasped the objective laws of China’s revolutionary war, established the concept and guiding status of Mao Zedong’s military thought, and formed a relatively complete theoretical system.


	The thought of a comprehensive, whole-nation people’s war of resistance was put forward.



During the War of Resistance Against Japan, Mao Zedong put forward and expounded the idea of “a genuine people’s war” — that is, a complete revolutionary national war involving the total mobilization of the whole nation. On July 23, 1937, in his essay “The Policy, Measures, and Perspective for Resisting the Japanese Invasion,” Mao Zedong pointed out: “the combination of the strength of the people and the strength of the army will deal a fatal blow to Japanese imperialism. There can be no doubt that a national war which does not rely on the masses of the people cannot possibly be victorious.”29 In May 1938, in his essay “On Protracted War,” Mao Zedong pointed out: “the crux of the matter… rests in developing the resistance which has already started into a total resistance of the whole nation. Only through such a total resistance can victory be won.”30 The difference and dispute between us and the Kuomintang and the other resistance factions was no longer a matter of whether or not to resist, but of how to win victory in the resistance. He called on Communist Party members and the masses and armed forces they led to stand most actively at the very forefront of the struggle, to make themselves the core of the resistance, to devote enormous efforts to developing the mass movement of resistance against Japan, and to organize millions upon millions of the masses to enter the


	He systematically expounded the theory of protracted war in the War of Resistance and the military-strategic policy for it.



After the outbreak of the War of Resistance Against Japan, in the face of the frenzied Japanese offensive, in order to educate the whole Party, the whole army, and the whole people to hold firm confidence in the ultimate victory of protracted resistance, to gain a clear understanding of the course, trend, and prospects of the War of Resistance, and to refute the mistaken theories of “national subjugation” and “quick victory,” the leaders of the Communist Party of China, represented by Mao Zedong, published a series of articles and speeches, profoundly and systematically expounding the theory of protracted war in the War of Resistance and its military-strategic policy.

As early as December 27, 1935, in his essay “On Tactics Against Japanese Imperialism,” Mao Zedong pointed out: “The Chinese revolutionary war is still a protracted war. The strength of imperialism and the unevenness of the revolutionary forces determine this protracted character…. Imperialism still remains a formidable force, and the unevenness in the revolutionary forces is a serious weakness; to overthrow the enemy, one must be prepared to wage a protracted war — this is another characteristic of the present revolutionary situation.”31

After the fall of Xuzhou in May 1938, in order to sum up the experience of the nationwide resistance, criticize the mistaken ideas and views on the War of Resistance then in currency, and further clarify the Communist Party of China’s strategic policy for resistance and the correct road to victory in the resistance, Mao Zedong, concentrating the collective wisdom of the whole Party, published, from May to early June 1938, two important military-theoretical works — “Strategic Problems in the Anti-Japanese Guerrilla War” and “On Protracted War” — followed by “Problems of War and Strategy,” expounding, from the combination of theory and practice, the nature, characteristics, laws of development, and prospects for victory of the War of Resistance, as well as the strategic status of guerrilla warfare. After analyzing the four basic characteristics of mutual contradiction existing between China and Japan, Mao Zedong scientifically foresaw that the War of Resistance would pass through three strategic stages: strategic defense, strategic stalemate, and strategic counter-offensive. In describing the outline of the course of the war in its three stages, he not only pointed out the direction of the changes — upward and downward — undergone by each side, the enemy and ourselves, but also pointed out the interrelation of quantity and quality within this change, focusing his analysis on the conditions for the arrival of the stalemate stage, which he held to be the “pivot” by which protracted resistance would turn toward final victory. In the stalemate stage, guerrilla warfare would become our main form of combat, while mobile warfare and positional warfare would be auxiliary forms. The stalemate stage would be the most arduous and would last the longest; it was mainly during this stage that China’s strength for resistance would grow, and, through the efforts made during the stalemate stage, China’s strength for resistance would turn from weak to strong, bringing about a fundamental change in the balance of strength between the enemy and ourselves; at that point, the War of Resistance could enter the strategic counter-offensive stage of recovering lost territory. In the third stage, mobile warfare would become the main form of combat. While exploring the general policy for waging protracted war, Mao Zedong also profoundly expounded the concrete operational policies and principles that should be adopted to realize this general policy. He pointed out that, strategically, this meant a protracted defensive war on interior lines, while at the level of campaigns and battles it was necessary to wage a quick-decision offensive war on exterior lines, thereby transforming the strategically inferior and passive unfavorable posture into a superior and active favorable posture at the level of campaigns and battles; and that carrying out this policy of a quick-decision offensive war on exterior lines required, in turn, bringing into play initiative, flexibility, and planning in organization and command. In terms of forms of combat, one had to be skilled in correctly applying the three different forms of mobile warfare, guerrilla warfare, and positional warfare, according to the different stages of the war’s development. Mao Zedong further made clear that Mao Zedong further made clear that the operational policy of the Eighth Route Army and the New Fourth Army was “basically guerrilla warfare, but not relaxing the possibility of mobile warfare under favorable conditions.” Mao Zedong also correctly resolved the relationship between wars of attrition and wars of annihilation. He pointed out that the correct requirement of the War of Resistance was to seek battles of annihilation as far as possible, using campaign-level battles of annihilation to achieve the strategic goal of a war of attrition. On the question of decisive engagements in the War of Resistance, Mao Zedong put forward the principle of “engaging in favorable decisive battles and avoiding unfavorable decisive battles”: every campaign or battle with a good chance of victory should resolutely be fought to a decision, while every campaign or battle without such a chance should avoid decisive engagement, and a strategic decisive battle that gambled the fate of the nation should fundamentally be avoided. Mao Zedong also correctly expounded the relationship between man and weapons, forcefully refuting the theories of “national subjugation” and “quick victory” and their epistemological roots in questions of war — idealism and mechanistic materialism.


	The strategic status of guerrilla warfare was established.



After the outbreak of nationwide resistance, the nature of the war and the adversary faced by our Party and army underwent a fundamental change. Mao Zedong, in a timely manner, led our army in shifting its military strategy, changing from the regular warfare of the late Agrarian Revolutionary War period to the guerrilla warfare of the early period of the War of Resistance. The Luochuan Conference of August 1937 established the policy of the people’s army waging “independent and self-reliant guerrilla warfare in the mountains.” In such essays as “Strategic Problems in the Anti-Japanese Guerrilla War,” “On Protracted War,” and “Problems of War and Strategy,” Mao Zedong, combining the characteristics of the War of Resistance, systematically expounded, at the strategic, campaign, and tactical levels, the important strategic status of guerrilla warfare throughout the entire course of the War of Resistance. He pointed out that anti-Japanese guerrilla warfare was mainly waged not on interior lines, in coordination with regular forces at the level of campaigns and battles, but rather on exterior lines — that is, operating independently behind enemy lines — in strategic coordination with the regular warfare of friendly forces at the front. And, because it had the participation of a people’s army under the firm leadership of the Communist Party, together with the broad masses, guerrilla warfare was not small-scale but large-scale, and thus a whole set of things such as strategic defense and offense came into being. Furthermore, because of the protracted nature of the War of Resistance, the widely mobilized guerrilla warfare had to resolve the strategic tasks of creating base areas and establishing a people’s government — and these circumstances determined the strategic status of anti-Japanese guerrilla warfare. “Thus Chinese guerrilla warfare in the anti-Japanese war has jumped out of the confines of tactics to knock at the gate of strategy, and it demands consideration from the viewpoint of strategy, not tactics.” “[^48] On this foundation, Mao Zedong concretely expounded the strategic problems of anti-Japanese guerrilla warfare in terms of six aspects: initiatively, flexibly, and according to plan carrying out offensive warfare within defensive war, quick-decision warfare within protracted war, and exterior-line operations within interior-line warfare; coordinating with regular warfare; establishing base areas; strategic defense and strategic offense; developing toward mobile warfare; and correct relations of command. He also pointed out:”These six items constitute the whole strategic programme for the anti-Japanese guerrilla war, and are the essential means for preserving and expanding ourselves, destroying and driving out the enemy, coordinating with regular warfare, and winning final victory.”[^49] Mao Zedong’s scientific exposition of the strategic problems of anti-Japanese guerrilla warfare played an important role in unifying and raising the understanding of the whole Party and army regarding the strategic status of anti-Japanese guerrilla warfare, and in promoting its rapid development.


	The theory of building a people’s army was further perfected.



The theory of building a people’s army, founded during the Agrarian Revolutionary War period, was further developed and perfected during the War of Resistance Against Japan. This development and perfection is mainly reflected in the following aspects:

First, the principle that the Party commands the gun, and the gun must never be allowed to command the Party, was clearly stipulated. After the outbreak of the War of Resistance Against Japan, in response to Chiang Kai-shek’s scheme to seize the opportunity to gain control of the Red Army, and to Wang Ming’s Right-opportunist errors of “everything through the united front, everything subordinated to the united front,” Mao Zedong, in his report to the Sixth Plenary Session of the Sixth Central Committee of the Party in November 1938, repeatedly stressed the extreme importance of the Communist Party’s holding control of the army. He pointed out that, within the anti-Japanese national united front, it was necessary to uphold the leadership of the proletariat, uphold the principle of independence and self-reliance, and uphold “the principle of the Communist Party’s absolute leadership over the Eighth Route Army.” At the same time, drawing the profound lesson of Zhang Guotao’s splitting of the Red Army and setting up a separate Central Committee, Mao Zedong cautioned the whole Party: “A Communist should never fight for personal power (this must never be allowed, still less should one follow Zhang Guotao’s example), but he must fight for power for the Party, for power for the people. Now that we are engaged in national resistance, we must fight for power for the nation as well.”[^50] He gave a popular explanation of this important principle: “our principle is that the Party commands the gun, and the gun must never be allowed to command the Party.” In the spring of 1944, Mao

32–33: (see earlier notes) [^48]: Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 2, p. 405. [^49]: Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 2, p. 407. [^50]: Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 2, pp. 546–547. In the spring of 1944, when Mao Zedong reviewed and revised the “Report on the Problem of Political Work in the Army,” he added such content as “the army must be placed completely, absolutely, and unconditionally under the political guidance of the Communist Party and its leading organs, and must not be allowed to act with any independence” — placing special stress on, and reaffirming, the fundamental principle of the Party’s absolute leadership over the army.

Second, the three great basic principles of our army’s political work were clearly stipulated. On December 25, 1937, in “Interview with the British Journalist James Bertram,” Mao Zedong gave a systematic summary of the basic principles of the people’s army’s political work. He pointed out: “The Eighth Route Army has three basic principles for its political work. First, the principle of unity between officers and men, which means eradicating feudal practices in the army, having the officers not beat the soldiers, having officers and men share weal and woe, and on this basis achieving a unification of command and a lively, vigorous atmosphere in every unit. Second, the principle of unity between the army and the people, which means maintaining a discipline that does not infringe on the interests of the people even to the slightest degree, conducting propaganda among the masses, organizing and arming them, lightening their economic burdens, and suppressing the traitors and collaborators who do harm to the army and the people, and thereby achieving unity between the army and the people, so that the army becomes welcome everywhere. Third, the principle of disintegrating the enemy forces and giving lenient treatment to prisoners of war. Our victory depends not only on our military operations but also on the disintegration of the enemy forces.”34 Thereafter, Mao Zedong, in such works as “On Protracted War,” “On New Democracy,” “The Chinese Revolution and the Chinese Communist Party,” and “On Policy,” reaffirmed the importance of political work and further elaborated the three great basic principles of the army’s political work.

Third, the founding tenet and principles of the people’s army were clearly stipulated. During the War of Resistance Against Japan, Mao Zedong, in such works as “In Memory of Norman Bethune” and “Serve the People,” gave a profound elucidation of the founding tenet of our army. He pointed out that the tenet of serving the people is an expression of the essential nature of the people’s army, and is the fundamental mark distinguishing our army from every old-style army. “Our Communist Party and the Eighth Route Army and New Fourth Army led by the Communist Party are battalions of the revolution. These battalions of ours are wholly dedicated to the liberation of the people and work entirely in the people’s interests.”35 On April 24, 1945, in his essay “On Coalition Government,” Mao Zedong gave a further, incisive and highly condensed summation of our army’s tenet, pointing out: “This army is powerful because

4. During the War of Liberation, Mao Zedong’s military thought was enormously enriched and developed

After victory in the War of Resistance Against Japan, in order to defeat the civil war launched by the Chiang Kai-shek clique, thoroughly overturn the “three great mountains” pressing down on the Chinese people, liberate the whole of China, and win thorough victory in the Chinese revolution, Mao Zedong successfully directed the sweeping War of Liberation of the people. His organization and command — carried out with such mastery — of a series of campaigns, especially the great campaigns of Liaoshen, Huaihai, Pingjin, and the crossing of the Yangtze, showed that he had achieved complete practical experience and understanding in the areas of strategic defense, strategic counter-offensive, strategic offense, strategic decisive engagement, and strategic pursuit. In this new environment of war practice, Mao Zedong’s military thought was enormously enriched and developed.


	The strategic and tactical thinking of countering the counter-revolutionary “two-handed” approach with a revolutionary “two-handed” approach was put forward, enriching Marxist-Leninist strategic and tactical thought.



During the War of Liberation, the Central Committee of the CPC, headed by Mao Zedong, organically combined firmness of strategic principle with flexibility of tactics in struggle, combining military struggle with political struggle, forming a closely interlinked strategy and tactics of countering the counter-revolutionary “two hands” with a revolutionary “two hands,” greatly enriching the strategic and tactical thought of Marxism-Leninism.

After victory in the War of Resistance Against Japan, the Chiang Kai-shek clique adopted a counter-revolutionary two-handed policy: on the one hand, cabling an invitation to Chairman Mao Zedong of the CPC Central Committee to come to Chongqing to discuss plans for founding the state, while on the other hand, using the cover of negotiations to prepare for civil war. The Communist Party of China, headed by Mao Zedong, comprehensively analyzed the domestic and international situation after victory in the War of Resistance, and held that there existed two possible directions for China’s future: one possibility was that the Kuomintang, the Communist Party, and the other democratic parties would cooperate through negotiation to build a new China — this was what the people of the whole country ardently hoped for, and something the Communist Party of China had to exert every effort to strive for; the other possibility was the outbreak of full-scale civil war — something that had to be avoided as far as possible


	The Ten Great Military Principles, centered on concentrating superior forces to fight battles of annihilation, were put forward.



On December 25, 1947, at a meeting of the Central Committee of the CPC convened at Yangjiagou in Mizhi County, northern Shaanxi, Mao Zedong delivered a report on “The Present Situation and Our Tasks,” in which he put forward the famous “Ten Great Military Principles.” That is: “(1) Attack dispersed, isolated enemy forces first; attack concentrated, strong enemy forces later. (2) Take small and medium cities and extensive rural areas first; take big cities later. (3) Make wiping out the enemy’s effective strength our main objective; do not make holding or seizing a city or place our main objective. Holding or seizing a city or place is the outcome of wiping out the enemy’s effective strength, and often a city or place can be held or seized for good only after it has changed hands a number of times. (4) In every battle, concentrate an absolutely superior force (two, three, four and sometimes even five or six times the enemy’s strength), encircle the enemy forces completely, strive to wipe them out thoroughly and do not let any escape from the net. In special circumstances, use the method of dealing the enemy crushing blows, that is, concentrate all our strength to make a frontal attack and also to attack one or both of his flanks, with the aim of wiping out one part and routing another part of the enemy forces, so that our army can swiftly move its troops to smash other enemy forces. Strive to avoid battles of attrition in which we lose more than we gain or only break even. In this way, although we are inferior in equipment (and this is true only in the beginning) and inferior in number of troops on the whole (that is, in the country as a whole, though not in every specific area or every specific engagement, where we can be superior in number of troops if we exercise good command), we can nevertheless gain superiority in every specific area and every specific engagement and eventually annihilate all the enemy forces. (5) Fight no battle unprepared, fight no battle you are not sure of winning; make every effort to be well prepared for each battle, make every effort to ensure victory in the given set of conditions as between the enemy and ourselves. (6) Give full play to the style of fighting bravely, not fearing sacrifice, not fearing fatigue, and continuous fighting (that is, fighting successive battles in a short time without rest). (7) Strive to wipe out the enemy while on the move. At the same time, pay attention to the tactics of positional attack in order to capture enemy fortified points and cities. (8) With regard to attacking cities, resolutely seize all fortified points and cities that are weakly defended by the enemy. As opportunities arise, seize all fortified points and cities defended by the enemy with medium strength, provided circumstances permit. As for all fortified points and cities strongly defended by the enemy, wait till conditions are ripe, and then take them. (9) Replenish our strength with all the arms and most of the personnel captured from the enemy. Our army’s manpower and materiel come mainly from the front. (10) Make good use of the intervals between campaigns to rest, train, and consolidate our troops. Periods of rest, training, and consolidation should not, as a rule, be very long, and the enemy should so far as possible be permitted no breathing space.”36 The Ten Great Military Principles put forward by Mao Zedong were both a complete generalization of the experience of our army’s long revolutionary war, and the crystallization of the collective wisdom of the whole Party and army. They comprehensively and systematically set out the principles of the people’s army’s guiding thought for operations, forms of combat, targets of combat, methods of combat, preparation for combat, fighting style, and rest and replenishment, successfully handling the relationship between attacking the weaker enemy first and the stronger enemy later, between seizing the countryside and small-and-medium cities and seizing large cities, and between annihilating the enemy’s effective strength and holding or seizing territory. The Ten Great Military Principles not only reflect the general laws of guiding campaigns and battles, but also concentrate the particular laws of China’s revolutionary war, becoming a model of the organic combination of the two.


	A distinctive practice and theory of strategic offense were created.



The question of strategic offense, in Mao Zedong’s military writings, carries two meanings: first, with regard to the domestic civil war, “if the strength of the Red Army should exceed that of the enemy, then, generally speaking

First, rather than waiting until the enemy’s strategic offensive had been entirely smashed and the enemy side had fully shifted to strategic defense, our army, while the enemy was still carrying out focused offensives, resolutely shifted its main force to the offensive. This was not done in the usual manner of frontal assault and advancing evenly along a single line, but rather by avoiding the enemy’s strategic strongpoints, moving the main force far from the liberated areas, advancing by leaps, and thrusting directly into the strategic depths where the enemy’s forces were thin, and into the heartland regions on which the safety of the enemy’s rule depended.

Second, thorough and careful organization of strategic coordination was carried out, forming a strategic disposition of a central breakthrough, coordinated advance by three armies, pincer action on both flanks, and close coordination between interior and exterior lines. This was the strategic layout Mao Zedong organized and directed our army

Third, he stressed that the key to exterior-line offensive operations lay in seizing the fighting opportunity, being bold and resolute, and winning as many victories as possible. At the same time, policy had to be resolutely carried out, and the support of the popular masses actively sought. This, too, was an important element of Mao Zedong’s thinking on strategic offense.


	A systematic strategic-decisive-battle thinking was formed.



Strategic decisive battle is meant to fundamentally resolve the question of victory or defeat for the entire war; it is the high tide of strategic offense. Mao Zedong pointed out: “Only through decisive battle can the question of which of the two armies is victorious and which is defeated be resolved.”37 The Central Military Commission of the CPC, headed by Mao Zedong, serving as the supreme command headquarters of the People’s Liberation Army, organized, with great revolutionary daring and superb art of command, the People’s Liberation Army’s engagement with the Kuomintang army, from September 1948 to January 1949, in a large-scale strategic decisive battle unprecedented in the history of Chinese warfare and rare in world military history, centered on the three great campaigns of Liaoshen, Huaihai, and Pingjin. The great victory of the strategic decisive battle laid a solid foundation for the People’s Liberation Army’s advance across the whole country, for winning thorough victory in the War of Liberation, and ultimately for overthrowing the reactionary rule of the Kuomintang under Chiang Kai-shek. In the great practice of organizing and directing the strategic decisive battle, Mao Zedong gradually formed a systematic thinking on strategic decisive battle. It mainly included: seizing the opportunity for decisive battle in a timely manner, engaging in favorable decisive battles while avoiding unfavorable ones; carefully choosing the direction of the strategic decisive battle; correctly selecting the primary direction of assault for each campaign, carrying through the principle of annihilating the enemy in successive groups; upholding the principle of combining large-scale mobile warfare with positional assault warfare; upholding the principle of combining military strikes with political persuasion; and combining front and rear, resolving in a timely manner the logistical support needed for continuous operations by large formations.


	Operational guiding principles for the strategic pursuit stage, suited to actual conditions, were put forward.



Mao Zedong held that strategic pursuit is the continuation and final stage of strategic offense, and also the coda of the entire war. In the War of Liberation, after our army had won victory in the three great campaigns of Liaoshen, Huaihai, and Pingjin, the Party Central Committee and Central Military Commission, headed by Mao Zedong, in light of the development of the revolutionary war situation, promptly formulated a policy suited to the characteristics of the strategic-pursuit stage,

The proclamation of the founding of the People’s Republic of China on October 1, 1949, marked the basic completion of the revolutionary task of seizing political power by armed force under the leadership of the Communist Party of China, and the Party’s military work began to shift to a brand-new stage in which the main goals were safeguarding national security and defending revolutionary political power. Thereafter, the Party and Mao Zedong led the country through the War to Resist U.S. Aggression and Aid Korea — in support of a neighboring country and in defense of national security — conducted border self-defense counterattack operations, and carried out national defense construction centered on modernization. In the military practice of this new historical period, Mao Zedong’s military thought gained new enrichment and development.


	In organizing and directing the War to Resist U.S. Aggression and Aid Korea, Mao Zedong’s strategic and tactical thinking was further enriched.



The War to Resist U.S. Aggression and Aid Korea was the largest-scale local war since the Second World War; the enemy employed every kind of modern weapon short of the atomic bomb, and the Chinese and Korean peoples and armies gained a great deal of valuable, fresh experience in this modern war against a highly modernized enemy. Mao Zedong personally organized and directed this war, and, in practice, further enriched and developed his military thought. First, on the basis of combining a global strategy of opposing American imperialist aggression and world hegemony with the thought of internationalism and patriotism, Mao Zedong made, in a timely manner, the strategic decision to resist America and aid Korea in defense of the homeland, thoroughly smashing American imperialism’s scheme to strangle newborn socialist China and to dominate the world. Second, faced with an entirely new war environment and adversary, Mao Zedong put forward the strategic guiding policy of changing the form of combat appropriately according to changes on the battlefield, and “on a firm and reliable basis, striving for every possible victory,” smashing the military offensive of the American and puppet forces and gaining new experience of modernized warfare. Third, in light of the actual disparity in the quality of weapons and equipment between the enemy and ourselves, he put forward the theory of using small-scale tactical encirclement against an enemy with modernized superior equipment, further developing the thought of mobile warfare in new practice. Fourth, in response to the needs of the developing war situation, positional warfare gradually became the main form of combat, and a system of strongpoint-based defensive positions with tunnels as their backbone was created, along with tunnel-warfare tactics suited to it. Fifth, effective measures were adopted to build a powerful logistical support system, meeting the needs of the war. Sixth, a policy of fighting while building was adopted, developing advanced weapons and equipment, so that our army gradually developed into a modernized force capable of joint operations among multiple arms and services, accumulating new experience for the building of our army.


	In the process of national defense modernization, Mao Zedong’s military thought saw new development.



After the founding of New China, the focus of the Party’s work shifted from seizing political power to consolidating political power and carrying out socialist revolution and construction. Military work, too, was mainly concerned with national defense construction, in order to protect the country’s territorial sovereignty from violation and to safeguard the people’s peaceful labor, and to consolidate the people’s democratic dictatorship and the socialist system. During this period, Mao Zedong applied the Marxist-Leninist doctrine of the state, the army, and the dictatorship of the proletariat to carry out new theoretical exploration of our country’s national defense construction, further enriching and developing Mao Zedong’s military thought.

First, Mao Zedong, in a timely manner, put forward the historical task of building a modernized, regularized national-defense army, and led our army in the great practice of modernized, regularized construction. This was a logical development, under new circumstances, of Mao Zedong’s thinking on building a people’s army, and also the necessary road for our army to advance to a higher stage. Second, in order effectively to defend against imperialist aggression, Mao Zedong led the formulation of the strategic policy of active defense to protect the motherland, correctly resolving the important question of strategic guidance for our country’s anti-aggression war. Third, in light of the dialectical relationship between national defense construction and economic construction, he established the policy of “one hand on the economy, one hand on national defense,” stressing that economic construction and national defense construction are the two great tasks of national construction, that national defense construction must be subordinate to the overall economic-construction picture, and coordinate its development with economic construction. On this basis, Mao Zedong put forward the idea of building, through self-reliance, an independent and complete national-defense industrial system, so that our country, while concentrating its strength on economic construction, not only built an independent and complete national industrial system, but also built a relatively independent and complete national-defense industrial system, with the army’s weapons and equipment continually improving. Fourth, he developed the thought of people’s war, putting forward the policy of strengthening the building of national-defense reserve strength and practicing universal military service for the whole people.

Surveying the whole history of the formation and development of Mao Zedong’s military thought, we can see that Mao Zedong’s military thought, formed and developed in the practice of China’s revolutionary struggle over more than half a century, creatively combined the basic principles of Marxism-Leninism with the actual conditions of China’s revolutionary war and army building, scientifically elucidated the basic theory and principles of Marxist-Leninist military theory, and, combined with the actual conditions of China’s revolutionary war, formed a proletarian military-scientific theory with Chinese characteristics — Mao Zedong’s military thought. Within the scientific theoretical system of Mao Zedong’s military thought, military dialectics is the revelation of the universal law of contradictory motion in the military sphere, and is the essence and theoretical foundation of Mao Zedong’s military thought. People’s war is the guiding line of China’s revolutionary armed struggle, and is the core of Mao Zedong’s military thought. The people’s army is the backbone force for waging people’s war and for military construction, and is the primary condition for waging people’s war. The strategy and tactics of people’s war are the basic forms and methods for waging people’s war. And building a modern And building a modernized national defense was the new historical task facing our country’s national defense construction and army building after the seizure of political power. The five aspects set out above constitute the main content of Mao Zedong’s military thought.



(4) Deng Xiaoping, proceeding from the realities of our country’s national defense construction, army building, and operations in the new era, put forward a systematic military theory, further developing proletarian military science under the new circumstances

Deng Xiaoping was an important member of our Party’s first-generation collective leadership with Mao Zedong at its core, and one of the principal leaders and founders of our army. In the long revolutionary war and after the founding of New China, he took part in the practical activity of founding Mao Zedong’s military thought, making an important contribution to its formation and development. In the new historical period, Deng Xiaoping, proceeding from the realities of our country’s national defense construction and army building, applying Marxism-Leninism and Mao Zedong Thought, conscientiously summed up, in a spirit of seeking truth from facts, the historical experience of our country’s national defense and army building since the founding of New China, scientifically analyzed the developing changes in the domestic and international situation, and creatively answered a series of major theoretical and practical questions urgently demanding resolution in our country’s national defense and army building under the new circumstances — putting forward, in order to achieve national defense modernization and to build a modernized, regularized revolutionary army, a complete set of military theory suited to the characteristics and needs of the new era, further enriching and developing proletarian military science. As a complete scientific system, Deng Xiaoping’s military theory of the new era likewise underwent a process of continual enrichment and development. This process can broadly be divided into the following stages:

Stage One: 1975 to 1978 was the period of gestation and laying the foundations of Deng Xiaoping’s military theory of the new era.

From 1975 to the convening of the Third Plenary Session of the Eleventh Central Committee of the Party at the end of 1978, this period was one in which our Party, state, and army, having gone through the “Cultural Revolution” and suffered serious disruption and sabotage by the two counter-revolutionary cliques of Lin Biao and Jiang Qing, set things right, at a time when national economic construction and army building were in a state of general disrepair awaiting restoration. During this period, Deng Xiaoping, with proletarian revolutionary courage and political wisdom, cast aside the manifold interference and sabotage of the “Gang of Four,” and put forward the idea that the army needed to be rectified. He stressed the need to understand Mao Zedong Thought and Mao Zedong’s military thought fully and accurately, to restore the true face of Mao Zedong’s military thought, and thereby laid the ideological and theoretical foundation for upholding and developing Mao Zedong’s military thought. In accordance with newly changed and developing circumstances, he also put forward a series of new ideas suited to the demands of national defense and army building and operational guidance in the new period.

In January 1975, after taking up the post of Vice-Chairman of the Military Commission and Chief of the General Staff, Deng Xiaoping delivered his important speech “The Army Needs to Be Rectified.” He pointed out: “Our army has a good tradition. Beginning at Jinggangshan, Comrade Mao Zedong established a very good system for our army, and set a very good style of work. In our army, the Party commands the gun; the gun does not command the Party.”38 He stressed that the army must be rectified in accordance with the military line and army-building principles laid down by Mao Zedong. Through rectification, the army’s various tasks were to be brought back onto the correct track of Mao Zedong’s military thought. At the same time, he put forward that the task of army rectification was to root out the five characteristics of the army’s problems: being “bloated, scattered, arrogant, extravagant, and lax.” Rectification had to begin with the leading bodies; through rectification, leadership at every level of the army had to be placed in the hands of people with strong Party spirit, a correct work style, and good unity. As long as the army’s senior cadres led the army well, our Party’s fine tradition could be well preserved, and the army would be highly united and highly combat-effective. Practice proved that this rectification work, initiated, organized, and led by Deng Xiaoping, aimed at setting things right and restoring our army’s glorious tradition and bringing all its work onto the correct track of Mao Zedong’s military thought, achieved evident results in a short time.

In October 1976, our Party smashed the counter-revolutionary Gang of Four clique in one stroke. In July 1977, the Third Plenary Session of the Tenth Central Committee of the Party decided to restore Deng Xiaoping to all the posts he had held in early 1975. At this time, Deng Xiaoping, while setting things right on the ideological line, also put forward the idea that the army must genuinely raise education and training to a strategic level. He pointed out that the troops themselves had to study assiduously and train hard, mastering knowledge of modern warfare, and resolving the problem of officers’ insufficient capacity to command modern warfare. Thereafter, at the plenary meeting of the Central Military Commission convened in December 1977,

Stage Two: from 1979 to the enlarged meeting of the Central Military Commission in June 1985 was the stage in which Deng Xiaoping’s military theory of the new era achieved full maturity.

After the Third Plenary Session of the Eleventh Central Committee of the Party, in the course of continuing to work at correctly resolving the major question of how to regard Mao Zedong Thought, Deng Xiaoping, by resolving many new problems facing national defense and army building under the new historical conditions, not only mapped out a grand blueprint for our army’s modernization, but also put forward a series of new theoretical principles of major guiding significance for national defense and army building in the new era, and delivered important talks on such questions as how to carry out, in the new era, the strategic policy of active defense and to practice people’s war under modern conditions, thereby

From February 17 to March 6, 1979, in accordance with the decisions of the Party Central Committee and the Central Military Commission, our army carried out the self-defense counterattack operation against Vietnam, and won a major victory. Deng Xiaoping, as the principal leader of the Military Commission, personally presided over the decision-making for this self-defense counterattack operation. The victory of the self-defense counterattack against Vietnam not only greatly raised our country’s prestige in the international struggle against hegemony, but also greatly raised the prestige of the People’s Liberation Army among the people of the whole country.

On July 29 of the same year, in a talk given while receiving the entire body of the enlarged Standing Committee meeting of the Navy, Deng Xiaoping stressed that army building must attend to quality, to genuine combat effectiveness, aiming for a smaller but better force, one that was genuinely up to the task. On March 12, 1980, at an enlarged meeting of the Standing Committee of the Military Commission, Deng Xiaoping delivered the speech “Streamline the Army and Raise Its Combat Effectiveness.” He pointed out that, for the army to raise its combat effectiveness and its work efficiency, it was essential to “reduce the bloat.” At the same time, he pointed out that, in the absence of fighting, raising the military quality of the troops depended on training, and that this problem had to be resolved as a matter of institutional practice. He stressed that the army had to be trained to look like an army, and that army-civilian relations had to be improved further. On October 15 of that year, Deng Xiaoping gave a special exposition of the strategic policy of active defense. He pointed out: “We must always base ourselves on the idea of the weak defeating the strong, of inferior equipment defeating modernized equipment, and of wearing down the enemy through protracted war. Therefore our strategic policy is active defense.”39 He stressed the need to base operations on existing weaponry, that reform of the army had to proceed step by step, that combined-arms formations should be developed to some degree, and attention paid to combined-arms training. At the same time, he stressed the need to properly handle the relationship between national defense construction and economic construction. At the Sixth Plenary Session of the Eleventh Central Committee of the Party held in June 1981, Deng Xiaoping was elected Chairman of the Central Military Commission. On September 19 of that year, while reviewing troops on maneuver at a location in North China, Deng Xiaoping delivered the important speech “Build a Powerful, Modernized, Regularized Revolutionary Army.” In this programmatic document, Deng Xiaoping profoundly expounded the status and role of our army in the new era, and set out the general policy, general goal, and general tasks for our army’s construction in the new era. He pointed out: “Our army is a staunch pillar of the people’s democratic dictatorship, shouldering the glorious mission of defending the socialist motherland and defending the Four Modernizations. Therefore, our

In June 1985, the Central Military Commission convened an enlarged meeting, at which Deng Xiaoping delivered an important speech. This meeting made the major decision to bring about a strategic shift in the guiding thought for our army’s construction. Deng Xiaoping pointed out that, after the smashing of the “Gang of Four” — and especially after the Third Plenary Session of the Eleventh Central Committee — our judgment of the international situation had changed, that is, our understanding of war and peace had changed, and we had revised our former view that war was imminent. Although the danger of world war still existed, because the development of the forces for peace had outpaced

Surveying Deng Xiaoping’s important talks and the important theoretical viewpoints he expounded during this period, we can see that Deng Xiaoping not only put forward the theory of building socialism with Chinese characteristics, but also upheld and developed the thinking, put forward by Mao Zedong at the beginning of the founding of the state, of building a modernized, regularized revolutionary army, elucidating the general policy and general tasks of national defense and army building in the new era, together with its basic paths, methods, and requirements, and giving a relatively systematic theoretical generalization of such major questions as inheriting and developing the theory of people’s war and practicing people’s war under modern conditions. This shows that, during this period, Deng Xiaoping’s military theory of the new era, as a complete scientific system, had reached maturity.

Stage Three: from 1985 onward was the stage of development and sublimation of Deng Xiaoping’s military theory of the new era.

From the enlarged meeting of the Military Commission in 1985 onward, our country entered a period of further reform and opening-up and rapid economic development. On the basis of a scientific analysis of the international and domestic situation and tasks, Deng Xiaoping published such works as “Practical Actions to Safeguard World Peace” and “Talks at the Enlarged Meeting of the Military Commission,” “China Must Have a Place in the Field of High Technology in the World,” “Talk on Receiving Cadres at and above the Army Level from the Troops Enforcing Martial Law in the Capital,” and “Talk on Meeting with All Comrades Attending the Enlarged Meeting of the Central Military Commission,” and other important talks and speeches, profoundly elucidating that army building must shift from a state of war-readiness — preparing for early war, large-scale war, and nuclear war — onto the track of peacetime construction, further clarifying the nature, functions, and tasks of the army under the new historical conditions. He also put forward a series of important ideas on such major theoretical and practical questions as how, in the new historical period, in light of newly changed and developing circumstances, to inherit Mao Zedong’s military thought, to study and practice people’s war under modern conditions, and to develop our country’s military science, thereby further enriching and perfecting the scientific system of Deng Xiaoping’s military theory of the new era. This is specifically expressed as follows:

First, he further dialectically expounded the question of war and peace. He clearly pointed out that, owing to the growth of the forces for peace, although the danger of war still existed, if we handled our work well, war could be avoided. If war does not break out in this century, peace will be even more hopeful in the next. But we must not take this lightly; peace must be won through struggle, in order to be secured.

Second, he further perfected the concept of “one country, two systems” for resolving contradictions between two social systems. He held that this method could also be used to resolve historical disputes in the international arena, and that it faced outward toward the international community.

Third, he clearly put forward that, on questions of international relations, what concerns us are two questions: one is the question of peace, the other the question of development. He also pointed out that, in resolving international disputes, dialogue is better than confrontation, and détente is better than tension. Opposing hegemonism and safeguarding world peace are our fundamental national policies.

Fourth, he further clearly put forward that carrying out socialist modernization construction is our basic line. At the same time, he pointed out that persisting in socialist modernization construction as the center requires implementing the policy of reform and opening-up and upholding the Four Cardinal Principles. These two basic points are mutually interdependent.

Fifth, he called on the whole army to strive to build our army into a powerful, modernized, regularized revolutionary army.

Sixth, after the quelling, in 1989, of the turmoil and rebellion that occurred in the Beijing area, Deng Xiaoping expounded, from the height of international and domestic political struggle, the Four Cardinal Principles and the long-term nature of the struggle against bourgeois liberalization. He made clear that this struggle, under certain conditions, would unavoidably take intense forms. Handling this affair was a very severe political test for our army. “Practice has proven that our People’s Liberation Army passed the test.” “The People’s Liberation Army are the sons and daughters of the people,” and “the sons and daughters of the people are truly the iron Great Wall of the Party and the state.” This army will forever be an army under the leadership of the Party, will forever be the defender of the state, will forever be the defender of socialism, will forever be the defender of the people’s interests, and must forever serve the people wholeheartedly. Deng Xiaoping’s important talks put forward clear requirements for our army to better uphold the nature and tenet of a people’s army and to victoriously accomplish the tasks entrusted to it.

The content of Deng Xiaoping’s military theory of the new era is extremely rich; it can be summarized as mainly including the following:

First, through scientific analysis of the continually developing and changing international situation and correct judgment of the theme of the times, he put forward the theory of war and peace.

Second, through in-depth study of the characteristics and laws of modern warfare, he combined the objective needs of modern war with carrying forward our army’s fine tradition of people’s war, putting forward the theory of practicing people’s war under modern conditions, and of upholding and developing the strategic thinking of active defense.

Third, proceeding from the overall picture of the domestic and international situation and socialist construction, he put forward the theory of a strategic shift in the guiding thought for national defense construction, and of building a modernized national defense with Chinese characteristics.

Fourth, in accordance with the basic laws of army building during a period of relative peace, he put forward the theory of the general policy and general task of building a powerful, modernized, regularized revolutionary army, stressing quality-based construction and following a road of an elite force with Chinese characteristics.

Deng Xiaoping, combining the new circumstances and new characteristics of our country’s national defense and army building in the new historical period, formed a military theory bearing the characteristics of the new era. If it can be said that, since the day of its founding, proletarian military science has undergone a historical process of continual development and gradual perfection, then the formation, development, and perfection of Deng Xiaoping’s military theory of the new era represent the creative application and development of proletarian military science under new historical conditions in the contemporary era.



End of Chapter II (“The Formation and Development of Proletarian Military Science”). This translation covers the complete text of Chapter II, corresponding to pages 35–91 of the original Chinese edition.






III. The Basic Theory of Proletarian Military Science

The basic theory of proletarian military science aims to reveal the basic laws present in the history of human warfare and in the military sphere. It is founded on the incisive expositions of the revolutionary teachers of the proletariat concerning questions of war and military affairs; it is the proletariat’s rational understanding of questions of war and military affairs, and is also the most essential and most central content of the system of proletarian military science — possessing not only rigorous logic and inner coherence, but also being full of the vigor and vitality of continual development, and possessing universal and long-lasting guiding significance.

Like any branch of the natural or social sciences, the development of the theoretical system of proletarian military science is likewise marked by the advancing of new principles and conclusions. What follows constitutes the most essential part of the basic theory of proletarian military science. Of course, the basic theory of proletarian military science has not, and will not, exhaust the whole of truth; it merely lays the foundation for the further development of truth, and points the direction for its continued development.


(1) War and military affairs are a historical category, bound up only with a given historical stage of the development of production

The conflict of economic interests is the essential cause of the occurrence of war. In class society, war is rooted in the emergence of private ownership and of classes.

Marx and Engels held that the fundamental cause giving rise to war lies in the antagonistic conflict of economic interests among nations, states, classes, and political groups. The direct, concrete causes of the outbreak of every war are all derived from this.

From the emergence of the clan down through the long historical stage before the appearance of the first great social division of labor, humankind was entirely subject to the domination of nature; the productive forces were extremely low, and the purpose of people’s existence was not to grow rich but to be self-sufficient. Because sources of food were often not assured, the commune had to contend with other clans, over a broad area, for a more suitable and superior living environment, in order to maintain its own reproduction and subsistence. “War was carried on either for the occupation of coveted land, or to secure it from encroachment, or in order to enlarge borders already too narrow, or in defense against expulsion from the territory in question.”40 The social organization of the primitive commune and its military organization were one and the same. Engels held that war was one of the most primitive tasks of every such naturally formed community, serving both to protect property and to acquire property. “Every tribe… was in a state of chronic warfare with every other tribe not bound to it by a treaty of peace.”41 Beyond the broad regions rich in fish, when every source of food became unreliable, humankind arrived at the stage of cannibalism. Capturing and eating prisoners through war came to be treated as an effective means of struggle against hunger, and spread rapidly like a plague, so that cannibalism, in the age of savagery, was practiced on captured enemies, and, in times of hunger, on friends and kin as well. At the same time, in the long collective life of resisting hunger and the encroachment of other tribes, people gradually formed a sense of group solidarity — that members of the same clan must aid and protect one another, and in particular, when harmed by outsiders, must help avenge one another. Although this kind of warfare was carried on very cruelly — in a way no other animal can match — its motive and purpose were only pure self-interest in survival, or blood vengeance. “Such a war may end in the extermination of the tribe, but never in its subjection. The greatness—and the limitation—of the gentile order is that it has no place for rulers and ruled.”42

After the emergence of the first great social division of labor, the development of animal husbandry provided nomadic tribes with far more livestock products and an increasing supply of woven goods than before, and this, for the first time,

War, as a social phenomenon, will exit the stage of history along with the passage of time and the disappearance of the conditions that give rise to it. The founders of Marxism, in examining humanity’s most ancient history, discovered that there was no warfare in the early period of primitive society; the low productive forces maintained a natural balance with the sparse population. The means of subsistence provided by the territory inhabited by each clan were sufficient to maintain its own survival and reproduction; all property belonged to the clan commune, and each person existed as an equal member of the commune. “What a wonderful constitution it is, this gentile constitution, in all its childlike simplicity! No soldiers, no gendarmes or police, no nobility, kings, regents, prefects, no lawyers, and no lawsuits, and yet everything takes its orderly course. All quarrels and disputes are settled by the whole body of those concerned—the gens or the tribe… or by the gentes among themselves.”[^64] Low productive forces were both the economic foundation on which primitive communist society existed, and the fetter on its development. Once this fetter was inevitably broken, this wonderful primitive common ownership seemed to turn into its own “opposite”: private ownership, class, war, and other ugly things followed in swift succession, and the development of the productive forces and of population, instead, intensified conflicts of economic interest that had previously not existed or had not been pronounced. This is an unavoidable ordeal that human society must pass through in moving from a lower stage to a higher one. Economic factors are manifest not only in the emergence and development of war, but also in the question of its extinction. The development of the productive forces will, for itself, choose and update, in due course, the social system most in keeping with its own laws of development, casting the refuse of history behind it.

War emerged along with class and private ownership, and will also disappear along with the extinction of class and private ownership. In class society, only by eliminating class can war be eliminated. Eliminating war is nothing more than a result of eliminating class, or, one might say, merely one part of the overall task of eliminating class. “Our aim is to build a socialist social system, which, having removed the division of mankind into classes, having eliminated all exploitation of man by man and of one nation by another, will inevitably remove the very possibility of war.”[^65] “The union of the workers of all lands will ultimately make wars between nations impossible. …Face to face with the old society, with its economic misery and its political frenzy, a new society is springing up, whose international principle will be Peace, because each nation will have the same ruler—Labour!”[^66] Once liberated from the fetters of private ownership, the highly developed productive forces will create abundant material wealth for society such as has never before existed, raise the level of humanity’s civilizational spirit to unprecedented heights, allow the needs of society’s members to be reasonably satisfied, and thereby fundamentally eliminate the conditions under which war arises among social groups from conflicts of economic interest.

43–44: (see earlier notes) [^64]: Collected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 21, p. 111. [^65]: Collected Works of Lenin, 2nd Chinese ed., Vol. 30, p. 78, People’s Publishing House, 1985. [^66]: Collected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 17, pp. 7–8, People’s Publishing House, 1965. Humanity’s passage from the primitive communism of remote antiquity to the higher-form communism of the future, in which war goes from non-existence to existence and then to extinction, is both a historical return and a logical return.



(2) War is the continuation of politics; politics is bloodless war, and war is bloody politics

War is nothing but the continuation of politics by other means. This concise and profound dictum was the judgment made about the essence of war by the bourgeois military theorist Clausewitz (1780–1831). “Marxists have always justly regarded this thesis as the theoretical basis for examining the significance of any given war. It was always from this standpoint that Marx and Engels themselves regarded the various wars.”45 However, owing to the limitations of his era and class, Clausewitz’s thesis failed to reveal the class content of politics, and his generalization of the types of war was also incomplete, so that his theory exhibits a certain lack of thoroughness.

Marx and Engels critically inherited Clausewitz’s thesis, pointing out that the essence of war is a form of class struggle, the continuation of the politics of a class; war serves politics, and politics governs war; war is an instrument of politics, and politics determines the purpose, motive, scale, and strategic planning of war, determines the attitude of the popular masses toward participation in war, and determines the scale of material and spiritual force mobilized by the state and social groups involved; war is waged for the political purposes of a given class or of the ruling class of a given state, and these political purposes are, in the final analysis, determined by the economic interests of that class or of the ruling class of that state.

Lenin gave a scientific reworking of Clausewitz’s thesis, clearly stating that war is nothing but the continuation of politics by other means (namely, violence); war equals politics conducted with the sword in place of the pen; war is the “continuation of the politics” of this or that class. Lenin repeatedly stressed that the relationship between war and politics (or the relationship between war and class) must be treated as the object of

Mao Zedong made a further incisive analysis of the connection and distinction between war and politics, and, in the phrase “politics is bloodless war, and war is bloody politics,”46 gave a new formulation of the conclusions of his predecessors. He also pointed out that war is the continuation of politics; in this sense, war is politics, and war itself is an action of a political nature — there has never, since ancient times, been a war without a political character. But war has its own particular character; in this sense, war is not identical with politics in general. War is the continuation of politics by particular means. When politics develops to a certain stage, and can no longer advance along the old road, war breaks out in order to sweep away the obstacle in politics’ path. Once the obstacle has been removed and the political aim attained, the war comes to an end. If the obstacle

In class society, the essential attribute that “war is the continuation of politics” will not change on account of the development of science and technology or the transformation of the concrete forms of war. As long as classes exist, war never has been and never will be an abstract act of violence divorced from political purpose. A given political purpose will always run through war from beginning to end, and war will always possess rich political content.



(3) The origin of violence is economic power. The victory or defeat of war depends on material — that is, economic — conditions, and depends on the quality and quantity of men and weapons

Violence is the coercive power of a class, and possesses an economic character. Marx and Engels, on the basis of the historical-materialist principle that “the mode of production of material life conditions the general process of social, political and intellectual life,”47 pointed out that economics has a foundational, prerequisite, and originating role and significance for violence. The basic characteristic of violence lies in its material character, and the primary condition constituting its material character is economics. Therefore, the primary characteristic of violence is its economic character. Once the state has come into being, violence is expressed and controlled mainly through this most basic form of organization — the state — and its activities. Hence, organized violence and its activity are built upon given economic conditions; the

The material basis of violence is economics. “Force is merely the means, while, on the contrary, the economic advantage is the end. And the more this end ‘is more fundamental’ than the means used to attain it, the more the economic side of the relationship takes precedence historically over the political side.”48 Violence is not simply an act of will; the victory of violence is based on the production of weapons, and the production of weapons is in turn based on production as a whole — on the material resources possessed by that violence. Violence itself cannot mint money; money must be obtained through production. Everywhere and always, it is economic conditions and resources that help “violence” achieve victory; without them, violence would not be violence at all. It is not violence that dominates economic conditions, but violence that is compelled to serve economic conditions. Every historical conflict is rooted in the material economic movement of society; relations of violence are, in the final analysis, produced by relations of material economics, and the roots of any war can only be sought in the social and economic relations of the time.

Economics, as the material basis of violence, is not only its origin, but also determines the organization and forms of use of violence, and determines the social content and epochal characteristics of violence. Organizations of violence have not always existed; they are the product of society having reached a certain stage of development. The purpose and cause of the activity of violent organizations cannot be separated from economics. Engels pointed out that any class struggle for liberation, in the final analysis, revolves around economic emancipation. And the wars waged by bourgeois states are purely for the sake of plunder. Even the so-called religious wars of the sixteenth century were, at bottom, waged for very definite material class interests,

Victory or defeat in war depends on material — that is, economic — conditions, and depends on the quality and quantity of the two kinds of material: men and weapons. War is a contest of strength, encompassing both the contest of material forces such as economic, political, and military power, and the contest of spiritual forces such as will, organization, guidance, and the direction popular sentiment leans. Among these, military power is the direct material means for resolving the question of victory or defeat in war, and is the main marker of the relative strength or weakness of the forces in a war. On the one hand, material forces such as economics, politics, and science and technology can exert a direct effect on the course and outcome of a war only once those directing the war have effectively mobilized and organized them, transforming them from their original form into real military strength; on the other hand, the relative superiority or inferiority of the material forces of war in themselves is merely the objective basis for which side is active and which is passive in the engagement — it is not yet the actual reality of being active or passive, still less the outcome of victory or defeat in the war. It is only on the basis of given material conditions of war that victory or defeat can ultimately be decided through the contest of the subjective dynamism of those directing the war. The factors of strength that constitute victory or defeat in war are concentrated in two basic elements: men and weapons/equipment. Man in war is, first of all, a material entity — an objective force possessing material activity, capable of acting on other matter and changing the state of other matter. Man in war possesses not only a spiritual attribute but, even more, a material attribute; he is a unity of spiritual and material factors. The amount of strength a man can bring to bear in war depends not only on quantitative factors but also on quality, and this quality is, to a great extent, determined by his economic position in society. Soldiers of different economic status invariably display different fighting qualities in war. This is precisely the reflection, in war, of man’s economic attributes. To win victory in war, the roles of man and weapon, or of man and matériel, are both indispensable; every factor determining victory in war is interdependent and mutually reinforcing. On this point, the revolutionary teachers of the proletariat made many incisive statements — for example, that weapons themselves cannot move on their own, and require a brave heart and a strong hand to use them; that in any war, victory is, in the final analysis, determined by the mental state of the masses who shed their blood on the battlefield; that weapons are an important factor in war, but not the decisive factor — the decisive factor is man, not matériel; that the balance of forces is not only a comparison of military and economic power, but also a comparison of manpower and popular sentiment; and that military and economic power still have to be grasped and wielded by men, and so on.



(4) War can act in two directions in history — either promoting the development of economy and society, or hindering the development of economy and society

The historical role of war is a direct or indirect expression of the social essence of war — a special form of political struggle. Between the historical role of war and its social nature there exists both a consistency — that is, the role of directly attaining the political aim hoped for and needed by those who launch the war — and an inconsistency — that is, the entire social effect that occurs objectively outside the aim of the war, an effect that does not shift according to the subjective will of those who launched the war, and that at times even stands in opposition to the war’s political aim. Marxism holds that war is not an absolute evil; it has not sullied the whole of history. To analyze the role of war, one must proceed from its social nature and political aim, and make a comprehensive examination of its subjective and objective effects, in order to understand the social significance of war and its impact upon society, to resist its negative aspects, make use of its positive aspects, and actively promote the development of society.

The direct effect of war is expressed in its destructiveness. What war destroys is nothing other than the wealth of society and human life — things generally regarded as good and precious. It not only thoroughly destroys the achievements of modern civilization and culture, but also will, and inevitably must, wreck the conditions for the survival of human society. This direct, natural destructive effect does not shift according to the subjective wishes of those waging the war or the social nature of the war; it is an effect or consequence produced by every war. The broad laboring people are often the first or the principal victims of this destructive effect. It is precisely in this sense that all kindly and just people — including the proletariat and its vanguard — regard war as the enemy of humankind and the scourge of society, regard it as a monster of mutual slaughter among human beings, and, proceeding from the wish for the eternal peace of humankind, oppose war, resolved to create the conditions ultimately and thoroughly to eliminate war.

War not only destroys social wealth and human life, but also, through this destruction, destroys certain social relations between man and man — a certain economic system, or political system, or social organization or social force, or social activity, or relations of ownership of territory and wealth, and so on. Although this latter kind of destruction takes an indirect form, it is the effect that embodies the essence of war and the war’s true purpose and historical value. Marxism holds that the significance of war’s destructive effect differs according to the object destroyed. Every unjust war destroys precisely the economic and political systems, or the good things, that advance the progress of human society, and therefore hinders the development of history; even so, it also has the aspect of providing an opportunity for progressive people to understand society and transform it. Every just war — revolutionary war especially — becomes directly a powerful lever by which progressive people transform the social system and drive society forward. It is precisely on the basis of a scientific analysis of the dual nature of the effects of war that proletarian military science has arrived at an affirmative conclusion regarding the historical value of war.

Revolutionary war and every just war are the direct motive force of the development of human society. The founders of Marxism regarded revolutionary violence as the basic condition for smashing the old system of ownership and turning toward a new system of ownership. Engels pointed out that when the political power of a state stands in opposition to its own economic development — as, up to now, has almost always been the case with political power at a certain stage of its development — the struggle invariably ends with the overthrow of that political power. Engels also pointed out that economic development invariably and unfailingly, and without mercy, clears its own path forward. Violence, in Marx’s words, is the midwife of every old society pregnant with a new one; it is the instrument by which social movement clears a path for itself and smashes the ossified, moribund political forms. In the history of the development of human society, because the old relations of production were protected by the violent means of the old state apparatus, the transformation of one social form into another has always been accomplished by means of revolutionary violence. Lenin pointed out that there has never been a great revolution in history that did not pass through civil war, and that no serious Marxist believes that the transition from capitalism to socialism can be achieved without civil war. Mao Zedong likewise held that reactionary things, unless you fight them, will not fall of themselves. The tremendous role played by revolutionary war and just war in propelling forward the development of human society is the principal expression of the historical role of class struggle, and is also one basic aspect of the popular masses making history. The historical role of revolutionary war and just war, and the historical role of the popular masses, are consistent with each other.

Under certain conditions, war will accelerate the advance of science and technology and the development of the social economy. This influence is based on the decisive role of social production and social economic life over war. Engels pointed out that, once political power has become independent of society and turned from servant into master, it can act in two directions. Engels first affirmed the accelerating effect of violence on economic development, holding that violence can act in accordance with the spirit and direction of lawful economic development, in which case it comes into no conflict whatsoever with economic development, and economic development is accelerated. Because war is a social activity more complex, more intense, and of a greater organizational scale than production, its demands on the quality of weapons and military supplies often far exceed those made on ordinary means of production and civilian goods; therefore, it is usually in military production that demands for the innovation of production technology are first raised, and made a reality. The larger the scale of war, the higher the level of technology, and the more complex the battlefield environment, the more common and frequent become the raising and solving of problems of large-scale exploitation or use of nature. War and the military industry not only promote the development of the instruments and technology of production, but also promote the improvement of production organization and the level of management, exerting a broad influence on economic life as a whole. The positive effect of war on the development of the productive forces is sometimes realized through tortuous means as well. Every conquest of a more economically developed people by a relatively barbarous people hindered economic development and destroyed vast amounts of productive force. But in the course of prolonged conquest, the more barbarous conquerors, in the great majority of cases, were forced to adapt themselves to the higher “economic situation” that existed after the conquest; they were assimilated by the conquered, and most of them were even forced to adopt the language of the conquered.

War intensifies class contradictions, indirectly creating favorable conditions for social revolution. Lenin once pointed out that war shakes the masses, awakening them with unprecedented calamity and suffering; war reduces the people to desperation, and cannot but produce a revolutionary mood among the masses, giving rise to revolutionary movements; our task is to help people become clearly aware of this mood, and to deepen and consolidate it. War gives the people the opportunity to take up arms, to recognize, in the course of war, the true relationship between the reactionary classes and the people, to overcome naive, kindly illusions, and to learn to use revolutionary war against counter-revolutionary war. Lenin also pointed out that when millions upon millions of people are enduring hunger, and millions upon millions of people are dying in war, they are not merely suffering, but are also gathering strength, reflecting on the true causes of the war, tempering their will, and coming to an ever clearer revolutionary awareness. War pushes onto the stage of history the people who ordinarily occupy a subordinate position; the result of its mass mobilization of adults is to give the army a popular character. War readily promotes the union of soldiers with the armed laboring people. War also weakens the strength of the reactionary classes, thereby exposing the weak links in the chain of reactionary rule, creating conditions for the outbreak, development, breakthrough, or victory of revolution. Lenin concluded: “the war will produce ‘economic and political crises.’ …we must ‘take advantage’ of this crisis to hasten the downfall of capitalist rule. This phrase implies both that a social revolution is maturing and becoming possible, and that it will be hastened by the war.”49

“Revolutionary war is an antitoxin which not only eliminates the enemy’s poison but also purges our own filth. Every just, revolutionary war is endowed with tremendous power and can transform many things, or clear the way for their transformation.”50 Revolutionary war, while eliminating the old system and reactionary forces, also sweeps away old social consciousness and customs, enabling progressive new customs and new relations between people to emerge and develop. The historically progressive role of war shows that war is an important tool for social transformation and an important condition for social development.



(5) Distinguishing the nature of war is the necessary precondition for determining the attitude to be taken toward war. Support just wars, oppose unjust wars, and strive for the eternal peace of humankind

Clarifying the nature of a war is the necessary precondition for Marxists in determining their own attitude toward it. Lenin pointed out that failing to distinguish types of war is theoretically mistaken, and harmful in practice. The attitude to be taken toward war should be determined in accordance with the historical environment, the mutual relations among classes,

The nature of a war depends on the effect it produces on the development of society. The class character and political aim of a war are the determining factors of its nature, and are also the criteria for distinguishing its nature. Therefore, to clarify the nature of a war, one must first determine what the objective conditions and specific circumstances of that war are. The war must be placed within the historical environment in which it occurred. Concretely speaking, one must see whether the war promotes social progress — that is, hastens the demise (or weakening) of a reactionary system and promotes the establishment of a new, more progressive system — or hinders social progress, that is, consolidates a reactionary system and strangles the birth of a new, more progressive one.

“Wars in history are divided into two kinds, just and unjust. All wars that are progressive are just, and all wars that impede progress are unjust.”51 Whether in the past, the present, or the future, any revolutionary, liberating, defensive war waged by an oppressed class or oppressed nation in order to resist reactionary ruling classes, to resist foreign aggression, and to promote social progress, is a just war; any reactionary, predatory, aggressive, offensive war waged by a reactionary class, reactionary forces, or their alliance, in order to oppose and suppress the people, to pursue power politics and aggressive expansion, and to hinder social progress, is an unjust war. The political aim, social nature, and historical role of a war are mutually connected and dialectically unified. To judge the nature of a war, one must grasp its dominant aspect. Lenin pointed out that we hold it necessary to study each war historically (in accordance with Marx’s dialectical-materialist point of view). There have often been wars in history that, although they inevitably brought about all manner of calamity, atrocity, disaster, and suffering — as does every war — were nevertheless progressive wars; that is to say, they promoted the development of humanity, hastening the destruction of extremely harmful and reactionary systems (such as absolutism or serfdom). For example, in the successive revolutionary wars of France, the French plundered and seized the territory of other countries, but this in no way changed the fundamental historical significance of these wars, because these wars destroyed and shook the feudal system and absolutist rule of the whole of old, serf-based Europe.

Uphold just wars, oppose unjust wars. Mao Zedong stressed that the aim of war is to eliminate war, to safeguard and strive for human progress and the eternal peace of the world. We Communists oppose all unjust wars that impede progress, but do not oppose progressive, just wars. As for methods of opposition: before a war breaks out, do everything possible to prevent its outbreak; once it has broken out, so far as possible, oppose war with war, oppose unjust war with just war. The proletariat holds the theory that war must be eliminated; the era of humanity’s life of war will be brought to a close at the hands of the proletariat. The proletariat’s study of, and engagement in, war proceeds from the wish to eliminate all war — seeking not only peace within one country, but peace throughout the world; not only peace for a time, but eternal peace. This is the dividing line between Communists and every exploiting class. The banner of humanity’s just war is the banner of the salvation of mankind, and the bridge that turns the whole of world history toward a new era. Mao Zedong also spoke of the method for eliminating war: to oppose war with war, to oppose counter-revolutionary war with revolutionary war, to oppose national counter-revolutionary war with national revolutionary war, and to oppose class counter-revolutionary war with class revolutionary war. Marx and Engels likewise pointed out that when war cannot be prevented and does occur, and when there still exist, in the world, sources that breed war, the aim of eliminating war can be achieved only by using violence to overthrow the entire existing social system. Lenin, more explicitly, pointed out that war will become impossible only after we have overthrown, finally defeated, and disarmed the bourgeoisie of the whole world, not merely of one country. Exploitation, poverty, and war must be eliminated by defeating the bourgeoisie and disarming it, not by praying for such an outcome. Eliminating war is a very long historical process; the proletariat must consciously regard the just war it is currently waging as one component part, one historical stage, of the sacred mission of eliminating war for human society. Every just, progressive war contains within it the character of fighting for the eternal peace of human society. A just war is not only an important means of opposing and eliminating unjust war, but is itself often the result brought about and caused by unjust war. The proletariat The proletariat must be skilled at using wars launched by reactionary classes to advance the cause of proletarian revolution, losing no opportunity to transform imperialist wars, and every war that hinders social progress, into revolutionary, liberating wars that promote social progress.



(6) Developing and strengthening the forces for world peace can restrain world war. International disputes can be resolved not by means of war but by peaceful means

In the proletariat’s struggle to win liberation for itself and for the whole of humanity, there have always existed two means of realization — violent and peaceful. Which means is most active and most effective depends on the era in which the proletariat finds itself. Marxism holds that, in bringing about social transformation, peaceful means cannot be absolutely excluded; as far as the subjective wishes of the proletariat are concerned, a socialist revolution overthrowing the system of exploitation should, if possible, avoid bloodshed. Marx and Engels envisioned, and on more than one occasion publicly stated, that a small number of countries might complete the transformation of their social system, and realize socialism, without armed struggle. As early as the 1840s, Engels, in exploring the principles of communism, in answering the question of whether private ownership could be abolished by peaceful means, said: if only it were so — Communists would be the very last to oppose such a method. By the 1870s, Marx, in light of the actual development of the international workers’ movement at the time, expounded this same idea on several occasions, pointing out that, wherever peaceful propaganda could reach this goal faster and more reliably, launching an uprising would be unwise. Engels, later still, in light of the new circumstances that arose with the German revolution of the 1890s, carefully examined the value and role of parliamentary struggle, affirming the achievements the German workers’ party had won by making use of universal suffrage and the necessity of legal forms of struggle, calling it “a completely new tactic of the proletariat.”52 Even in 1914, a year in which the sharp contradictions of capitalist society were brewing and the storm-clouds of the First World War were gathering, Lenin quite clearly expressed the proletariat’s attitude toward war and peace, saying: No, I do not wish for conflict to occur. I

The danger of war and the factors that restrain its outbreak exist simultaneously. When the development of the forces for peace outpaces the forces for war, war can be avoided. In the 1880s, in view of the extremely dangerous situation in Europe at that time, Engels, in his later years, invested a great deal of energy in studying questions of war and peace. He scientifically predicted that the war of the future would be a world war of one bloc of states against another, of unprecedented scale and extremely severe consequences. Such a destructive world war would bring danger to the international workers’ movement and to the broad laboring people, setting back socialist revolution by many years. Therefore, the struggle to win a lasting international peace was

Create the conditions for resolving disputes by peaceful means. The revolutionary teachers of the proletariat held that the objective existence of factors restraining war does not amount to a guarantee of peace. Winning and maintaining peace requires the common effort of millions upon millions of people, and requires the guidance of a correct strategy and tactics. In the proletariat’s struggle to restrain war and win peace, several main links must be grasped: First, continually expose the schemes of those who plan for war, and actively propagate the importance of safeguarding peace. Second, develop and strengthen the peace-restraining forces, doing everything possible to eliminate every potential hazard that might give rise to war. There is no other road to preventing or delaying the outbreak of war than to struggle against the sources that breed war. Third, vigorously advocate and actively pursue arms reduction. Fourth, formulate common international policies to prevent wars of aggression, and, on the basis of the Five Principles of Peaceful Coexistence, build a new international political order and a new international economic order. Fifth, in light of changes in the world situation, put forward new ways of thinking, new methods, and new means for resolving various disputes. In order to observe and resolve the question of development from the standpoint of the interests of the whole of humanity, and in order single-mindedly to promote the development of the productive forces of socialist states and, indeed, of all developing countries, one must submit to this hard truth — development — and resolve disputes by peaceful rather than non-peaceful means. One may create and apply a variety of forms and methods for resolving problems, including “one country, two systems,” “shelving sovereignty and pursuing joint development,” “economic cooperation and development,” and “peaceful dialogue,” among others. “The world is changing, and people’s thinking cannot but change… To develop, one must change; without change there can be no development.”53



(7) War is governed by laws; the laws of war develop; and the laws of war can be known

War is not some divine mystery, but a necessary movement of this world. War, like every other social phenomenon, is an objective process consisting of a number of elements moving in accordance with definite rules. Its occurrence, development, and outcome are related to the political, economic, military, geographic, and other factors of the two sides at war, and are the result of the mutual interaction of these factors in motion. The laws of war are precisely the inherent, necessary connections among these factors; they possess objectivity, repeatability, necessity, and universality. The laws of war reflect their own objective existence through the practice of war, and, regardless of whether people acknowledge them or not, they operate spontaneously and coercively.

The laws of war possess both generality and a prominently displayed particularity. Mao Zedong held that, apart from its general circumstances and nature, war also has its own particular circumstances and nature. Therefore, apart from the general laws of war, there are also certain particular laws of war. The general laws of war are the most stable, most universal, inherent, essential connections found across the process of every kind of war in motion. The particular laws of war are the inherent, essential connections found within the process of motion of an individual, concrete war. The general laws and the particular laws of war are both connected and distinguished. The distinction is that the general laws of war exist within every war and within every stage of war, operating on any war whatsoever, reflecting what is common to all wars; whereas the particular laws of war are peculiar to, and operate only within, wars of a given time, a given place, and a given nature — even a particular war — reflecting the individuality of a concrete war. The connection is that the general laws of war are embedded within the particular laws of war, being an abstract generalization of the particular laws, and operate through the particular laws; the particular laws are constrained and governed by the general laws, and continually enrich and develop the general laws. The boundary between the generality and particularity — or the commonality and individuality — of the laws of war is relative: a general law within a certain scope may, within a larger scope, become a particular law, and vice versa. The laws of revolutionary war, relative to the general laws of war, are particular; but relative to the laws of revolutionary war of a given country, they are general. The laws of revolutionary war of a given country, relative to the laws of revolutionary war in general, are particular; but relative to a particular revolutionary war of that country, they are general.

The laws of war develop. Different circumstances of war determine different laws for directing war, differing by time, place, and nature. In terms of temporal conditions, both war and the laws of directing war develop; each historical stage has the characteristics of that particular historical stage, and so the laws of war, too, each have their own characteristics, and cannot be mechanically transposed from one stage to another. In terms of the nature of war, revolutionary war and counter-revolutionary war each have their own different characteristics, and so the laws of directing war, too, each have their own characteristics, and cannot be mechanically transposed from one to the other. In terms of geographic conditions, every country and every nation has its own characteristics, and so the laws of directing war, too, each have their own characteristics, and likewise cannot be mechanically transposed. All the laws of directing war develop as history develops and as war develops; there is nothing that remains changeless.

The laws of war can be known. Engels pointed out that the mysteries of war can not only be discovered and revealed, but that, by means of the laws already revealed, the development of war can be foreseen, and war can thereby be actively guided. Where chance appears, on the surface, to be operating, this chance is invariably governed by hidden inner laws, and the problem is only that of discovering these laws. Marxists acknowledge that the phenomenon of war is more elusive and less certain than any other social phenomenon — that is, carries more of what might be called “contingency.” Many errors in war arise from ignorance of the enemy and of oneself; the particular character of war also means that, in many circumstances, people are unable fully to know both the enemy and themselves, and this gives rise to the uncertainty of the war situation and of wartime action, and to errors and defeats. Nevertheless, whatever the circumstances of the war and whatever the wartime actions, it is possible to know their general outline and their essential points.

The purpose of understanding the laws of war lies in applying these laws to one’s own action. Mao Zedong held that the laws of war are a problem that anyone directing war cannot but study and cannot but solve. He also pointed out that what Marxist philosophy considers of great importance is not merely to understand the objective world’s lawfulness so as to be able to explain the world, but rather to take this understanding of objective lawfulness and use it to actively transform the world. The laws of war exist objectively, but they can only be expressed by means of subjective theory. All military laws carrying a principled character, or all military theory, are summations, made by people of the past or of the present, of the experience of past wars. In this sense, so-called laws of war are nothing but the correct reflection, in people’s minds, of the objective laws of war; consciously applying the laws of war to the guidance of war is what constitutes the laws for directing war. As Mao Zedong said, the laws that guide war are the art of swimming in war. They are the product of the unity of the subjective direction of war with the objective reality of war. The laws for directing war are embodied in correct strategy and tactics, and contain within them the wisdom and creativity of those who direct war, and are therefore richer and more concrete than the content of the laws of war themselves. Mao Zedong also distinguished the laws for directing war by level, pointing out that studying the laws for directing war that carry overall significance is the task of the science of strategy, while studying the laws for directing war that carry local significance is the task of the science of campaigns and the science of tactics.

Whether people’s understanding can correctly reflect the objective laws of war depends on their practice of war, their level of knowledge, and their correct methods of thought. In class society, the degree to which people understand and apply the laws of war is also influenced and constrained by class-political concepts.



(8) The most profound source of the might of war lies among the popular masses. People’s war is the most effective organizational form for resisting class and national oppression, for winning freedom and liberation, and for achieving the victory of the weak over the strong

Soldiers and civilians are the foundation of victory. Marxism holds that the entire history of human society has been made by the laboring masses, who constitute the overwhelming majority of the population. Mao Zedong made the extremely clear pronouncement that the militia and the people are the foundation of victory. The people, and the people alone, are the motive force in the making of world history. The popular masses are the main body of human society, and are also the main body of that special social phenomenon which is war; the strength of the popular masses not only drives human society forward, but also determines the course of humanity’s wars and their outcome, victorious or defeated. The most profound source of the might of war lies among the popular masses. The popular masses are not only the human resource for waging war and the tremendous force that directly takes part in and coordinates with the army’s operations, but are also the producers and suppliers of war matériel. So long as we rely on the people, and firmly believe that the creative power of the popular masses is inexhaustible, then then, if we place our trust in the people and become as one with them, any difficulty can be overcome, and no enemy can overwhelm us — rather, it is the enemy who will be overwhelmed by us.

A just war will inevitably win the support and backing of the popular masses. The nature of a war determines the attitude the popular masses take toward it. The populace always judges the purpose or nature of a war according to its relationship to their own vital interests, thereby deciding whether to support, take part in, or resist and oppose that war. A just war follows the direction of historical development and reflects the interests and aspirations of the broad masses of the people, and can therefore arouse the unity of the whole nation, stir the sympathy of the people of the enemy country, and win the assistance of the majority of countries in the world. The extent to which the popular masses play their role differs according to whether a just war is led and initiated by a different class. A just war led and initiated by an exploiting class, although it too advocates popular participation, is always premised on not fundamentally threatening that class’s own rule, so that the role the populace can play is limited; the moment the role of the populace endangers the exploiters’ interests, the ruling class will never agree to it. It would rather make peace with its own most vicious enemy, who nonetheless shares its class origin, than unite with the people. Only a just war led and initiated by the laboring people themselves can fully mobilize and bring into play the enthusiasm and creativity of the populace. And a just people’s war led by the proletariat unifies the goal of the proletarian revolutionary movement with the historical trend of the development of human society; it unifies the purpose the proletariat seeks to achieve through the violent form of war with the social forces on which it relies to wage that war, so that people’s war sheds the limitations and incompleteness that existed in the past, becoming a war entirely for the people and relying on the people — the war of the popular masses themselves.

Mao Zedong consistently held that revolutionary war is a war of the masses; only by mobilizing the masses can war be waged, and only by relying on the masses can war be waged. The basic principle of Marxism-Leninism is to enable the masses to recognize their own interests, and to unite and struggle for those interests. Therefore, one must attend to carrying out broad and thorough political mobilization, letting the masses know what they are fighting for, unleashing the great enthusiasm latent within the masses, so that they consciously throw themselves into the struggle and build up unshakable confidence in victory — this is the first important question in waging a just war under proletarian leadership. The practice of war has repeatedly proven that the masses’ understanding of the purpose and cause of a war carries great significance, and this understanding is the guarantee for winning victory. “This question of the political mobilization of the army and the people is indeed of the greatest importance. …we should not be tired of saying again and again that without it victory is impossible. There would be no victory, either, if certain other necessary conditions were lacking, but this condition is the most fundamental.”54 Mao Zedong also stressed that this is a matter of the greatest importance, and that war must first rely on it to win victory. To seek victory while neglecting political mobilization is like “harnessing the horse to go south while pointing the shafts of the cart north” — the result will inevitably negate victory. Being satisfied merely with the fact that a war represents the fundamental interests of the popular masses, without doing the arduous, painstaking work of satisfying their immediate, personal interests, and without being skilled at closely combining the immediate interests of the popular masses with their long-term interests, still fails to truly mobilize and organize the masses. Attention must be paid to every practical problem in the daily lives of the masses; one must not merely raise general political slogans, but must care about and resolve the needs of the masses’ daily life, becoming a genuine organizer of the masses’ livelihood — only in this way will one win the ardent support of the masses, guiding them from the struggle of daily life into political struggle and military struggle.

People’s war is the most effective organizational form for achieving the transformation of the relative strength and superiority or inferiority between the enemy and ourselves. Oppressed classes and oppressed nations always begin in a scattered, unorganized, and weak position, and usually must go through a fairly long process of gradual change in order to wear down and disintegrate the enemy’s fighting strength. Lenin and Stalin both repeatedly stressed that arming the entire people is an especially urgent need — only by arming the entire people can reactionary forces be thoroughly overthrown; the people must rely only on themselves, must depend only on their own strength, and the liberation of the people must be accomplished by the people’s own hands. Engels pointed out: “A nation that wants to conquer its independence cannot restrict itself to the ordinary methods of warfare. Mass insurrection, revolutionary war, guerrilla parties everywhere—that is the only means by which a small nation can overcome a large one, by which a less strong army can be put in a position to resist a stronger and better organised one.”55 The main principles and tenets concerning people’s war put forward by the revolutionary teachers of the proletariat are: the proletarian party must grasp the leadership of the war, and ensure that its political and military lines commit no errors; it must develop the wartime economy through self-reliance, in order to guarantee the needs of the war; it must build up the people’s own armed forces and armed forces of a type suited to the needs of the war,

“The foundation of an army lies in its soldiers. Unless there is a progressive political spirit permeating the army, and unless there is a progressive political apparatus giving effect to this spirit, thorough unity between officers and men cannot be achieved, and it will be impossible to elicit to the maximum the soldiers’ enthusiasm for the War of Resistance. Without this, all technique and tactics will be built on sand.”56 The victory of every war ultimately depends on the number and quality of soldiers on the battlefield. Marxism acknowledges the great role played by commanders in war, but at the same time also points out that a commander’s role in war is constrained by social and historical conditions, and is a product of social relations. Engels once pointed out that, had there never been a Napoleon, someone else would have played his role. The brilliance of outstanding commanders never lies in “arbitrary fancy” or “free creation of the understanding,” but solely in their capacity to gain a comparatively profound understanding of the objective factors and laws of motion at work in war, perceiving, earlier than others, certain new things that must necessarily arise from changes in social relations, and using these new things to resolve the new problems arising in military practice. “The great achievement of old Fritz in the sphere of military science was that within the range of the tactics of the time, he was the first to reform and improve the old linear tactics to make them suitable for the new weapons. Similarly Napoleon’s imperishable achievement was that he discovered the only correct use of a large mass of armed men both in tactics and strategy, and this large mass of armed men could only be brought into being by the revolution.”57 The great role played by a commander in war presupposes the practice of the soldiers as a whole. The influence of a commander of genius is, at most, limited to fitting the mode of combat to new weapons and new soldiers. And the emergence of new weapons is bound up with the development of the productive forces, while the emergence of new soldiers is bound up with the transformation of production; both are governed by the conditions of the era and the laws of social development. In military practice, the creative activity of soldiers is the foundation from which new methods of warfare arise; no commander of genius’s



(9) “Preserve oneself, annihilate the enemy” is the purpose and essence of war, and the basis for all military principles

Preserving oneself and annihilating the enemy is the two-pole opposition between the enemy and ourselves in the military sphere, and is the basic question of war. Marxism holds that two-pole opposition is a common form in which contradiction is constituted. The relationship between enemy and self in war is a sharp confrontation of a material, violent kind; it is the negation of the other side’s natural life and material wealth, which possess adversarial value. No director of war, at any level, can direct war apart from the various basic mutually opposing factors between the two poles, nor can they direct war apart from the purpose, for which the two armies kill each other, of war. Mao Zedong pointed out that the various basic mutually opposing factors between enemy and self, unfolding within the action of war, turn into a mutual struggle for the sake of preserving oneself and annihilating the enemy. This purpose of war — preserving oneself and annihilating the enemy — is the essence of war, and is the basis for every action of war. From technical action up through strategic action, all is a carrying-through of this essence. Every technical, tactical, campaign, and strategic principle, and every technical, tactical, campaign, and strategic action, cannot depart in the slightest from the purpose of war; this purpose pervades the whole of war, and runs through it from beginning to end.

Here we speak not of the political purpose of war, but of the fundamental purpose of the war by which two armies slay each other. Nor do we speak here of the political essence of war, but of the essence of war examined from a military standpoint. The political purpose and military purpose of war, and the political essence and military essence of war, are mutually connected and inseparably intertwined. To achieve the political purpose of war, one must, through various military means, preserve oneself, annihilate the enemy, and, by means of violence, impose one’s own will upon the other side.

Preserving oneself and annihilating the enemy have a primary and a secondary aspect, and are a dialectical unity. “Of the two objectives of war, mutual slaughter (mutual struggle we call it, when it involves two sides) and mutual preservation (self-preservation), it seems to us that mutual slaughter is the primary object and mutual preservation the secondary, because the very purpose of self-preservation is the elimination of the enemy, and eliminating the enemy is the most effective means of self-preservation.”58 This essence of war — preserving oneself and annihilating the enemy — is expressed through the employment of types of combat and of weapons and equipment, and through the choice of combat action and support measures. Mao Zedong, through an analysis of the two modes of combat — offense and defense — further concretely elucidated the relationship between preserving oneself and annihilating the enemy. He pointed out that offense is the primary means of annihilating the enemy, being directly aimed at destroying the enemy, and at the same time also serves to preserve oneself, because if the enemy is not destroyed, one will be destroyed oneself. Defense is directly aimed at preserving oneself, but is at the same time an auxiliary means of offense, or a means of preparing to shift over to offense. Retreat belongs to the category of defense, being a continuation of defense; while pursuit is a continuation of offense. The spear is for offense, for destroying the enemy; the shield is for defense, for self-preservation. Even the weapons of today are still a continuation of these two. And the tank is a weapon that combines spear and shield into one. Of the principles of firing — concealing oneself and giving full play to firepower — the former is for self-preservation, the latter for destroying the enemy. Because of the former, methods such as making use of terrain and features, adopting leapfrog movement, and dispersing formation, all came into being. Because of the latter, methods such as clearing the field of fire and organizing a web of fire also came into being. Among the tactical units of assault, containing, and reserve forces, the first is for destroying the enemy, the second for self-preservation, and the third is prepared, according to circumstances, to be used for either of two purposes — either reinforcing the assault force, or serving as a pursuit force, both for the sake of destroying the enemy; or reinforcing the containing force, or serving as a covering force, both for the sake of self-preservation. Viewed across the whole of war, offense, as the primary means of destroying the enemy, is primary, while defense, as an auxiliary means of destroying the enemy and a means of self-preservation, is secondary. The primary and secondary positions of self-preservation and destroying the enemy can, under certain conditions, be transformed into each other. When the disparity in strength between the enemy and ourselves is so extreme as to fundamentally endanger the survival of our own effective strength, then “preserving military strength and waiting for the opportunity to defeat the enemy,” and “survival first,” become entirely necessary.

In war, advocating brave sacrifice and the requirement of self-preservation are opposites that complement each other. Mao Zedong pointed out: how is the advocacy of brave sacrifice in war to be explained? Every war must pay a price, sometimes a very great price — does this not contradict “self-preservation”? In fact, one and

The “self” and “enemy” in “preserve oneself, annihilate the enemy” are abstract concepts, which can refer to a state, or to a political or social group. But militarily speaking, they mainly refer to the main body of the mutually opposing armed forces — the soldier, the combination of man and weapon — that is, effective fighting strength. Annihilating the enemy means disarming the enemy — that is, what is called “depriving the enemy of the capacity for resistance” — not necessarily annihilating him bodily in the complete sense. By the same logic, preserving oneself means keeping one’s own arms and one’s own capacity for resistance from being taken away, which of course also includes preserving one’s own bodily existence.



(10) The unity of subjective direction with objective reality is the fundamental requirement for directing war. One must study not only the general laws of war, but especially the particular laws of war

One must be thoroughly familiar with the circumstances of both the enemy and oneself in every respect, discover the laws governing their action, and apply these laws to one’s own action, so that subjective direction conforms to objective reality. The key to winning more battles and losing fewer lies in making the subjective direction of war conform to the objective reality of war. “In order to win victory in a war a side must, on the basis of the actual circumstances, correctly determine its own strategic and tactical aims; that is, its subjective thinking must conform to objective reality — or else it will suffer defeat in practice.”59 The contradiction between the subjective and the objective is a universal contradiction of social practice. Because of the abundant presence, in the movement of war, of antagonistic and contingent factors, the subjective-objective contradiction within war is especially acute. On the one hand, without understanding the circumstances of war and its laws, one cannot wage war; on the other hand, although the circumstances of war and its laws can be known, in many circumstances they cannot be fully or truly known. Mao Zedong pointed out that a case in which subjective direction and objective circumstances entirely coincide is extremely rare in war or in battle; this is because the two sides in a war or a battle are groups of armed men,

The basic method for making subjective direction conform to objective reality is “to be thoroughly familiar with the circumstances on both sides, and to seek the laws governing the actions of both sides, and to apply these laws in directing one’s own actions.”[^85] Mao Zedong pointed out that a military man of much experience, provided he is open-minded and studious, becomes familiar with the temperament of his own forces (commanders, fighters, weapons, provisions, etc., and the whole of these) and becomes familiar with everything relevant to the war, such as politics, economics, geography, climate, and so on; such a military man, in directing war or combat operations, has comparatively more assurance and can more readily win victory. Being clear about oneself while in the dark about the enemy, or clear about the enemy while in the dark about oneself, both fail to resolve the problem of studying and applying the laws of war. “A correct disposition arises from a correct decision, a correct decision from a correct judgment, and a correct judgment from a thorough and necessary reconnaissance and from pondering over and piecing together the material gathered from reconnaissance of various kinds. A commander turns the information gathered through reconnaissance and all kinds of other channels over in his mind, discards the dross and selects the essential, rejects the false and retains the true, proceeds from the one to the other and from the outside to the inside; then he starts to think about the situation on his own side and studies the two aspects, the enemy and himself, arriving at the judgments, decisions, and plans” — this is a complete process of understanding the situation, undertaken by every military figure before drawing up any strategic, campaign, or tactical plan. A careless military figure does not do this, and instead bases his military plans on wishful thinking; such plans are fanciful and do not accord with reality. A rash military figure relying solely on enthusiasm inevitably falls prey to enemy deception, is lured astray by superficial or one-sided information, and is misled by his own irresponsible subordinates who lack genuine knowledge and insight who lack genuine knowledge and insight, and is thus led astray by rousing but ill-informed advice, invariably running into a brick wall — precisely because such figures either do not know, or are unwilling to know, that any military plan must be built upon careful reflection based on necessary reconnaissance and on the situation of both the enemy and oneself, and the relationship between them.[^86]

The process of understanding the situation exists not only prior to the formulation of a military plan, but also after it. Mao Zedong held that, once a plan begins to be carried out, from the beginning of its execution until the conclusion of the campaign, this is again another process of understanding the situation — namely, the process of implementation. At this point, it is necessary to re-examine whether what belonged to the first process conforms to actual circumstances. If the plan does not correspond, or does not fully correspond, to the circumstances, one must, in accordance with new understanding, form new judgments, make new decisions, and alter the plan already set, so that it suits the new circumstances. Partial alteration occurs in nearly every operation; complete alteration also occurs from time to time. A rash commander who does not know how, or is unwilling, to make changes, and merely persists blindly, will inevitably run into a brick wall as a result.

The basic path to raising one’s understanding of war and one’s capacity for subjective direction is to learn to make war through the waging of war. Mao Zedong pointed out that the words of the great ancient Chinese military strategist Sun Tzu — “know the enemy and know yourself, and you will never be defeated in a hundred battles” — encompass two stages, learning and application, including learning the laws of development within the objective actual situation and, in accordance with these laws, deciding on one’s own actions in order to overcome the enemy at hand. We should not make light of this saying. Correct human understanding does not fall from the sky, nor is it innate; it can only come from practice. Practice not only determines the formation and development of understanding, but also determines people’s capacity for subjective cognition. How is the capacity to understand and direct war to be raised? Mao Zedong held that the first and basic requirement and condition is rich practical combat experience. Because of the particular character of war, opportunities to practice it cannot be obtained outside the environment of war itself; therefore, actual combat experience has an especially special and important significance for those who direct war or campaigns and battles. To be a genuinely capable senior commander is not something achieved by a novice, or by one merely skilled at armchair strategy; it can only be achieved through learning in the course of war itself. Without this kind of prolonged experience, it is difficult to understand and grasp the laws of an entire war. Reading is a form of learning; application, too, is a form of learning

[^85]–[^86]: Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 1, pp. 178–180. — indeed, the more important form of learning. Learning warfare through the waging of war — this is our chief method. Marxism does not deny the value of indirect experience, but stresses that it must be correctly applied. Mao Zedong explicitly stated that all military laws or military theory carrying a principled character are summations, made by people of the past or of the present, of the experience of past wars. These lessons, paid for in blood, bequeathed to us by past wars, should be studied with particular emphasis — this is one matter. But there is another matter as well: namely, to verify these conclusions against one’s own experience, absorbing what is useful and rejecting what is not, and adding what is peculiarly one’s own.

One must both learn warfare through the waging of war, and also attach importance to studying military theory, drawing on the military experience of others. Military theory is that which has been abstracted from the experience of war and carries universal significance. It is impossible, from the practice of a single war alone, to reveal the laws of war or to form military theory. Understanding of the laws of war depends on the historical accumulation of the practice of war, and is the result of examining the history of war and the war experience of others. The laws of war are things invisible to the eye; they can only be grasped by using the mind to reflect upon them, and can only be expressed in the form of theory. To this day, the laws of war known to people have all been recorded by the military-theoretical writings of successive generations. The positive significance of studying military theory lies in the fact that it can give the process of understanding war, and that understanding itself, a self-conscious, scientific, and comprehensive character, allowing the experience and creativity of those who direct war to operate on a firmer foundation. However, as Mao Zedong pointed out, learning is not an easy matter, and applying what is learned is even less easy. The scholarship of war, taken up in the lecture hall or in books, is something many people can discourse on eloquently, yet when it comes to actually fighting, there is a clear difference between victory and defeat. Military theory is, after all, something indirect and abstract; it can only be taken as a guide or reference for action, and cannot be treated as a ready-made conclusion or a rigid, unchanging dogma.

In studying war and military theory, and in researching the laws of war and of the guidance of war, one must grasp correct methods. First, one must uphold the objective standpoint and the comprehensive standpoint. “The idealist and mechanistic tendencies on the question of war are wrong not because they emphasise the subjective effort in war, but because they go beyond bounds; their way of looking at things is subjective and one-sided…. We must therefore oppose idealism and mechanism in the study of war and, instead, adopt the objective and all-sided viewpoint in making a study of war, so that correct conclusions on questions of war may be reached.”60 Second, one must keep an eye on the characteristics and development of the laws of war. War is something in motion; the changes that occur to the laws of war in the course of that motion, and the particularity these laws display, are especially pronounced compared with other social phenomena, and this is a result of development. Mao Zedong stressed that, in studying the laws for directing war in different historical stages, of different natures, and in different regions and among different nations, one should keep an eye on their distinctive features and on their development, and oppose mechanism on questions of war. Everything shifts with time, place, and condition; if one fails to perceive development, one cannot grasp, in essence, the characteristics and changes of the laws of war. Third, one must correctly handle the relationship, within war, between the general and the particular. One must study not only the laws of war in general, but also the laws of the particular case of revolutionary war, and, further still, the laws of the still more particular case of the Chinese revolutionary war. Without studying the general laws, one cannot understand the common essence of war, cannot grasp war as a whole, and cannot apply the “general” to guide the “particular” — one may fall into the error of narrow empiricism; understanding only the laws of war in general, without studying the laws of particular wars, likewise makes it impossible to give concrete guidance to a concrete war, and one strays from the actual reality of war, falling into the error of dogmatism. “This coexistence of the particularity and universality of contradiction, of the relative and the absolute, is the quintessence of the problem of the contradiction in things; not to understand it is tantamount to abandoning dialectics.”61

That subjective direction conforms to objective reality is relative, not absolute. Mao Zedong pointed out that we cannot demand a commander who wins every battle in actual fact — such commanders have been rare since ancient times. What we require is a brave and wise commander who generally wins victory in the course of a war — a commander of both wisdom and courage. So long as command is, on the whole, suited to the circumstances — that is, suited to the circumstances in the parts that are decisive — that is already the foundation of victory. Whatever the circumstances of war and whatever the actions of war, it is possible to know their general outline and their essential points. By employing every kind of reconnaissance means first, and following this with the commander’s intelligent inference and judgment, reducing errors, one can achieve, in a general sense, correct direction — this is attainable. Once we possess this weapon of “generally correct direction,” we can win more victories, and can turn inferiority into superiority, and passivity into initiative.



(11) Those who direct war should, within the limits permitted by objective conditions, actively and dynamically strive to seize victory in war

Conscious dynamism is a distinguishing characteristic of humankind. “The outcome of a war, whether victory or defeat, is determined by the military, political, economic and natural conditions on both sides. But that is not enough; it is also determined by each side’s subjective ability in directing the war. In his endeavour to win a war, a military director cannot overstep the limitations imposed by the objective conditions; within these limitations, however, he can and must strive for victory. The stage of action for a military director is built upon objective conditions, but on that stage he can direct the performance of many a drama, full of sound and colour, power and grandeur.”62 Conscious dynamism is expressed in two aspects, understanding and practice. Mao Zedong pointed out that thought and the like are subjective things, while doing or acting is the manifestation of the subjective in the objective — both are humanity’s peculiar form of dynamism. This dynamism, which we call “conscious dynamism,” is precisely the characteristic that distinguishes man from matter. Human beings display this characteristic strongly in war. Every spiritual factor at work in war is closely bound up with conscious dynamism. Without subjective, spiritual factors, everything in war would turn into dead matter. The subjective conditions of directors of war at every level carry special importance. The subjective factor of an army is often concentrated in the subjective direction of its commanders and officers; the correctness and flexibility of an army’s actions, the firmness of its will and the stability of its morale, the loftiness of its fighting spirit and the courage of its resolve, are all bound up with the wise command and exemplary role of its commanders and officers.

The exercise of conscious dynamism must be based on the objective laws and objective conditions of the movement of war. Marxism holds that the exercise of subjective dynamism is constrained not only by the laws of war, but must also rely on certain material conditions. Subjective dynamism belongs to the category of the spiritual, and, apart from the necessary material conditions, can have no effect whatsoever. But conditions can be striven for, altered, and created through human subjective effort. Mao Zedong made the extremely incisive point that those who direct war cannot go beyond what the limits of objective conditions permit in seeking

We should advocate and bring into play correct conscious dynamism. Mao Zedong pointed out that all thought that is based on, and consistent with, objective fact is correct thought, and all conduct or action based on correct thought is correct action. We must give expression to this kind of thought and action; we must give expression to this kind of conscious dynamism. War is not the act of an individual, but the highest form of mutual struggle between nation and nation, state and state, class and class, and political group and political group. Giving expression to conscious dynamism in war includes the broad masses of the nation, state, class, and political group that wage the war. Mobilizing and bringing into play the conscious dynamism of the masses is itself an important part of the conscious dynamism exercised by those who direct war; every correct decision of those who direct war can produce powerful material force only once it is transformed into the will and action of the broad masses, giving expression to their conscious dynamism in waging war.



(12) One must flexibly employ forces and vary tactics, contend for the initiative in operations, and turn the possibility of victory into reality

Striving hard for the initiative and doing everything possible to avoid passivity is the question that those who direct war must consider above all else. Being active or passive in war is directly linked to victory or defeat. Engels held that initiative is the freedom of action of an army, distinguishing it from being forced into a state of unfreedom. To hold the initiative is proof that an army is, either in quantity, or in quality, or in in the art of command, superior — and that, even in every case of setback and retreat, this can, short of losing a decisive battle, sustain morale. Mao Zedong regarded freedom of action as the lifeblood of an army, holding that once this freedom is lost, the army approaches being defeated or destroyed. Therefore, both sides in a war strive hard for the initiative and do everything possible to avoid passivity, contending for the initiative on the battlefield and, indeed, throughout the entire war. On this point Mao Zedong gave a further, detailed exposition. He pointed out that, whichever side suffers a setback, this directly and swiftly gives rise to a new effort on the part of the losing side — an attempt to save the situation, so as to extricate itself from these newly emerged conditions and advantages that favor us and disfavor the enemy, and to re-create conditions and advantages favorable to us and unfavorable to the enemy, so as to bear down on the other side. The effort of the victorious side runs contrary to this: it strives to develop its own victory, inflict greater losses on the enemy, and make every effort to increase or develop conditions and circumstances favorable to itself, while making every effort to prevent the other side from accomplishing its scheme of extricating itself from its disadvantage and retrieving its dangerous situation. It is precisely because activity and passivity bear on the fate of the army and the victory or defeat of the war that, whatever complex, grave, or bitter the environment, what those directing war require above all is to organize and use their own forces independently and autonomously. It is common for a side to be forced by the enemy into a passive position; what matters is quickly to restore an active position. If this position cannot be restored, what follows is defeat.

Superiority in the strength of the forces of war is the material basis of initiative. “A position of initiative is not imaginary but concrete and material. The most important thing is to keep and build up an army as large and as good as possible, which is the material condition for retaining the initiative.”63 Mao Zedong also pointed out that initiative is inseparable from superiority in the strength of the forces of war, while being passive is inseparable from inferiority in the strength of the forces of war. Superiority or inferiority in the strength of the forces of war is the objective basis of activity or passivity. In analyzing this distinction, Mao Zedong held that an active position maintained throughout and spread over every area — that is, absolute initiative — is possible only when there is absolute superiority against absolute inferiority. But historically, cases of this kind of absolute superiority exist at the conclusion of a war or a campaign, and are rare at the beginning of a war or a campaign. Even though a war or campaign may also end in a state of relative superiority or inferiority, or of balance, in which case, at the level of the war, compromise appears, and at the level of the campaign, stalemate appears, generally

Whether subjective direction is correct or not affects the changes in relative superiority and inferiority, and in activity and passivity. Mao Zedong pointed out that we want superiority and initiative, and so does the enemy; from this standpoint, war is a contest between the commanders of two armies of the subjective capacity to contend for superiority and initiative, using as their base the material foundation of military strength, financial resources, and other such items. The relative superiority or inferiority of the strength of the forces of war is, to be sure, the objective basis determining activity or passivity, but it is not yet the actuality of activity or passivity. Only through struggle, through a contest of subjective capacity, does actual activity or passivity come to appear. In struggle, correct or incorrect subjective direction can turn inferiority into superiority and passivity into activity; it can equally turn superiority into inferiority and activity into passivity. The method for achieving such a transformation is to artificially create many local superiorities and local positions of initiative for ourselves, so as to strip the enemy of his many local superiorities and local positions of initiative, casting him into inferiority and passivity. Gathering together these local elements becomes our strategic superiority and strategic initiative, and the enemy’s strategic inferiority and strategic passivity. The initiative arises from a correct assessment of the situation (of both the enemy and ourselves) and from correct military and political dispositions. The initiative is not something possessed by any man of genius; it is something produced by an intelligent leader who studies with an open mind, correctly assesses the objective situation, and correctly disposes military and political action. Once one has, owing to mistaken assessment or disposition, or owing to irresistible pressure, been forced into a passive position, the task at that point is to strive to extricate oneself from this passivity. How to extricate oneself must depend on the circumstances. In many circumstances, “walking away” is necessary. In war, appearances often do not directly reflect the essence. It is often precisely when the enemy is at his most vigorous and we ourselves are at our most difficult that the enemy is in fact beginning to turn unfavorable, and we ourselves are beginning to turn favorable. It is often the case that a favorable turn of circumstances and the restoration of the initiative are born out of the effort of “holding on a little longer.” Misjudgment and inattention can cause the loss of superiority and initiative. Deliberately creating misjudgment in the enemy’s mind, and delivering an unexpected attack, is a method — indeed, an important method — of creating superiority and seizing the initiative. Creating misjudgment in the enemy and attacking him unexpectedly means giving the enemy the uncertainty of war while reserving for oneself the greatest possible certainty, in order to win one’s own superiority and initiative, and one’s own victory. Mao Zedong further pointed out that, no matter how military technology develops, and no matter how the means and methods of command are improved and perfected, war must always be waged by human beings. Since ancient times there has never been a general who commits no errors; the enemy always has weaknesses that can be found, just as we ourselves cannot avoid revealing weaknesses — the possibility of exploiting a gap in the enemy’s position always exists.

Flexibly employing forces and varying tactics is the central task of directing war. The freedom of directing war is obtained through flexibility, and is in turn expressed as flexibility. Mao Zedong held that flexibility is the concrete realization of initiative in the conduct of operations — it is the flexible employment of forces. This matter of flexibly employing forces is the central task of directing war, and is also the most difficult thing to do well. The business of war, apart from organizing and educating the army and organizing and educating the people, consists of employing the army in combat, and everything is for the sake of victory in combat; organizing the army and the like is certainly difficult, but employing the army is more difficult still — especially under conditions where the weak are fighting the strong. Therefore, doing this requires enormous subjective capacity; one must overcome the confusion, obscurity, and uncertainty inherent in the character of war, and find within it order, clarity, and certainty, in order to achieve flexibility in command. Flexibility is the high degree of unity between making use of the laws of war and bringing dynamism into play. Flexibility is not recklessness; it is a capacity possessed by an intelligent commander who, based on objective circumstances, “assesses the time and the situation” (this “situation” includes the enemy’s situation, our own situation, the terrain, and so forth) and adopts timely and appropriate measures of disposition — what might be called the “art of application.” In order flexibly to employ forces, one must flexibly employ and vary tactics, practicing flexible and mobile strategy and tactics. “Here there are three links: timing, place, and the troops [involved]. Unless these fit the situation, victory is impossible.” “That tactical, campaign, and strategic plans should each be determined and changed in accordance with their respective circumstances and conditions is an important link in the direction of war, and is also the concrete implementation of flexibility in directing war — it is, indeed, the actual implementation of skillful application.”64

Without prior planning and preparation, victory in war cannot be won. Mao Zedong pointed out that formulating and altering an operational plan in accordance with circumstances is an important link in the direction of war. Owing to the particular uncertainty inherent in war, realizing planned action in war is far more difficult than realizing it in other undertakings. War has no absolute certainty, but it does have a relative certainty of a certain degree. Our own side is comparatively certain. The enemy’s side is much less certain, but there, too, are clues that can be sought, signs that can be observed, and preceding and following phenomena available for reflection. This constitutes what might be called a certain degree of relative certainty, and gives the planned character of war an objective basis. Moreover, the advance of science and technology — modern reconnaissance, electronics, and delivery technology in particular — has further increased the possibility of planning in war. The planned character of war and its flexibility are mutually contradictory yet also mutually complementary. On the one hand, war ought to be conducted according to plan; estimating the distant prospects is necessary. That method of guidance which merely feels its way forward step by step is disadvantageous both for politics and for war. A policy that runs through an entire strategic stage or even several strategic stages, that is thought through in broad outline, and that covers a long period, is absolutely indispensable. Failing to do this will produce the error of hesitation and inaction, which in practice suits the enemy’s tactical requirements and places oneself in a passive position. On the other hand, because war possesses only a fairly low degree of certainty and only for a fairly brief time, the planned character of war must move along with the movement of war itself, and differs in degree according to the scope of the war; it is very difficult to fix it completely and rigidly. Therefore, a war plan or policy should be given only relative fixity. Mao Zedong also pointed out that a war plan — that is, the concrete application of strategy and tactics — must carry flexibility. It must be replaced or revised in a timely manner according to changing circumstances and the fluidity of war. Tactical plans often need to be changed several times in a single day; a campaign plan can generally last through to the conclusion of that campaign, but partial changes within that campaign are common, and complete changes occur from time to time as well; a strategic plan has a greater degree of fixity, but it, too, applies only within a given strategic stage. On the question of war planning, one must oppose both mechanism and relativism. Mao Zedong particularly stressed that, within the absolutely flowing long river of the whole of war, there is, at each of its specific stages, a relative fixity, and this



(13) Correctly formulate and apply strategy and tactics. Despise the enemy strategically, take the enemy seriously tactically

Strategy is the method for planning and directing the overall situation of a war; it is the concentrated expression of the art of war, and the most important component of military science. Stalin held that the movement of war, like other social phenomena, is composed of two kinds of factors: one objective or spontaneous, the other subjective or conscious. The objective or spontaneous factors are certain processes that do not shift according to the conscious, regulating will of the proletariat. Strategy has no effect on these processes, because strategy can neither cancel nor alter them; it can only estimate them and take them as its point of departure. However, on the subjective, conscious side of motion, the opposite is true — the field in which strategy operates is broad and manifold; strategy can accelerate or decelerate motion, and can lead motion onto a shortcut or direct it onto a more arduous path — and this depends on whether strategy itself is sound or defective. If the proletariat does not wish, in directing the movement, to commit major, fatal errors, it must understand and correctly assess the process of the movement of war, and, taking Marxist theory and program as its basis, formulate a correct strategy. And “in any process where there are a number of contradictions, one of them must be the principal contradiction playing the leading and decisive role, while the rest occupy a secondary and subordinate position. Therefore, in studying any complex process in which there are two or more contradictions, we must devote every effort to finding its principal contradiction. Once this principal contradiction is grasped, all problems can be readily solved.”[^92] This is “one of the important methods by which a revolutionary party correctly decides its political and military strategic and tactical policy.”[^93] Stalin gave a full exposition of questions of strategy and of strategic planning, pointing out that the most important task of strategy is to determine the basic direction that the movement of the working class should follow, and, along this direction, to arrange most favorably

[^92]–[^93]: Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 1, pp. 322, 326–327. the fundamental blow the proletariat delivers against the enemy, in order to attain the goals set out in the program. A strategic plan is a plan organizing a decisive blow capable of achieving maximum effect in the shortest time. The content of a strategic plan is precisely to set out the fundamental direction of the blow to be struck by the revolutionary forces, and to formulate a plan for deploying millions upon millions of the masses correspondingly along the social front — that is, to set out the general road and general direction that the proletarian revolutionary movement should follow; it means finding, at every given juncture, the particular link in the chain of unfolding events, and, having grasped this link, being able to hold the entire chain, preparing the conditions for winning strategic victory. Stalin also pointed out that, because the Marxist program is composed of both a maximum program and a minimum program, it goes without saying that a distinction must be drawn between the strategy of the minimum part of the program and the strategy of the maximum part of the program; moreover, strategy is not something eternal and unchanging — it changes along with historical transformation or shifts.

The revolutionary teachers of the proletariat also gave a comprehensive account of the relationship between strategy and tactics, holding that both strategy and tactics are sciences that guide the struggle of the proletariat. But tactics are a part of strategy; they are subordinate to strategy and also serve strategy. Strategy is the highest level for directing military struggle, while tactics are the concrete manner of realizing strategy. Stalin pointed out that whereas strategy strives to win victory in the war as a whole, tactics differ: they strive to win victory in certain campaigns or certain battles, striving to carry out successfully a certain battle situation or offensive that is more or less suited to the concrete circumstances of struggle at a particular time. Tactics study not the war as a whole, but the individual events within the war — that is, the battles and campaigns. The relationship between strategy and tactics is that of ends and means, and of the whole and the part. Tactics are determined by strategy; they are the means of struggle adopted to realize strategy. The aims of strategy can only be achieved through certain tactical means; tactical victory can propel forward the execution of strategic tasks. The revolutionary teachers of the proletariat also regarded policy and tactics as the life of the Party, stressing that only when the Party’s policy and tactics are entirely on the right track can revolution have the possibility of victory. Directing the proletariat’s war must combine firmness in strategic principle with flexibility in tactics of struggle, combining military struggle with political struggle and struggle on other fronts, countering the counter-revolutionary “two hands” with the revolutionary “two hands.” Stalin clearly pointed out that the most important task of tactics is to set out the methods and means of struggle, and forms of struggle, that are most suited to the concrete circumstances of a particular period and that can most reliably prepare for strategic victory. The role and effect of a tactic should be assessed not in terms of itself, nor with an eye solely on its immediate effect, but with an eye on the task and possibilities of strategy. In practice, the application of tactics changes flexibly according to strategic needs and changing objective conditions. The main principles governing the use of tactics are:

First, build a broad and solid domestic and international united front under the leadership of the proletarian party. Stalin held that this form of struggle and organization — the united front — must be placed in the first rank; this form is best suited to conditions of ebb or flow in the movement of the time, and can promote and ensure that the masses are drawn onto the revolutionary front — that millions upon millions of the masses are drawn onto the revolutionary front and arranged along it. To build and consolidate the united front, one must firmly and unswervingly mobilize and rely on the basic masses of workers and peasants, who make up the majority of the population, uniting, educating, and winning over the wavering middle elements to the greatest extent possible, and dividing, isolating, and striking at the tiny handful of reactionaries to the greatest extent possible.

Second, both unite with and struggle against indirect allied forces. Stalin held that indirect allied forces include not only the various non-proletarian classes, domestic and foreign, that the proletariat can, at a given stage and toward a given goal, win over and unite with, but should also include the contradictions and conflicts among these forces that the proletariat can make use of, as well as the contradictions, conflicts, and wars among the various bourgeois states hostile to the proletarian state. Because these contradictions and conflicts can disperse the enemy’s strength and allow the people to be educated through them, they sometimes carry first-order significance for the course of the revolution. The task of strategic guidance is precisely to correctly employ all these reserve forces in order to achieve the basic aim of the revolution at a given stage of its development. The victory of the proletariat is due not only to the unity and solidarity of its own organization, but also to its ability to win over allies within the enemy’s own camp. Lenin also stated explicitly that, for the proletariat to defeat a stronger enemy, it must exert its utmost effort while at the same time making the most careful, attentive, cautious, and skillful use, on the one hand, of every, even the smallest, “rift” among its enemies — of every antagonism of interest among the bourgeoisie of the various countries and among the various groups or categories of the bourgeoisie within each country — and, on the other hand, must take advantage of every, even the smallest, opportunity of gaining a mass ally, even though this ally is temporary, vacillating, unstable, unreliable, and conditional. Whoever fails to understand this does not understand Marxism at all, does not understand contemporary scientific socialism at all. Whoever has not proven, over a fairly long period and amid fairly complex political circumstances, that he genuinely knows how to apply this truth in practice has not learned how to help the revolutionary class carry out its struggle, and to liberate the whole of the laboring mankind from the yoke of the exploiters. To stress the importance and universality of this tactical policy, Lenin particularly emphasized that all of the above applies equally to the period both before and after the proletariat’s seizure of political power.

Third, grasp the central link, and organically combine strategy and tactics, and general line and general policy, with concrete lines and concrete policies. Stalin held that grasping the central link means finding, at every given juncture, the particular link in the chain of unfolding events, adopting every possible means and method of struggle, and fully mobilizing the enthusiasm and creativity of the popular masses, so as to obtain, given a certain balance of forces, the maximum result necessary for preparing strategic victory. The formulation and application of strategy and tactics are usually expressed as policy. Mao Zedong pointed out that policy is the starting point of every actual action of a revolutionary party, and is expressed in the process and outcome of that action. Every action of a revolutionary party is the carrying out of policy. It either carries out a correct policy or carries out a mistaken one; it either does so consciously or does so blindly. In applying tactics and executing concrete lines of work and concrete policies, there often arises the phenomenon of forgetting the general strategic direction, or the general line and general policy. And if these are truly forgotten, one becomes a blind, incomplete, and unclear-headed revolutionary who, in applying tactics or executing concrete lines of work and concrete policies, loses his bearings, wavers back and forth, and bungles the work.

Despise the enemy strategically, take the enemy seriously tactically. This is a fundamental strategic and tactical idea of the revolutionary people. Mao Zedong pointed out that, just as everything in the world without exception possesses duality (that is, the law of the unity of opposites), imperialism and all reactionaries likewise possess duality: they are real tigers and also paper tigers. From a long-term, essential point of view, they represent reaction, and are paper tigers; genuinely powerful strength does not belong to them, and we have reason to despise them — it is on this point that we build our strategic thinking. From an immediate, concrete point of view, they are also living, iron, real tigers, capable of devouring people, and we must take them seriously — and it is on this point that we build our tactical thinking and our thinking on strategy in the narrower sense. If we do not despise the enemy as a whole, we shall commit the error of opportunism; if we do not take the enemy seriously in concrete matters, we shall commit the error of adventurism. Revolutionaries must, strategically, on the whole, despise the enemy and dare to struggle against them; while at the same time, tactically, in every local matter and every concrete question of struggle, take the enemy seriously, adopt a cautious attitude, master the art of struggle, and, according to differing times, places, and conditions, adopt suitable forms of struggle, so as to isolate and destroy the enemy step by step. Looking at the entire course of the proletariat’s revolutionary struggle, at every historical turning point and on every major question of strategic decision, one must, while foreseeing the inevitably victorious future of the revolution, base oneself on preparing to cope with the most complex and most difficult circumstances, deploying military struggle with the enemy taken seriously, unifying revolutionary daring with scientific spirit, and courage with caution. “Strategically we should despise all our enemies, but tactically we should take them all seriously.”65



(14) Active defense is the most effective form of defense. Strategically, wage a protracted defensive war on interior lines; at the level of campaigns and battles, wage a quick-decision offensive war on exterior lines

Offense and defense are the basic forms of the contradictory motion of war. Mao Zedong pointed out that war is a special form of social activity in which opposing armies employ strategy and tactics advantageous to themselves and disadvantageous to the enemy, in order to attack or to defend. In every war, ancient or modern, Chinese or foreign, there are only these two basic forms of combat, offense and defense. Pursuit is a continuation of offense; retreat is a continuation of defense. Advance and retreat in offense and defense are all basic means of realizing the purpose of war — preserving oneself and annihilating the enemy. Offense is the action that seizes the initiative; moreover, in any instance, it is always the case at first that one side attacks while the other defends. Offense and defense interpenetrate and transform into each other; a weak side defending while a strong side attacks is the basic basis for the alternation of offense and defense. In war, the attacker cannot go on attacking forever, nor can the defender

The most effective form of defense is active defense conducted with an offensive posture. Mao Zedong gave an incisive exposition of the distinction between active and passive defense, pointing out that active defense is also called offensive defense, or defense for decisive counter-offensive; passive defense is also called purely defensive defense, or simple defense. Passive defense is, in fact, sham defense; only active defense is genuine defense — defense for the purpose of counterattack and offense. The essential characteristic of active defense is, on the one hand, that it contains an offensive element within the form of defense, and, on the other, that its final aim is the transformation of defense into offense. Upholding active defense requires opposing passive defense. The founders of Marxism once incisively pointed out that confusing defensive war with defensive military action shows a lack of dialectics. They maintained that defense should not be purely passive, but should draw strength from mobility, and that, whenever the opportunity arises, the defender should take offensive action. Surveying history, Mao Zedong further drew the conclusion: as far as I know, there is not a single military book of value, nor a single fairly intelligent military figure, ancient or modern, Chinese or foreign, whatever their strategy or tactics, who does not oppose passive defense. As a strategic guiding thought, active defense can be applied, politically, to upholding a just, self-defensive stance, carrying out the principle of “we will not attack unless we are attacked; if we are attacked, we will certainly counterattack”; and militarily, it can encompass the principal content of the proletariat’s seizure of political power, defense of that power, and defense of national sovereignty, running through the entire process of strategic defense, strategic counter-offense, and strategic offense.

Dialectically unify defense with offense, and strategic goals with the tactical means of campaigns and battles. Applied to operations on the battlefield, active-defense thinking “should take the form of offensive campaigns and battles within strategic defense, quick-decision campaigns and battles within strategic protractedness, and campaigns and battles on exterior lines within a strategically interior-line posture.”66 A strategically protracted defensive war on interior lines, combined with a quick-decision offensive war on exterior lines at the level of campaigns and battles, is the basic means for transforming the relative strength and weakness, superiority and inferiority, of the enemy and ourselves, and is an important methodological principle for winning the initiative at the level of campaigns and battles even while in a strategically passive posture. Mao Zedong also made clear that the central point of the quick-decision offensive war on exterior lines lies in the single word “offensive”; “exterior lines” refers to the range of the offensive, and “quick-decision” refers to the timing of the offensive. What is meant here by offense within defense is transforming strategic defense into offense at the level of campaigns and battles — that is, transforming one’s own relative strategic inferiority into relative superiority at the level of campaigns and battles. Quick decision within protractedness is the use of factors of time at different scopes within the war — that is, strategically winning time for the ebb and flow of the balance of strength between enemy and self through protracted engagement with the enemy, while at the level of campaigns and battles, depriving the enemy of the time to organize effective resistance and obtain reinforcements through swift, decisive engagement; exterior lines within interior lines means transforming, within the spatial scope of the motion of war, the active and passive postures of the opposing sides’ operations — that is, transforming the enemy’s strategic encirclement and offensive against us into our own encirclement and offensive against the enemy at the level of campaigns and battles. Mao Zedong also spoke concretely about the application of the quick-decision offensive war on exterior lines, pointing out that it runs contrary to our strategic policy of “a protracted defensive war on interior lines,” and yet is precisely the necessary policy for realizing this strategic policy. This policy is applicable to regular warfare and to guerrilla warfare alike; it applies not only to a certain stage of the war, but to the entire course of the war. If we resolutely adopt, on the battlefield, a “quick-decision offensive war on exterior lines,” we shall not only change the relative strength and weakness of the enemy and ourselves on the battlefield, but shall also gradually change the overall situation. On the battlefield, because we are on the offensive and the enemy on the defensive, because we are the many operating on exterior lines and the enemy the few operating on interior lines, because we are quick to decide while the enemy, though intending to prolong matters and await reinforcement, cannot have his own way — the strong on the enemy’s side thereby becomes weak, and his superiority becomes inferiority; on our army’s side, conversely, the weak becomes strong, and inferiority becomes superiority. After many such victories have been won, the overall balance between enemy and self will undergo change. At that time, combined with our other conditions, and combined further with changes within the enemy’s ranks and favorable international circumstances, the overall balance between enemy and self can be brought to a state of equilibrium, and thence from equilibrium to a state in which we are superior and the enemy inferior.



(15) Violent revolution is the universal law of proletarian revolution, and the necessary means for the replacement of one social system by another. A proletarian army is the primary condition for the dictatorship of the proletariat

Marx and Engels publicly declared, in The Communist Manifesto, that the goal of the proletariat can be attained only by using violence to overthrow the entire existing social order, and that the proletariat must use violence to overthrow the bourgeoisie and establish its own rule. Lenin further pointed out that the fundamental question of every revolution is the question of state power. The thought of violent revolution and of the dictatorship of the proletariat constitutes one of the most important component parts of the theory of scientific socialism, one of the most basic elements of the Marxist view of war, and one of the most important principles of the Marxist doctrine of the state. The historical experience of class struggle and proletarian revolution shows that the working class cannot simply take hold of the ready-made state machine and use it to achieve its own ends. The fundamental reason proletarian revolution must seize political power by means of violence is that the machinery of the bourgeois state is itself a form of violence. Moreover, as the duration of bourgeois rule lengthens and the need to suppress popular resistance grows, this violence is being greatly strengthened. The replacement of the bourgeois state by the proletarian state (the dictatorship of the proletariat) cannot, according to the general law, be achieved through “self-extinction,” but only through violent revolution. Establishing the dictatorship of the proletariat is the necessary condition for carrying out social revolution. Only by seizing political power and placing itself in the position of ruler can the proletariat clear away every obstacle on the road toward its great ideal. Proletarian revolution not only requires violence, but is also fully capable of employing violence. On the one hand, the development of capitalism has created the historical precondition for proletarian revolution — the relations of production of capitalist ownership have already become a fetter on the social productive forces; on the other hand, the development of capitalism has created the social force for proletarian violent revolution — the modern worker (that is, the proletarian).

The replacement of one social system by another is a long and complex revolutionary process, and Communists never idealize the method of violence. Although class struggle inevitably leads to the dictatorship of the proletariat, this does not mean that an already-declining class will voluntarily step down from the stage of history. Stalin once sharply pointed out that a decayed old system cannot be compared to a tree so rotten that it will fall to the ground of its own accord, because the class defending the old system believes that the cracks appearing in the structure of this decayed old system can be patched up; they will inevitably use every means to repair, salvage, and defend this dying system, so that they themselves can continue to survive as the ruling class. In the eyes of Communists, the replacement of one social system by another is not simply a spontaneous, peaceful process, but a complex, protracted, and violent one. Therefore, to bring about the replacement of a social system, one cannot rely on methods of persuasion, nor on methods of reform, still less on the police and the law that protect the old social system and the interests of the old ruling class; one can only rely on the method of violent revolution, using weapons to oppose weapons. Socialist society replacing capitalist society will likewise inevitably be a still more complex and arduous revolutionary process. Under certain historical conditions, when the struggle of the proletariat is still confined within the framework of the capitalist system, socialists should make use of the bourgeois parliament, treating it as a platform and as a base for carrying out propaganda, agitation, and organizational work. But if this kind of democracy is dressed up as democracy in general, concealing its bourgeois essence, forgetting that so long as capitalist ownership exists, universal suffrage will always remain a weapon of the bourgeois state — and even, when proletarian violent revolution has already been placed on the agenda, still confining the struggle within the bounds of parliament — this would be a base betrayal of the proletariat.

A proletarian army is the primary condition for the dictatorship of the proletariat. Political power grows out of the barrel of a gun. Not only does the establishment of the dictatorship of the proletariat require revolutionary violence and a proletarian army, but the consolidation of the dictatorship of the proletariat requires revolutionary violence and a proletarian army even more. A political party that has won victory, if it does not wish to lose the fruits it has worked so hard to win, must, by means of its weapons, instill fear of it into the reactionaries, so as to maintain its own rule. The army is the main force of violent revolution, the backbone and core of the armed people, and an important condition determining the success or failure of revolution. While the proletariat builds its own party and mobilizes and organizes the laboring masses, it must at all times closely combine the task of building a revolutionary army with the struggle on every front, treating the study of military questions and the effort to make the popular masses familiar with military questions as one of the most important tasks.



(16) The social essence of the army is that it is an instrument of class rule; serving the people is the sole tenet of a people’s army

Marx and Engels held that the army, like war, arose in the course of the development of private ownership, class, and the state. As an armed group possessing strict organization, the army carries a pronounced class character. The army is a tool of violence attached and subordinate to a given state and class, whose mission is to defend the interests of that state and class; the social essence of the army is that it is an instrument of class rule. A reactionary army is the tool of a reactionary class and political group; whereas in a state where the proletariat has won victory, the army is the tool of the dictatorship of the proletariat. The primary condition for the dictatorship of the proletariat is a proletarian army. Lenin developed Marx and Engels’s theory of the essence of the army, further clearly putting forward that a proletarian army is a tool that struggles for the interests of the laboring people; without a revolutionary army, the proletariat has nothing at all.

The social essence and class character of the proletarian army determine its founding tenet. Mao Zedong directly linked the tasks of the army to the fundamental interests of the people, stressing that our army is a people’s army of proletarian character under the leadership of the Communist Party of China, whose class character and people’s character are fundamentally consistent with each other. This army does not exist for the private interests of a few individuals or a narrow clique, but is bound together and fights for the interests of the broad popular masses and of the entire nation. Mao Zedong clearly stated: “To be closely united with the Chinese people and to serve them wholeheartedly is the sole purpose of this army.”67 Mao Zedong repeatedly stressed that our army is a genuine people’s army. Every one of our commanders and fighters, down to every cook and groom, serves the people. Our army must become as one with the people, and our cadres must become as one with the soldiers; whatever is consistent with the interests of the people, we must persist in; whatever conflicts with the interests of the people, we must work hard to change. This

The tenet of the people’s army put forward by Mao Zedong carries extremely profound meaning and encompasses an extremely broad range of content. The development of our army from small to large, and from weak to strong, fully proves that so long as this tenet is upheld, our army possesses powerful combat effectiveness, has good unity internally and externally, has a correct policy for winning over and disintegrating enemy troops and handling prisoners of war, has a set of flexible and mobile strategy and tactics required for people’s war, has a set of strong political work reflecting proletarian characteristics, and has a revolutionary enthusiasm that consciously loves and actively engages in its own duties. In short, upholding this tenet enables the army to act selflessly and fearlessly, fighting and working entirely and thoroughly for the interests of the people. Mao Zedong not only put forward the tenet of the people’s army, but also set out for our army the threefold task of being a fighting force, a working force, and a production force, in order to concretely carry through and realize the tenet of serving the people. What is meant by a “fighting force” is that winning the realm for the people and safeguarding the realm for the people should be the fundamental function of a people’s army: during the period of democratic revolution, fighting to seize political power for the proletariat, and, once the proletariat has seized political power, shifting to the defense of that power. What is meant by a “working force” is shouldering the important task of doing mass work, establishing correct relations between the army and the government and between the army and the people, and mobilizing and organizing the popular masses to actively support and take part in war. What is meant by a “production force” is that the army, in the intervals between fighting and working, engages in necessary production, so as both to lighten the people’s burden and to improve the living conditions of the troops. Although the concrete content of the “three forces” task has differed at different historical periods, it fully embodies the tenet, essence, and distinctive character of the people’s army, represents a development of the Marxist-Leninist doctrine of army building, and is a pioneering achievement in building a new-type proletarian people’s army.

In guiding army building in the new era, Deng Xiaoping repeatedly stressed the need to uphold our army’s proletarian character and its tenet of serving the people. In November 1989, on stepping down from the Military Commission,



(17) The development of the army is bound up with social production and the political system. Advancing from a lower stage to a higher stage is the road that army building must follow

Marx and Engels, studying questions of the army from the standpoint of dialectical materialism and historical materialism, pointed out that the development of the army, in the final analysis, is determined by the state of society’s material production, and that the development of the productive forces is the material precondition for the change of an army’s organizational structure and the improvement of its methods of combat. For a very long historical period of human society, owing to the low level of the productive forces and the backwardness of weapons-manufacturing technology, cold weapons remained the means used by opposing armed groups on the battlefield to settle disputes with one another. The invention of gunpowder opened up an entirely new field for the manufacture of weapons. And the emergence of firearms in turn created the necessary conditions for the development and perfection of the organizational structure of the army. Marx and Engels fully affirmed the revolutionary significance possessed by these two great advances in the history of the development of human military affairs. At the same time, they also saw that this progress was, first of all, closely bound up with the overall level of the development of social material production. They held that the adoption of gunpowder and firearms was by no means an act of violence, but an industrial one — that is, an economic advance. Marx and Engels further examined, from various angles, the relationship between the development of the army and social material production, putting forward many important theses. For example: an army’s weapons and equipment are directly determined by the development of the social productive forces, depending on the level of production of the time; the number and quality of an army’s soldiers depend on the social productive forces and the nature of the relations of production; the army’s entire organization and mode of combat, and the victory or defeat bound up with them, depend on material — that is, economic — conditions; and so on.

The viewpoint that the development of the army is linked to social production and the political system not only points out the most important objective conditions on which the army’s existence and continued development depend, but also reveals the operational methods, but also explains that, as the social productive forces advance, army building must inevitably develop from a lower stage to a higher stage. This has also been the consistent guiding thought of our Party and of Mao Zedong and the older generation of proletarian revolutionaries in guiding the building of our army. During the years of revolutionary war, even though material conditions at the time were extremely difficult, Mao Zedong nonetheless required that our army building advance, without losing the opportunity, from a lower stage to a higher stage. Mao Zedong pointed out that the building of a people’s army, on the basis of ensuring the proletarianization of political thought, must attach importance to the continual advance of military construction toward modernization. As the war situation changed and the building of the troops developed, our army had to shift progressively from a guerrilla character to a regularized one, from a lower stage to a higher stage, and from a Chinese type to a world type, so as to guarantee ultimate victory over powerful enemies both at home and abroad. As soon as New China was founded, Mao Zedong issued the call to “strive to build a powerful national-defense army.” At the high-level cadre conference of the Party’s military system held at the end of 1953, he further put forward the demand to “build the world’s finest modernized army.” At a small-group discussion during the enlarged meeting of the Military Commission in 1958, Mao Zedong further concretely expounded that the development of our army must pass through three stages: the first stage was millet plus rifles; the second stage was, as it then stood, rifles plus airplanes and artillery; the third stage was future new development — that is, conventional weapons plus special weapons. In order to guide the development of our army’s construction from a lower stage to a higher stage, Mao Zedong also gave a series of expositions on our army’s modernized, regularized construction — covering the improvement of weapons and equipment, the raising of technology, the adjustment of organizational structure and system, the transformation of forms of combat, the development of the combat capability of the various arms and services, and the strengthening of work style and discipline, among other aspects.

After the Third Plenary Session of the Eleventh Central Committee of the Party, Deng Xiaoping presided over the work of the Military Commission. While formulating the Party’s basic line of “one central task, two basic points” and founding the theory of building socialism with Chinese characteristics, he, proceeding from the overall picture of the state’s “Four Modernizations” construction, clearly put forward the general goal of building our army into a powerful, modernized, regularized revolutionary army, requiring that this army of ours must be one under Party leadership, whose sole tenet is to serve the people wholeheartedly, upholding the Four Cardinal Principles, possessing lofty ideals and strict discipline, possessing a spirit of patriotism and internationalism, capable of overcoming every enemy and every difficulty — a revolutionary army; it must be armed with excellent weapons and equipment, master advanced military-scientific theory and military technology, and possess the capacity for self-defense operations under modern conditions — a modernized army; it must be one of unified command, unified system, unified organization, unified discipline, and unified training, in which every armed service and arm coordinates closely with the others — a regularized army. Since 1989, our army, under the leadership of the Party Central Committee and Central Military Commission with Jiang Zemin at their core, has taken new strides along the direction charted by Deng Xiaoping. The Central Military Commission, with Jiang Zemin at its core, has further clarified the policy of quality-based army building, putting forward the overall requirement of being “politically qualified, militarily competent, of fine work style, strict in discipline, and well supported logistically.” All of this correctly reflects the objective law by which army building continually develops from a lower stage to a higher one.



(18) Practice a system of armed forces with the people’s army as the backbone, combined with local armed forces and the armed masses

Marx and Engels once put forward extremely valuable ideas, from the standpoint of the organizational system of armed forces, on fully bringing into play the role of the populace in war. They pointed out that, in the face of a powerful enemy, it is necessary not only to mobilize and organize the populace broadly to take part in and support the war, but also to have an army that plays a backbone and core role. They also stressed that the essence of practicing armed civilians and people’s war is to achieve the liberation of a class or a nation. In summing up the basic experience of the Spanish resistance war against Napoleon, Marx pointed out that only by combining the army with the populace could the foundation for waging people’s war be laid. In a letter to Marx dated January 16, 1868, discussing the military system of a future society, Engels directly put forward a system of armed forces combining a standing-army system with a militia system. He pointed out that, ever since the adoption of the breech-loading rifle, lethality had greatly increased, and militias, though numerous, but lacking excellent officers and a core cadre of personnel, generally found it difficult to withstand a well-trained, well-equipped regular standing army. Therefore, any rational military organization could not but lie somewhere between the Prussian system (the standing-army system) and the Swiss system (the militia system). In war, one needs both a powerful standing army, which is the backbone of every kind of fighting strength, and a broad armed populace, which is the most profound source of the strength of war. Combining armed civilians with regular forces makes it possible ultimately to defeat every powerful enemy. In a state where the proletariat has won victory, the system of armed forces likewise should take the form of combining a standing army with militias. But owing to the historical conditions of their time, neither Marx nor Engels personally had the opportunity to put this theory into practice.

Proceeding from the actual conditions of China’s revolutionary war, Mao Zedong creatively applied and developed the Marxist thinking on army building, establishing for our army the system of armed forces in which the people’s army serves as the backbone, combined with local armed forces and armed masses, thereby correctly resolving, organizationally, the question of the relationship between regular armed forces and local armed forces, and finding the correct path to bringing the full might of people’s war into play. Mao Zedong held that waging people’s war required a people’s army as its backbone force, while at the same time the popular masses had to be armed to take part in and coordinate with operations directly. As early as 1928, Mao Zedong pointed out: “The existence of a fairly strong Red Army of a regular character is a necessary condition for the existence of the Red political power. Without such a Red Army, or with only the Red Guards of a local character, we could cope with the ‘civilian defense corps’ but not with the regular White forces…. It would be still more impossible to bring about a state of long-term, ever-expanding independent regime.”68 However, “this army has strength also because of the existence of the widespread mass organizations of the People’s Self-Defense Corps and the militia, which cooperate with it.”69 Therefore, he also put forward the proposition that the Party and the masses should together become militarized. Arming the masses and organizing a strong, iron Red Army, together with organizing local troops and guerrilla units, was set as the first task of a base area. Practice proves that revolutionary war is a war of the masses, and only by organizing and arming the popular masses can the role of the popular masses in war be brought into play to the greatest possible extent.

Practicing a system combining “three types of armed forces” was Mao Zedong’s consistent thinking, though the manner of expressing it differed somewhat across different periods. During the Agrarian Revolutionary War, he stressed building a system of armed forces combining the main-force Red Army with local Red Guards and worker-peasant insurrectionary units. During the War of Resistance Against Japan, he put forward dividing forces into main-force formations and local formations, together with the broad mass armed organizations of the People’s Self-Defense Corps and the militia. During the War of Liberation, a system combining field armies, local forces, and guerrilla units, together with the militia, was practiced. During the period of socialist revolution and construction, he further clearly put forward that we must not only have a powerful regular army, but must also greatly develop the people’s

Since the Third Plenary Session of the Eleventh Central Committee of the Party, along with the shift in the focus of the work of the Party and the state, the guiding thought for national defense construction and army building has undergone a strategic transformation; in accordance with the laws of national defense and army building during a period of relative peace, Deng Xiaoping further clearly put forward that, within the “three-in-one combination” system of armed forces, a lean standing army should be combined with a powerful national-defense reserve force, and adopted a series of measures to strengthen the building of reserve strength. Through organizational adjustment and reform of training, the militia force has become leaner while its military and political quality has continually improved; the nationwide militia organization has now developed from a purely infantry force into a powerful mass armed force that includes such specialized technical branches as anti-aircraft artillery, coastal artillery, communications, engineering, chemical defense, reconnaissance, and naval and air forces. At the same time, the state has also promulgated a new Military Service Law, stipulating the restoration of the reserve-service system and the practice of a system combining the militia with reserve service. This reserve force, composed of active-duty soldiers as its backbone and reservists as its foundation, is an organizational form for rapid mobilization in wartime. Practicing a system combining the militia with reserve service is favorable both to strengthening the building of reserve strength in peacetime, maintaining a substantial reserve of manpower, and to rapid mobilization in wartime — it is a major strategic measure for realizing the principle of maintaining few troops in peacetime while being able to field many in wartime. In modern warfare, because advanced science and technology are being widely applied in the military sphere, and high-technology weapons and equipment are constantly being used on the battlefield, the suddenness and destructiveness of war have increased, and the war



(19) Uphold the absolute leadership of the Party over the army, and build a strong and vigorous revolutionary political work system

Upholding the absolute leadership of the Party over the army is, fundamentally speaking, determined by the nature of the Party and by the class character of the army. According to the Marxist view, the army is a product of class society. War is the continuation of politics. Therefore, every army is subordinate to a given class, and serves the interests of that given class; every army is a tool of class and of party-political struggle, and an armed group that carries out political tasks. The experience of the Chinese revolution proves that, in order to make revolution, one must have a revolutionary party. Without the leadership of a revolutionary party armed with Marxism-Leninism, it is impossible to win victory in revolution. Before the birth of the Communist Party of China, although modern Chinese history saw many armed uprisings against imperialism and feudalism, they all ended in failure for lack of the leadership of a proletarian party. In examining the reasons for this failure, Mao Zedong once pointed out that, in a semi-colonial, semi-feudal society such as China, imperialism, feudalism, and bureaucrat-capitalism were the principal enemies of the Chinese revolution, and these forces were of course incapable of leading the struggle of the Chinese revolution. Although the national bourgeoisie could, for a certain period, take part in revolutionary war, owing to its selfishness and its lack of political independence, it was neither willing nor able to lead China’s revolutionary war onto the road of complete victory. The Chinese peasantry and the urban petty bourgeoisie were willing to take part in revolutionary war, but, carrying the characteristics of small producers, they too could not become the correct leaders of the war. Only the proletariat is the greatest, most revolutionary, and most advanced class in human history; it is linked to modernized large-scale production, and is the representative of the new productive forces. And the Communist Party of China, as the proletarian party, in turn concentrates the revolutionary character and progressive character of the proletariat, possessing far-reaching political vision and strict organizational discipline, and being most skilled at humbly studying Marxist-Leninist theory and the experience of fraternal parties, and applying them to its own cause. Therefore, only the Communist Party of China can lead the Chinese revolution and revolutionary war onto the road of victory.

The relationship between the proletarian party and the people’s army is a major question in revolutionary war, and is also the primary, fundamental question of people’s army building. As early as the early period of army building, the “Sanwan Reorganization” led by Mao Zedong and the “Resolution of the Gutian Congress” that he drafted, explicitly put forward and put into practice a series of fundamental measures and systems for the Party’s absolute leadership over the army — establishing Party organizations at every level within the army, building Party branches at the company level, setting up Party representatives, and making the Party organization the nucleus of leadership, among others. In 1936, in summing up the experience of the Agrarian Revolutionary War, Mao Zedong further pointed out that this absolute leadership of the Communist Party was the most important condition enabling revolutionary war to be carried through to the end. During the War of Resistance Against Japan, Mao Zedong, drawing on the historical experience of internal Party struggle, and in response to Zhang Guotao’s errors of factionalism and warlordism, particularly stressed that Communist Party members must never fight for personal military power, but must fight for military power for the Party. He clearly stipulated: our principle is that the Party commands the gun, and the gun must never be allowed to command the Party. He put forward that the gun must always remain in the hands of the Party and the people, and must never be allowed to become the tool of an individual careerist. After the liberation of the whole country, Mao Zedong gave many further important instructions on strengthening the Party’s absolute leadership over the army. He required that the armed forces of the people of a socialist state must forever be placed under the leadership of the proletarian party and under the supervision of the popular masses, forever preserving the glorious tradition of the people’s army.

Upholding the absolute leadership of the Party over the army requires building a strong and vigorous revolutionary political work system. The political work of the Chinese People’s Liberation Army is precisely the ideological work and organizational work carried out by the Communist Party of China within the army in order to exercise leadership over it. In the long practice of leading the building of our army, Mao Zedong consistently stressed that political work is the lifeline of our army, and established a series of policies and principles for political work. These include: grasping ideological and political line education, arming the minds of all officers and men with Marxism-Leninism and the Party’s line, principles, and policies, cultivating cadres and fighters into revolutionary soldiers with ideals, morality, culture, and discipline, who fear neither hardship nor bloodshed and sacrifice, and preserving the proletarian character of the army; strengthening the Party’s organizational building, bringing into play the exemplary role of Party members and political-work cadres, ensuring the Party’s absolute leadership over the army and the correct implementation of the Party’s line, principles, and policies, and maintaining the army’s high degree of centralization, unity, and strict discipline; making political work revolve around the Party’s overall task in different historical periods and the concrete tasks of the army determined thereby, ensuring the accomplishment of every task and consolidating and raising the combat effectiveness of the troops; upholding the dialectical unity of politics with military affairs, of politics with professional work, and of “redness” with expertise, together with the three great principles of political work — unity between officers and men, unity between the army and the people, and disintegrating enemy troops while giving lenient treatment to prisoners of war — among others. This kind of strong revolutionary political work has formed our army’s unique political advantage; it is the source of our army’s combat effectiveness, and is also the reliable guarantee for maintaining our army’s firm and correct political orientation, achieving good unity both within the army and between the army and the outside, arousing to the fullest extent the revolutionary enthusiasm of officers and men, and bringing the effectiveness of technology and tactics fully into play.

In the new historical period, Deng Xiaoping, upholding the Marxist ideological line of seeking truth from facts, made an outstanding contribution to restoring and carrying forward our army’s fine tradition of political work, giving our army’s political work new development in both theory and practice. For example, he clearly put forward that the “two services” and “four guarantees” should be the basic guiding thought of political work in the new era — that is, serving the state’s socialist modernization construction, and serving the army’s modernization construction; guaranteeing, politically, ideologically, and organizationally, the Party’s absolute leadership over the army and the proletarian character of the people’s army; guaranteeing the building of the army’s socialist spiritual civilization; guaranteeing unity within the army and unity between the army and the government and between the army and the people; and guaranteeing the raising of the army’s combat effectiveness and the accomplishment of every task, mobilizing and uniting all officers and men to build our army into a modernized, regularized revolutionary army with Chinese characteristics. He set as the fundamental task of political work the clear understanding of the new circumstances and new conditions facing army building, unswervingly preserving the character of the people’s army, being loyal to the Party, loyal to the state, and loyal to the people, and ensuring that our army remains forever politically qualified; he set as the focus that political work must firmly grasp, upholding the basic line of “one central task, two basic points,” educating and cultivating people with Marxism-Leninism and Mao Zedong Thought, opposing bourgeois liberalization, and withstanding the tests of reform and opening-up and of a relatively peaceful period; he set as the long-term goal for which political work must strive, cultivating soldiers who are qualified in the “four haves” — having ideals, having morality, having culture, and having discipline — continually raising the ideological and moral quality of cadres and fighters, and building a contingent of cadres that is revolutionary, younger in age, better educated, and more professionally competent; and he required upholding the Party’s absolute leadership over the army, giving full play to the core leadership role of Party committees, the role of Party branches as fighting fortresses, and the exemplary and vanguard role of Party members, ensuring that the gun remains in the hands of people who are politically reliable, setting this as an important content of political work; and giving full weight to strengthening the building of socialist spiritual civilization and carrying forward the “five revolutionary spirits” and the fine traditions of the old Red Army, setting this as a major responsibility of political work; and respecting tradition while facing reality, upholding development on the basis of inheritance, and continually strengthening and improving political work through innovation in the course of practice, as an important measure for preserving the power and vitality of political work, among other things.



(20) Take the raising of combat effectiveness as the fundamental criterion of army building

Combat effectiveness is the actual capacity an army possesses, under given conditions, to undertake operational tasks; its essence is the sum total of an army’s entire material and spiritual strength, and is the actual strength by which the army wins victory in war, or restrains the outbreak of war and safeguards peace. The revolutionary teachers of the proletariat examined, from various angles, the factors constituting combat effectiveness, and put forward a series of incisive theses, whose essential points are: weapons and equipment are the material basis of an army’s combat effectiveness; strict training according to the demands of actual combat is an important means of raising combat effectiveness; scientific and rational organization is an important measure constituting an army’s combat effectiveness; strict discipline is an important guarantee of an army’s combat effectiveness; political quality is an extremely important component part of an army’s combat effectiveness; unified, decisive command is an indispensable link in an army’s combat effectiveness; reliable logistical support is an important condition constituting an army’s combat effectiveness; good cultural attainment is an important factor in raising combat effectiveness; and advanced military thought is the theoretical foundation constituting an army’s combat effectiveness, exercising a dynamic guiding role in winning victory in war, among others.

After the founding of New China, the fundamental function of our army shifted from seizing political power to defending political power and consolidating national defense, becoming the main instrument of the people’s democratic dictatorship. Under the new circumstances, whether defending against external aggression or countering internal subversion, our army was required to be politically qualified and militarily competent, maintaining powerful combat effectiveness, so that the army, during a period of relative peace, not only maintained a powerful deterrent effect, but also guaranteed that, should the need arise, it would possess the actual combat strength to accomplish the glorious tasks entrusted to it by the Party and the state by military means. To this end, Mao Zedong consistently gave great attention to the question of raising the army’s combat effectiveness. As early as before the founding of New China, he clearly pointed out: “The People’s Liberation Army will always be a fighting force. Even after the country-wide victory, our army will not be able for a long time to be freed from military duties, but must remain a fighting force during the entire historical period in which classes have not yet been eliminated and the imperialist system still exists in the world. On this point there must be no misunderstanding or wavering whatsoever.”70 Thereafter, at different periods, he repeatedly stressed that the army must regularly carry out strict training, continually raising combat effectiveness. On December 9, 1958, at the Sixth Plenary Session of the Eighth Central Committee of the CPC, Mao Zedong, addressing the tendency of troops taking part in the mass steel-smelting campaign to neglect training, clearly pointed out that the army must train regularly, or else it would no longer be an army. During the “Cultural Revolution,” Lin Biao pursued empty political sloganeering and did not organize troop training; Mao Zedong gave sharp criticism of this. He said that now we are doing only “culture” and not “military affairs” — our army has become a “culture army.” This shows that even in peacetime, combat effectiveness must be maintained and continually raised; only in this way can the true value of the army’s existence be realized.

In guiding army building in the new era, Deng Xiaoping consistently treated raising combat effectiveness as the fundamental criterion of army building in a period of peace, and as the starting point and point of return for all of the army’s work. As early as 1980, Deng Xiaoping raised the pointed question, with great concern: “Does our army have combat effectiveness? Will it be up to the task if something happens?”71 In January 1982, at a symposium of the Military Commission, he again stressed that the army exists precisely to raise combat effectiveness. At the enlarged meeting of the Military Commission in June 1985, he reiterated this thinking, requiring that all reforms in our army must uphold this criterion: whatever malpractice obstructs the maintenance and raising of combat effectiveness must be boldly eliminated, and whatever is beneficial to raising combat effectiveness must be supported and upheld. Deng Xiaoping’s series of expositions on raising the army’s combat effectiveness represent the concrete embodiment and deepening, in the military sphere, of the criterion of the productive forces that he put forward and that was established by the Party’s Thirteenth National Congress. The practice of army building in the new era has fully proven that working hard to raise our army’s combat effectiveness is the objective requirement of the army’s modernization and of modern warfare, is required by the fundamental interests of safeguarding national security and development, and is the basic guarantee for fulfilling our army’s fundamental function. If the various tasks of army building are divorced from the criterion of combat effectiveness, they lose their meaning and value for existing. Therefore, all our army’s work, and the building of its comprehensive quality, are for the sake of raising combat effectiveness, and are

The strength or weakness of an army’s combat effectiveness is a dynamic concept. As science and technology — high technology in particular — develop, and weapons and equipment are renewed, the methods, means, and modes of combat of modern warfare have undergone unprecedented change, placing new and higher demands on an army’s combat effectiveness. Therefore, upholding the criterion of combat effectiveness requires taking the degree to which the army meets the needs of modern warfare as the objective yardstick for testing its combat effectiveness. At present, apart from genuinely achieving a firmly established fighting spirit, thorough war-readiness work, refined military technology, flexible operational tactics, strict organization and discipline, and a tenacious fighting style, it is also necessary to work hard to raise the “five combat capabilities” — coordinated operations, rapid response, electronic countermeasures, logistical support, and field survival — so as to ensure that, at a single command, the troops can be mobilized, can strike accurately, can maintain communication, can act in coordination, and can survive in the field, and that they are able fully to accomplish every task assigned by the Party Central Committee and the Central Military Commission.



(21) National defense construction takes national interest as its highest principle

Ever since human society has had states, national interest has objectively existed. National interest generally includes two aspects: the state’s need for survival, and its need for development. What is called the need for survival mainly refers to conditions such as territorial integrity, political independence, the social system, and values, on which the state’s survival depends. What is called the need for development generally refers to the state’s developmental requirements in the political, economic, military, scientific-technological, and cultural spheres, among others. So long as a state exists, it has a relatively independent national interest; and where national interest exists, conflicts of interest among states are unavoidable. Safeguarding national interest through national-defense means combining military and non-military measures is an important guarantee for the survival and development of the state.

The Marxist view of national interest upholds the unity of state, class, and ideology. The state is a product of class; there has never been, anywhere in the world, a state that transcends class, nor has the state always existed — rather, it is the inevitable result of the emergence of classes and the development of class struggle to a certain stage. Therefore, every state is the state of a given ruling class, and is the representative of the power of that ruling class. At the same time, a given social consciousness is a reflection of a given social existence; as far as a state is concerned, the dominant ideological concepts generally embody the will and aspirations of the ruling class, and become the spiritual force ruling that society. Therefore, national interest itself includes class and ideological interests. Engels pointed out: “The state is by no means a power forced on society from without;… Rather, it is a product of society at a certain stage of development.”72 He also stated that, because the state arose out of the need to hold class antagonism in check, and because it arose in the midst of the conflict of these classes, it is, as a rule, the state of the most powerful, economically dominant class, which, through the medium of the state, becomes also the politically dominant class.

Today, when peace and development have become the theme of the times, stressing national interest has an even greater significance. The world today still takes national sovereignty as its basic feature. International political relations, economic and trade activity, cultural exchange, scientific and technological cooperation, and other such activities are, for the most part, represented by states. Because the disparities among the various continents and regions caused by such factors as population, resources, and technology continue to exist, in the process by which every country pursues economic and social development, and as worldwide connections continue to expand, competition of every kind grows ever more intense, and disputes and conflicts arising from territory, resources, trade, diplomacy, religion, and other factors also increase markedly — especially as contradictions sharpen among countries seeking to safeguard or expand their own national interests, so that the dominant position of national interest in international interactions is also markedly strengthened. We are a socialist state, and on the question of national interest we, on the one hand, oppose conduct that violates the norms governing relations among states in order to seek gains for one’s own country at the expense of, or to the detriment of, the legitimate interests of other countries; on the other hand, we uphold the Marxist view of national interest, defending and pursuing legitimate and reasonable national interests. In his conversation with former U.S. President Nixon on October 31, 1989, Deng Xiaoping reaffirmed our country’s solemn stance and attitude on safeguarding national interest, clearly pointing out, “We are all

National defense refers to the manpower, material resources, and military-related defensive facilities of every kind that a state possesses in order to safeguard its own security and developmental interests. In the new historical period, the fundamental requirement that national interest places on national defense construction is to safeguard the integrity of national territorial sovereignty, promote the peaceful reunification of the motherland, and create a long-term, secure, and stable international and domestic environment for the development of national economic construction. In taking national interest as the highest principle of national defense construction, several points need to be grasped. First, in judging friend from foe, one must attend not only to whether political systems are opposed and whether ideologies are identical, but must also give full consideration to the fundamental interests of the state and the nation. In determining the goals of national defense construction and in strategic guidance, one must correctly handle the relationship between patriotism and internationalism, and between the interests of state and nation and class interests. Second, during a period of relative peace, the development of the state’s comprehensive national strength is the principal aspect of national interest; the more the state’s science, technology, and economy develop, the more solid becomes the material foundation for national defense construction, and the more secure national security becomes. At the same time, the development of scientific-technological and economic strength must consciously drive forward the development of national-defense strength. Neglecting this point makes it impossible to properly handle the relationship between national defense construction and economic construction, and will also produce an unfavorable effect on national interest. Third, national defense construction must comprehensively reflect the demands of national interest. It must both prepare to win wars and keep an eye on restraining the outbreak of war. The fundamental purpose of preparing for war is to win victory in wars of resistance to aggression, to strive for and safeguard peace, and to ensure that national territorial sovereignty and the rights and interests of national security and survival are not violated. But, on the premise of not harming national interest, one must also strive, as far as possible, to resolve international disputes and questions of national reunification by peaceful means rather than by war. Historical experience proves that peace comes at a price; the necessary investment in national defense is the price of peace. Without investment in national defense and military preparedness, peace cannot be won. To maintain the initiative amid the complex and ever-changing world strategic pattern, and to provide a strong and powerful guarantee for our country’s reform, opening-up, and economic construction in the new era, sufficient national-defense strength must be maintained. Otherwise, it will be difficult both to restrain war and to win it.



(22) National defense construction depends on economic construction; the two must develop in a coordinated manner

According to the historical-materialist view, the history of social development is, first of all, a history of the development of production; the productive activity of material resources is the foundation of the whole of social life, and is also the precondition for every other social activity. Humanity must first resolve the question of material life before it can engage in political, military, scientific, artistic, religious, and other such activities. Under the conditions of war, the dependence of war on economic conditions is chiefly expressed in the fact that the state must mobilize all manpower, material resources, and financial resources to guarantee victory in war and the survival of the state; whereas in peacetime, the dependence of national defense construction on economic construction is chiefly expressed in the necessity of taking economic construction as the central task, and, on the basis of economic development, continually strengthening national-defense strength, so that the two develop in a coordinated manner.

After the founding of New China, Mao Zedong, proceeding from the overall picture of the state’s economic construction, repeatedly stressed that the development of the national economy is the foundation of national defense construction. He pointed out that without industry there can be no solid national defense; only once economic construction has developed can national defense construction make greater progress; if, in the coming decades, we do not strive thoroughly to change the state in which our economy and technology lag far behind the imperialist countries, being on the receiving end of attack will be unavoidable; we must strengthen national defense, and therefore we must first strengthen economic construction. In the early period of New China’s founding, Mao Zedong clearly proposed that, during the First Five-Year Plan, expenditure on military and government affairs must not exceed 30 percent of the entire national budget, so that money could be saved for national economic construction. He also required that reducing the proportion of military and government expenditure, and doing more for economic construction, be raised to the level of strategic policy for consideration. He instructed, on many occasions, that the general principle for reducing the size of the army must be to serve the needs of national economic construction and national defense construction, linking the two together. Later, Mao Zedong’s above thinking developed further still. In his essay “On the Ten Great Relationships,” he for the first time put forward that the relationship between national defense construction and economic construction should be treated as one of the important contradictions that our country’s socialist construction must resolve in a coordinated manner, requiring that the whole Party and the whole army conscientiously study and resolve it from the standpoint of the overall picture.

Correctly handling the relationship between national defense construction and economic construction, and bringing the two into the overall plan for building socialism with Chinese characteristics so that they develop in coordination, is also an extremely important question to which Deng Xiaoping gave close attention in the course of guiding national defense construction and army building in the new era. On the basis of scientifically analyzing the world situation, Deng Xiaoping put forward a new thesis on war and peace, made the major decision to shift the focus of the work of the Party and the state and to bring about a strategic transformation in the guiding thought of national defense construction and army building, and, from the height of the overall strategic picture of the state in the new era, profoundly expounded the extreme importance of subordinating everything to the overall picture of economic construction. He stressed that we must now, with gritted teeth, get the economy moving, concentrating strength on developing the productive forces. How large a role we play in international affairs will, in the end, depend on the scale of our own economic-construction achievements. Opposing hegemonism in international affairs, bringing about Taiwan’s return to the motherland, and realizing the reunification of the motherland — all, in the final analysis, require us to build up our economy well. To this end, we must be resolutely determined, carrying out economic construction consistently and unwaveringly, with everything revolving around this central task, free of any interference. The whole country’s Party, government, army, and people must single-mindedly subordinate themselves to this overall picture of national economic construction, take care of this overall picture, refrain from obstructing this overall picture, closely coordinate with this overall picture, and act within its framework.

Deng Xiaoping also, from the standpoint of national-defense development, expounded the necessity of subordinating national defense to the overall picture of national economic construction. He pointed out that national defense construction depends on economic construction, and only once the economy has developed can national defense construction make major progress. He said: “The Four Modernizations, taken together, mean economic construction. Without a certain economic foundation, national defense construction cannot proceed.”73 “Once the overall situation has improved and our national strength has grown considerably, we can invest a little more in updating some of our equipment — atomic bombs, missiles, whatever it may be — whether for the air, the sea, or the land; by that time, it will be easier to do.”74 The high-technology equipment of modern national defense — nuclear technology, aerospace technology, microelectronics technology, laser technology, new materials, biological engineering, and other new-technology weapons and equipment groups — none of them can do without modern science and technology, and modern industry; none of them can do without national economic strength. The laws of the development of modern national defense show that only once the national economy is strong, and comprehensive national strength is strong, can national defense truly become strong. Subordinating national defense to the overall picture of national economic construction is also the fundamental need of national-defense development.

How should national defense construction and army building act within the framework of the overall picture of national economic construction? Deng

Deng Xiaoping also particularly stressed that subordinating national defense to, and serving, the overall picture of national economic construction by no means implies dispensing with national defense modernization. He said: “Among the Four Modernizations, one of them is precisely national defense modernization. If we do not carry out national defense modernization, would that not mean we have only three modernizations?”75 He also pointed out that the state’s concentration of strength on economic construction requires a long-term international peaceful environment, and also requires maintaining a situation of internal stability and unity — and this in turn requires us to strengthen national defense construction and army building, in order to guarantee the smooth progress of national economic construction, protect national interest from violation, ensure the consolidation of socialist political power, and defend the security of the great motherland. While repeatedly stressing that the overriding central task of the new era is to carry out economic construction, and that all the work of the Party, the government, the army, and the people must revolve around this central task and be subordinate to this overall picture, he also repeatedly pointed out that this by no means implies that the status and role of the army can be treated lightly. Maintaining and building a modernized, regularized revolutionary army with Chinese characteristics is entirely necessary and extremely important for defending the motherland, defending the peaceful labor of the people, consolidating national defense, and resisting possible foreign aggression. In October 1992, in his political report to the Fourteenth National Congress of the Party, Jiang Zemin pointed out: “The Chinese People’s Liberation Army is a staunch pillar of the people’s democratic dictatorship, is the iron Great Wall defending the socialist motherland, and is an important force in building socialism with Chinese characteristics.” He stressed the need to “strengthen army building, enhance national-defense strength, and guarantee reform and opening-up



(23) Logistical support provides the army with its material conditions, and is an important component of the army’s combat effectiveness

Logistical support arose along with the emergence of war, and has developed along with the development of war. In the development of proletarian military thought, military-logistics thought has always been one of its important component parts. The thinking of Marx, Engels, Lenin, and Stalin on such matters as economic strength being the material basis of violence; war being the destruction of material force by material force; revolutionary war needing a solid rear; material supply being an important factor in an army’s combat effectiveness; popular support being the source of victory in revolutionary war; transport and communications being the lifeline of the army itself; and building unified logistical command, among other themes, constitute the rich content of proletarian military-logistics thought, and laid a scientific theoretical foundation for the development of logistics thinking.

Mao Zedong’s theory of logistics, as an important component part of Mao Zedong’s military thought, is the product of combining Marxist military-logistics thought with the logistical practice of China’s revolutionary war, and is a scientific summation of the particular logistical practice of China’s revolutionary war. Mao Zedong’s military-logistics theory encompasses such varied aspects as the essential characteristics of logistics, its status and role, its guiding thought, its principles and methods, battlefield construction, education and training, operational management, and work style, among others — extremely rich in content. On the question of understanding the essential characteristics of logistics and its status and role, Mao Zedong held that logistics is an “important, specialized science.” In 1953, in an inscription he wrote for the Logistics Academy of the Chinese People’s Liberation Army, he pointed out: “For a modern army, well-organized logistical services are of the utmost significance. Any tendency to slight logistical work, or to regard logistical work as an unimportant specialized science that requires no systematic study and no mastery of professional expertise, is completely mistaken.”76 On the question of the most fundamental purpose of logistics work, Mao Zedong stressed that everything must be for the front, everything for victory. He clearly stated that every organization in the rear must apply its full strength to serving the front, all for the sake of the front’s victory. Zhang Side and Norman Bethune, whom Mao Zedong highly praised, were models of logistics personnel who gloriously gave their lives for the front and for victory. On the manner of logistical support, Mao Zedong, in light of the particular conditions of China’s revolutionary war, creatively put forward the principle of drawing supplies from the people, from the enemy, and from one’s own efforts. Regarding drawing from the people, Mao Zedong held that the most profound source of the might of war lies among the popular masses, and that only by resolutely and broadly mobilizing the masses can a continuous replenishment and supply of manpower and material resources be obtained. Regarding drawing from the enemy, this was an important idea Mao Zedong put forward during the years of war, proceeding from the particular historical circumstances in which our army found itself. He pointed out that the strength of the enemy and the weakness of our own army were the two characteristics of the Chinese revolution; these two characteristics not only determined the protracted nature of the war, but also determined that the source of our army’s supplies (weapons and ammunition in particular) lay mainly at the front — our basic policy being to rely on the military industry of imperialism and of the domestic enemy. Regarding drawing from one’s own efforts, this mainly referred to the army doing things for itself, making up for shortfalls in supply. In the early period of army building, our army fought while raising funds at the same time; during the War of Resistance Against Japan, it fought while engaging in production at the same time, energetically carrying out Mao Zedong’s call to “do it ourselves and provide for our own needs” — a call that played an extremely important role in the army’s survival and development, and in the victory of China’s revolutionary war. On the guiding principles of logistics work, Mao Zedong also put forward a series of important ideas, including developing the economy while guaranteeing supply; comprehensive coordination with priority given to key points; combining peacetime and wartime preparedness; compatibility between military and civilian needs; and arduous struggle and diligent thrift, among others.

Modern logistics is a huge system composed of multiple specializations and multiple services. In the new historical period, Deng Xiaoping, applying Marxist military-logistics thought and the basic principles of Mao Zedong’s military-logistics theory, and in response to the new demands of modern warfare, creatively put forward a series of major policies and principles for our army’s logistics work in the new era. For example, the army must be subordinate to the state’s



(24) Persist mainly in independence, self-reliance, and self-sufficiency, with foreign assistance as a supplement, and build an independent and complete national-defense industrial system

During the years of revolutionary war when the proletariat was struggling for liberation, because there was no stable rear area and no necessary economic conditions, it was very difficult to build up a complete military-industrial system of one’s own; the weapons and equipment used by our army during the war years were mainly captured from the enemy. Moreover, old China was poor and backward, and modern national-defense industry was almost entirely blank. Therefore, after the founding of New China, when we set about carrying out national defense modernization, building and developing our own modern national-defense industry became a fairly prominent problem. The Party Central Committee and Central Military Commission, headed by Mao Zedong, gave conscientious thought to this problem, and put forward the idea of persisting mainly in independence, self-reliance, and self-sufficiency, with foreign assistance as a supplement, and of building an independent and complete national-defense industrial system. In guiding national defense construction in the new era, Deng Xiaoping further upheld and developed this thinking. The basic content of this thinking can be summarized under the following three headings:

First, the foothold for developing the national-defense industry must be placed on self-reliance. Independence and self-reliance are one basic aspect of the living soul of Mao Zedong Thought, and are the consistent starting point and basic policy of our Party in carrying out revolution and construction. In particular, regarding the modernization of weapons and equipment, the experience of many developing countries proves that it cannot be built on a footing of dependence on foreign aid. As for simply buying equipment — for a developing socialist power such as ours, not only can we not afford to buy an entire modernized army, but the developed countries, in order to seek an advantage in military technology, would also never sell us their most advanced weapons and equipment. To depend on others is inevitably to be constrained by others; such lessons are commonly seen internationally. Therefore, the foothold for developing the national-defense industry can only be placed on self-reliance. After the founding of New China, in the first few years when our country’s national-defense industry was just getting under way, even though we received considerable assistance from the Soviet Union, Mao Zedong and the Party Central Committee still persisted in considering the question of our country’s national-defense industrial construction from the footing of self-reliance. In May 1951, in a conversation with a comrade about to travel to the Soviet Union to negotiate the purchase of weapons and equipment, Mao Zedong pointed out that we should learn from the Soviet Union, take advanced technology into our own hands, and, through self-reliance, build a powerful national-defense strength. In 1954, the Central Committee of the CPC set out, for the national-defense science and technology industry, the guiding policy of “mainly relying on self-reliance, with foreign aid as a supplement.” The general policy for national economic construction stipulated by the Party’s Eighth National Congress in 1956 put forward the idea of “building a basically complete industrial system” — including “being able to manufacture new weapons for our own defense, such as, in the sphere of national defense, atomic bombs, missiles, and long-range aircraft.”77 In summing up the experience and lessons of every field of national construction during the First Five-Year Plan, Mao Zedong stressed that, whether carrying out economic construction or national defense construction, we must persist in relying mainly on ourselves, proceeding from our own actual conditions, and following a road of development suited to our country’s national and military conditions. In June 1958, in an instruction, Mao Zedong once again clearly stated that we should rely mainly on self-reliance, with foreign aid as a supplement, breaking free of blind faith and carrying out industry, agriculture, technological revolution, and cultural revolution independently and self-reliantly. On December 31, 1959, the “Directive on Several Questions Concerning the Relationship Between Economic Construction and National Defense Construction,” issued by the Central Committee of the CPC and the State Council, pointed out that we must not only build an independent, complete, modernized economic system, but must also build an independent, complete, modernized national-defense industrial system, in order to suit the conditions of our country as a large country with vast territory and a large population. In the new historical period, in light of changes in the international strategic pattern, Deng Xiaoping, further proceeding from the height of the state’s development strategy and the overall picture of building socialism with Chinese characteristics, repeatedly stressed the importance of upholding independence and self-reliance, stating on many occasions that China’s affairs must be handled according to China’s own conditions, and must rely on the strength of the Chinese people themselves. Independence, self-reliance, and self-sufficiency, whether in the past, the present, or the future, are always our footing. China is a large country with a large population, possessing strong endurance in resisting aggression, and holds sufficient weight in international affairs; it can therefore fully formulate and implement an independent and autonomous strategic line based on its own strategic interests, without being constrained by its strategic relations with others.

Second, alongside self-reliance, it is also necessary to open up to the outside world and actively introduce advanced foreign technology. Stressing mainly self-reliance does not mean shutting the door to carry out construction and rejecting all foreign assistance; rather, it means actively creating the conditions to introduce advanced foreign technology and draw on every useful experience. On this point, Deng Xiaoping, combining the practice of reform and opening-up in the new era, put forward

Third, an independent and complete national-defense industrial system must have the capacity to manufacture every kind of weapon, including the most modern weapons, and must occupy a place in the field of world high technology. An independent and complete national-defense industrial system should be relatively complete within the state’s complete industrial system, not absolutely complete outside of it. During peacetime, one should practice a combination of peacetime and wartime, and of military and civilian purposes, But an independent and complete national-defense industrial system must possess this capability: it must be able to produce both conventional weapons and cutting-edge weapons, so as to achieve the completeness of its own system. To achieve this, one must keep track of new trends in the development of science and technology, paying very close attention to the development of cutting-edge weapons, and raising the level and standard of the national-defense industry, rather than merely following in others’ footsteps. In “On the Ten Great Relationships,” Mao Zedong once pointed out: “Our national-defense industry is being established. Ever since heaven and earth were opened up by Pangu, we did not know how to make airplanes and automobiles; now we are beginning to be able to make them.” In the future, we would “not only have more airplanes and artillery, but must also have atomic bombs. In the world today, if we are not to be bullied, we cannot do without this thing.”78 In 1958, at an enlarged meeting of the Military Commission, Mao Zedong put forward: “As for making a few atomic bombs, hydrogen bombs, and intercontinental missiles, I think it is entirely possible within ten years or so.”79 Later he also put forward that we must also work on satellites. In accordance with Mao Zedong’s relevant instructions, the enlarged meeting of the Military Commission in February 1960 set vigorously strengthening the basic construction of the national-defense industry — and, in particular, the scientific research and basic construction of cutting-edge technology — as the first task of that year’s national-defense construction, proposing to strive to make a breakthrough in cutting-edge technology within three years, and to build an independent and complete national-defense industrial system within eight years. The meeting also put forward the policy for our country’s national-defense industrial construction: under the goal of building an independent and complete national-defense industrial system, priority should be given to atomic bombs and missiles, with missiles first, while also paying attention to electronic technology. In the new historical period, Deng Xiaoping, in light of the new circumstances of the rapid development of world high and new technology, further clearly put forward the view that China must occupy a place in the field of world high technology. On October 24, 1988, while inspecting the Beijing Electron-Positron Collider project, he pointed out that the pace of development in the world today, and especially in the field of high technology, is extremely rapid. The next century will be a century of high-technology development. Various countries are formulating high-technology development plans, and China too has formulated a high-technology research and development plan. “Whether in the past, today, or the future, China must develop its own high technology and occupy a place in the field of world high technology. If, since the 1960s, China had had no atomic bomb, no hydrogen bomb, and had not launched satellites, China



(25) The army is an organized armed group and must have iron discipline; governing the army strictly and governing the army according to law are universal laws of army management

“An army is an organized body of men whom the State maintains to protect itself either against foreign enemies or in internal broils.” This is the classic definition Engels gave of the army in the entry on “Army” that he wrote in 1857 for The New American Cyclopaedia. This definition sums up, at a high level, the nature, task, and characteristics of the army, and at the same time also points out the importance of strengthening discipline in the army. This is because, for this “organized armed group” — the army — to function nimbly and possess combat effectiveness, strict discipline is indispensable. Generally speaking, discipline is necessary for any army; it can be said to be a common requirement of every army. But the discipline of a proletarian army is, in essence, fundamentally different from that of the bourgeois army and every exploiting-class army. On this point, Lenin, Mao Zedong, and Deng Xiaoping all gave systematic and complete expositions, forming theories each with their own distinctive characteristics.

Lenin stressed that the army must have the strictest discipline, while also pointing out that strict discipline must be built on a foundation of consciousness. Lenin held that the Worker-Peasant Red Army was composed of the most class-conscious, most organized and disciplined elements from among every laboring class. To ensure that the Red Army would not serve as cannon fodder for the German army, it had to be trained so as to become a strictly disciplined army. This is because, in order for the army to fight a life-and-death struggle against a powerful enemy, it needed the disciplined, unified step of a proletarian iron army in order to shoulder its historical mission and win victory in battle. Without strict discipline there could be no unity of will and of action, and it would be unable to hold firm in combat against the enemy, and would be unable to defeat the enemy at the cost of shedding as little blood as possible — on the contrary, it would invite its own destruction. Therefore,

Mao Zedong stressed that the army must both give full expression to democracy and set down strict discipline, so that the two complement each other. Through giving expression to democracy, an egalitarian and harmonious relationship is built within the people’s army, strengthening unity between officers and men and between superiors and subordinates, forming powerful cohesion; and through

Deng Xiaoping stressed the necessity of governing the army strictly and governing the army according to law. Deng Xiaoping held that discipline is an important factor constituting the army’s combat effectiveness, and also a guarantee for raising the army’s quality. For the army to look like an army, discipline is indispensable. Therefore, governing the army strictly and governing the army according to law are universal laws of army management. At the enlarged meeting of the Military Commission in 1977, Deng Xiaoping said, with deep feeling: “This army of ours has always stressed that all actions follow command, stressed conscious observance of revolutionary discipline. Without this, could we defeat enemies far stronger than ourselves? Could we guarantee the Party’s absolute leadership over the army and the faithful implementation of the Party’s line and policies? Could we accelerate the revolutionization and modernization of our army?”80 In response to the laxness that appeared in the army, and certain instances of lack of organization and lack of discipline, owing to the influence of the decade of turmoil, Deng Xiaoping gravely pointed out that the army absolutely cannot do without discipline; slack discipline will not do. One is that all actions follow command; the other is conscious observance of discipline — education in this respect must be strengthened. Deng Xiaoping not only stressed governing the army strictly, but also particularly stressed governing the army according to law. In a wartime environment, owing to the constraints of various subjective and objective conditions, our army’s systems and regulations were not very complete. During the decade of turmoil, the regulations, statutes, and rules and systems that our army had gradually formed over the preceding decades suffered great destruction, at one point plunging our army into a state of having no law to rely on and no rules to follow, with some even treating the words of leaders as “law” — disagreeing with a leader’s words was called breaking the law, and once a leader’s words changed, the “law” changed along with them. Deng Xiaoping saw clearly these problems existing in our army’s construction, and held that strengthening our army’s construction in the new era must



(26) No army can fight without military knowledge. The more advanced military technology becomes, the higher the demands placed on the quality of military personnel

Marx and Engels lived during the preparatory period of proletarian revolution, when the proletariat had not yet established its own army, and so, naturally, there was no possibility of practical experience in training the army. But Marx, and Engels especially, through in-depth study of the bourgeois revolutionary wars and the wars among capitalist states, as well as the different performance in war of the better-trained and the poorer-trained armies of Europe at the time, gave full affirmation and high evaluation to the importance of military knowledge and military training, regarding it as a necessary condition for whether an army could fight and win, and as a basic factor indispensable to constituting the army’s combat quality.

Engels not only stressed the importance of military knowledge and training, but also stressed that training must accord with actual combat and demand strict standards. In criticizing the bad consequences produced when the Prussian army conducted maneuvers not in accordance with the needs of actual combat, he once gave a vivid example: a Prussian captain, ordered to occupy a manor in a battle in Schleswig, actually deployed his soldiers neatly around the walls as if on maneuver, without daring to break into the house and occupy it. Engels held that, although maneuvers cannot fully replicate actual combat, troops must, in training, be made to understand actual combat conditions and, as far as possible, combine training with actual combat, in order to make the troops sharp and effective in battle. Training an army the way Prussia did merely deadens it. On this basis Engels drew the conclusion: I am at last convinced that the way the Prussians so oddly organize and train their army is bound to lead to defeat. Regarding the necessity of strict standards in training, Engels held that, apart from proficiency in the use of weapons, comprehensive training should also be given in other military skills and in physical strength, holding that only troops trained in this way could fight tough battles. In examining the training of the Roman army in the age of cold weapons, Engels held it in very high esteem, pointing out that the Roman army “trained its soldiers very strictly, aiming to strengthen their

Marx and Engels also attached great importance to the training of officers, holding that military action requires not only military genius but also military knowledge; the fighting quality of an army depends mainly on the theoretical and practical knowledge of its officers, and, in resolving questions of military technology, everything depends on the learning of the officers. In his essay “The European Armies,” in analyzing the reason the Prussian army of that time maintained a certain degree of superiority within Europe, Engels pointed out that the first main reason was that Prussia had officers who possessed abundant knowledge; while in analyzing the reasons for the comparatively poor combat quality of the British army of that time, he repeatedly pointed out that the combat quality of the British army was greatly lowered by the ignorance of its officers in both theory and practice; the training level of the officers did not match the demands of their posts, and their practical military knowledge was also deficient; no European country’s artillery officers were as lacking in professional training as the British officers. He even sharply criticized that British officers were notorious, in the eyes of the officers of every other country, as unlearned and untalented fellows. From this we can see how highly Engels valued the quality and role of officers.

Marx and Engels also held that the more advanced military technology becomes, the higher the demands placed on the quality of personnel, and the more military training must be firmly grasped. In the 1880s and 1890s, as science and technology advanced, the manufacture of weapons developed considerably, and the performance of not a few weapons



(27) During periods of relative peace, the army’s education and training must be raised to a strategic level

Education and training are an important component of army building. In the relatively peaceful period following the proletariat’s seizure of political power, how the army’s education and training should be regarded and firmly grasped is a practical question our army has faced since the founding of New China, and is also a major question that army building in the new era must answer. Mao Zedong, Deng Xiaoping, and other older-generation proletarian revolutionaries, in guiding army building both after the founding of the state and in the new era, all gave great attention to this question, and provided a series of theoretical expositions. As early as the beginning of the 1950s, the Central Military Commission, headed by Mao Zedong, promptly put forward that, during the period of peacetime construction, army work should take training as its central

Deng Xiaoping not only put forward the idea that the army’s education and training should be raised to a strategic level, but also, around this idea, gave systematic and concrete expositions of the guiding principles, content, and methods of education and training.

On the matter of troop training, Deng Xiaoping advocated diligent study and hard practice. Diligent study requires the whole

On the matter of academy training, Deng Xiaoping stressed the need to resolve the question of cadres through running schools. Deng Xiaoping first required that running military academies well be treated as a necessary path for cultivating and selecting cadres. He held that, because modernized weapons and equipment and modern warfare are becoming ever more complex, without formal, systematic training in an academy, one cannot master modernized weapons and equipment, and cannot command modern warfare. He pointed out that, in the past, training took place in war, and one learned from war — and that kind of learning was the most rigorous of all. But now, even if there is fighting, it will not do to fail to study in schools, because equipment has changed, and commanding modern warfare requires many-sided knowledge. Therefore, from the systemic point of view, officers at every level, beginning at the platoon-leader level, must all undergo training at a military academy. The promotion of officers must also be institutionalized; promotion at every stage must involve study, mastering knowledge of modern warfare. Deng Xiaoping also gave concrete expositions of, and clear requirements for, the guiding thought, training content, organizational leadership, and methods of running military academies well. He proposed that military academies should meet at least three requirements: first, training cadres, and selecting cadres and recommending cadres, playing the role of a collective political department or a collective cadre department; second, conscientiously organizing the study of the knowledge of modern warfare, studying joint operations among the various armed services and arms; third, restoring and carrying forward the army’s traditional work style — particularly the style of hard struggle, seeking truth from facts, and the mass line. In order to meet these requirements, he repeatedly stressed that schools should be run diligently and thriftily; that the most outstanding cadres should be selected to run the schools; that a good body of teachers should be built up; that teaching materials should be unified; and that good students should be selected and suitable cadres transferred to study, among other things.

On the matter of training content, Deng Xiaoping placed particular emphasis on raising the capacity for joint operations among the various armed services and arms under conditions of modern warfare. Proceeding from his analysis of the characteristics of modern warfare, he raised the training of joint operations among the various armed services and arms to an important position. As early as 1975, he pointed out that we now conduct combined-arms operations — there is the air, there is the ground, there is the sea — no longer the millet-plus-rifles of the past. Being a company commander now is very different from being a company commander in the past. In the past, a company commander would wave his Mauser pistol and shout “Charge!” Now a company commander’s knowledge base is far greater than before, not to mention cadres above company level. In March 1980, he again stressed that we must learn to coordinate air and ground forces, must organize combined-arms formations, gradually merging the troops into combined units, and, through peacetime training, make everyone familiar with this knowledge and master this skill. On September 19, 1981, in his speech reviewing the troops taking part in the joint ground-air campaign exercise in North China, Deng Xiaoping again called for strengthening military and political training, further enhancing the troops’ military and political quality, and working hard to raise the capacity for joint operations among the various armed services and arms under modernized conditions.



(28) Weapons and equipment are an important factor determining victory or defeat in war, and are the material basis for transformation in the military sphere

Weapons and equipment is the collective term for weapons and their supporting ammunition, instruments, materiel, and (accessory) parts — that is, the weapon systems and military technical equipment used by every armed service and arm to carry out and support combat action. It is self-evident that weapons and equipment are the material means directly relied upon by soldiers in combat, and are an important factor among the various elements of the strength of war. Man and weapon are the two most basic elements constituting an army, and are the foundation of all military activity. How to view the relationship between man and weapon, and their respective status and role in war, is a question that has long been debated in the military sphere. Two one-sided tendencies exist on this question: one is “voluntarism,” which absolutizes man’s spiritual factors, holding that “the spirit is omnipotent,” and that victory or defeat in war depends on divine revelation and spiritual power; the other is “weapons determinism,” which absolutizes the factor of weapons, holding that weapons determine victory or defeat in war, and that, whatever the war, the side possessing and mastering superior weapons and equipment is necessarily the victor. The classic writers of Marxism, applying the viewpoints of dialectical materialism and historical materialism to examine war, regard man and weapon in war as an inseparable unity, comprehensively and dialectically analyzing the role of man and weapon in war; while pointing out that man is the decisive factor in war, they also fully affirm the important status and role of weapons and equipment in war, scientifically revealing the mutual relationships among the various elements of the strength of war.

Marxism holds that the victory of violence is based on the production of weapons. Weapons and equipment are an important factor determining victory or defeat in war, and are the material basis for transformation in the military sphere. Marx once clearly pointed out that the weapon of criticism cannot, of course, replace criticism by weapons; material force can only be overthrown by material force. In order to explain, in depth, the status and role of weapons and equipment in war, Engels also systematically and comprehensively studied the history of the development of weapons and equipment. Engels pointed out that, once gunpowder was applied to military use and firearms and artillery equipped the army, the infantry’s linear tactics of deploying in ranks replaced the mounted jousting of medieval cavalry armed with cold weapons, bringing about a revolution in the entire method of warfare. In the late eighteenth century, owing to the continual improvement of artillery in range and rate of fire, the mode of combat was pushed to change again and again. On the European battlefield, in the evolutionary process by which battle formation moved from the phalanx to the column, from the column to skirmish order, and then again to a combination of column—skirmisher—line, the development of weapons played an important propelling role. In reviewing the history of the Italian wars, Engels pointed out that because the Spanish had improved the “arquebus” and equipped their infantry with it, in order to deal with French heavy cavalry armed with lances and broadswords, the French army suffered a disastrous defeat, thereby enabling the superiority of Spanish infantry to persist for more than a hundred years. The British were the first to equip all their infantry with the most perfected rifle of the time — the Enfield rifle — which performed brilliantly in the Crimean War and saved the British army at the Battle of Inkerman. Engels, discussing the Austro-Prussian War of 1866, pointed out that the Prussian army was able, without suffering any major setback, to quickly defeat Austria’s most elite “Black-and-Yellow Brigade” and the “Northern Corps”; this was mostly to the credit of its breech-loading rifles, and the rapid-fire needle guns undoubtedly played a great role — without such superiority in firepower, the Prussian army would not have won so great and so swift a victory. Engels even drew the conclusion: “Every great general who created a new epoch in the history of war through the adoption of a new method has not been the inventor of the new material means of war, but has been the first to use them correctly.”81

Historically, forces of justice have sometimes been defeated by reactionary armies, often because their strength was inferior to that of the enemy, among which the backwardness of weapons and equipment was a factor not to be overlooked. In analyzing the reasons the British army in the 1840s and the Eight-Power Allied Army succeeded in their invasions of China, Marx pointed out: “England forced China to import the opium-narcotic. As soon as Manchu prestige met with the guns of Britain, Manchu authority collapsed.” “The Western powers, by means of the warships of Britain, France, the United States and other countries, established ‘order’ in Shanghai, Nanjing, and at the mouth of the Grand Canal.”82 In modern Chinese history, the Chinese nation’s resistance to aggression always required a fairly long period and paid an enormous price, and this too was precisely because of the backwardness of weapons and equipment. In discussing the reasons Japanese imperialism, in the 1930s, was able quickly to occupy the greater part of Chinese territory while our country was able to sustain protracted resistance, Mao Zedong pointed out: “That the enemy, with forces not exceeding ours in number, has nevertheless been able to press steadily forward is due, apart from political causes, mainly to the fact that our technology is backward.”83 And that the Chinese People’s Liberation Army needed eight years of struggle, bathed in blood, to drive Japanese imperialism from Chinese soil — one important reason for this, too, was precisely the need, “in the course of the war … to strengthen the equipment of the Chinese armies step by step.”84 Mao Zedong, in summing up the historical experience of the Chinese revolution, once profoundly pointed out: backwardness invites being beaten. It is precisely this profound understanding of historical experience that has led our Party and our army consistently to attach great importance to the construction and development of weapons and equipment. After the founding of New China, Mao Zedong repeatedly stressed



(29) The development of weapons and equipment depends directly on the development of the social productive forces and the advance of science and technology. Genuine modernization of military equipment is possible only once the national economy has a relatively good foundation

While expounding the important status and role of weapons and equipment in war, the revolutionary teachers of the proletariat also, from the standpoint of dialectical materialism, linked weapons and equipment to the development of the productive forces of society as a whole and the advance of science and technology, charting the correct road for developing weapons and equipment. After putting forward the famous dictum that “the victory of violence is based on the production of weapons,” Engels went on to point out: “and the production of weapons in turn depends on production in general, thus… on ‘economic power’, on the ‘economic situation’, on the material means which violence has at its disposal.”85 The history of the development of weapons and equipment fully confirms the correctness of Engels’s above thesis. In primitive society, owing to the extreme lowness of the productive forces, people could only use simply processed stones and other readily available natural materials as weapons, and stone weapons therefore occupied the dominant position — these weapons being at the same time also tools of production. During the period of transition from primitive society to slave society, owing to the invention of copper-smelting technology, bronze weapons gradually replaced stone weapons. After the emergence of slave society, the fairly considerable development of the productive forces — the invention of iron-smelting technology in particular —

In guiding national defense construction and army building in the new era, Deng Xiaoping consistently gave close attention to the modernized construction of our army’s weapons and equipment. On the question of how to develop weapons and equipment based on our country’s and our army’s actual conditions, he consistently upheld Marxism’s view that the development of weapons and equipment depends directly on the development of the productive forces and the advance of science and technology, putting forward a series of important principles for accelerating the development of weapons and equipment on the basis of the development of the national economy and science and technology. As early as 1978, Deng Xiaoping pointed out that national defense modernization cannot be separated from agricultural modernization, industrial modernization, and scientific-technological modernization; apart from these three modernizations, there can be no talk of national defense modernization. In 1985, Deng Xiaoping again stressed that everyone was very concerned about army building, and about the modernization of the army’s equipment. This question, too, has a bearing on the overall picture. Among our Four Modernizations, one of them is precisely national defense modernization. If we do not carry out national defense modernization, would that not mean we have only three modernizations?



(30) The precondition for the emergence of modern methods of warfare is the growth of the productive forces and the transformation of the relations of production. New military science is the inevitable product of new social relations; military-scientific theory is the forerunner of all military activity

Social existence determines social consciousness — this is the basic viewpoint of the Marxist materialist conception of history. Marxism holds that every social phenomenon is rooted in social relations (concentrated, in class society, as class relations), and, in the final analysis, rooted in the mode of production — that is, “the mode of production of material life conditions the general process of social, political and intellectual life.”86 It was precisely proceeding from this viewpoint that Marx and Engels made an in-depth study of the roots of military science and of its dependence on social revolution and social relations, profoundly revealing

The modern system and methods of combat spoken of by Marx and Engels refer to the system and methods of combat represented by Napoleon that emerged after the French bourgeois revolution. In his essay “Possibility and Prospects of a War of the Holy Alliance against France in 1852,” Engels concentrated his study on the relationship between the emergence of this system and method of combat and the development of the productive forces and the transformation of the relations of production. Engels pointed out: “The increase of the productive forces was the precondition of Napoleon’s tactics; new productive forces will also certainly form the precondition for every new improvement in the art of war. Railways and the telegraph now give the talented general or the war minister the opportunity to employ entirely new strategy in a European war. The gradual increase of the productive forces, and the consequent gradual increase in population, likewise provide the possibility of raising still larger armies.”87 While expounding that the development of the productive forces is the precondition for the emergence of modern methods of warfare, Engels also pointed out that the transformation of the relations of production is likewise a precondition for modern methods of warfare. Engels said: “The modern method of conducting war is the necessary product of the French Revolution. Its precondition is the social and political emancipation of the bourgeoisie and the small farmers. The bourgeoisie contributed money, and the peasants soldiers; the liberation of both classes from feudal and guild fetters was a necessary condition for the emergence of today’s mass armies; and the level of wealth and culture connected with this stage of social development is likewise a necessary condition for supplying a modern army with the requisite quantities of weapons, ammunition, and food, for training the requisite quantities of educated officers, and for the intellectual development of the soldiers themselves.”88 Engels also, taking “the modern system of combat perfected by Napoleon” as an example, studied the characteristics of the bourgeois army, further explaining that the two basic characteristics of the bourgeois army — its large numbers and its mobility — were likewise the inevitable result of the development of capitalist productive forces and relations of production. Engels pointed out: “The two pivots of the modern system of combat are personnel, horses, and

Engels linked military science and methods of combat to the development of the productive forces and the relations of production,

The revolutionary teachers of the proletariat not only revealed the roots of the emergence of military science and of modern methods of warfare, but also stressed the forerunning role of military-scientific theory in military activity. Marxism holds that theory is the guide to action. Practice without the guidance of theory is blind practice. “A nation that wants to climb the summits of science cannot possibly manage without theoretical thought.”89 Likewise, the practice of military struggle cannot be separated from the guidance of military-scientific theory. The reason the weak revolutionary armed force led by the Communist Party of China was able to grow and mature, winning every battle, was owed first to the guidance of Marxist-Leninist and Mao Zedong military thought. This fully demonstrates that once advanced military theory is applied to the practice of war, it turns into a tremendous force for defeating a powerful enemy. On this, Mao Zedong likewise gave a series of expositions. He pointed out: “In the view of Marxism, theory is important, and its importance is fully manifested in Lenin’s saying, ‘Without a revolutionary theory there can be no revolutionary movement.’”90 As early as

Attaching importance to bringing the forerunning role of military-scientific theory into play, and working hard to develop advanced military-scientific theory, is especially important during a period of peace. On this point, too, the revolutionary teachers offered extremely incisive and profound expositions. In January 1855, in analyzing the reasons the Anglo-French allied forces, during the Crimean War of 1853–1856, were unable for a long time to take Sevastopol, Russia’s important fortress on the Crimean Peninsula, Marx pointed out: “The siege of Sevastopol proves, in any case, that the regression in military art brought about by a long period of peace is directly proportional to the improvements industrial development has brought to weaponry.”91 Actual circumstances indeed bore this out. From the end of the Napoleonic Wars in 1815 to the outbreak of the Crimean War in 1853, setting aside the small-scale military actions of 1848–1849, Europe experienced nearly forty years of relative peace. During this period, weapons underwent considerable improvement along with the advance of science and technology, but because the military establishments of the various European countries at the time did not attach importance to the development of military-scientific theory, methods of warfare remained stuck at the level of the 1820s. This regression in the art of war inevitably led to defeat in war. From the end of the Franco-Prussian War in 1871 to the death of Engels (1895), Europe again experienced a relatively calm period of about twenty years. Engels paid very close attention to the influence, during this period, of the development of weapons on the art of war. In June 1893, in an interview given to a reporter from the British Daily Chronicle, he pointed out: “The accuracy and range of the new quick-firing weapons, together with the use of smokeless powder, marked



End of Chapter III (“The Basic Theory of Proletarian Military Science”). This translation covers the complete text of Chapter III, corresponding to pages 92–185 of the original Chinese edition.




IV. The Basic Methods of Proletarian Military Science

In the course of founding and developing proletarian military science, the revolutionary teachers of the proletariat attached great importance to the role of method, applying scientific method to the military sphere, and thereby forming a military-scientific method peculiar to the proletariat. Proletarian military-scientific method, as an important component part of proletarian military science, mainly encompasses six aspects in its content: the method of objective analysis, the method of contradiction analysis, the method of class analysis, the method of historical research, the method of predictive research, and the method of dialectical thinking; these constitute the main body of proletarian military-scientific method. Studying and learning the basic methods of proletarian military science is of very great significance for studying and understanding military questions and for guiding military practice.


(1) The method of objective analysis

The method of objective analysis is the embodiment, in the study and analysis of military questions, of the Marxist dialectical-materialist worldview, and is the methodological foundation of proletarian military science. War is an objective material movement that does not shift according to people’s will; only by viewing war materialistically and studying military questions objectively can the essence of war and its laws truly be revealed.

1. Revealing the laws of war by proceeding from the actual reality of war

Persisting in proceeding from the actual reality of war is the basic starting point for studying war and revealing the laws of war. Marx pointed out that ideas are nothing but the material world reflected in the human mind and translated into forms of thought. Engels likewise pointed out that principles are not the starting point of research, but its final result. Mao Zedong stated even more clearly: “We are Marxists, and Marxism teaches us that in our approach to a problem we should start from objective facts, and from analysis of these facts derive our guiding principles, policies, and methods.”92 The laws of the military sphere, like the laws of everything else, are a reflection, in our minds, of objective reality; apart from our minds, everything is objective reality. Therefore, studying war and “moving” the laws of war into our minds must proceed from the concrete reality of war.

During the War of Resistance Against Japan, in analyzing the characteristics and laws of the war between China and Japan, Mao Zedong put forward that this war was unlike any other war — it was a decisive war fought, in the 1940s, between semi-colonial, semi-feudal China and imperialist Japan. The basis of the entire question lay precisely here. On the foundation of comprehensively understanding and grasping the characteristics of the era and the historical conditions in which the Sino-Japanese war was situated, Mao Zedong analyzed the basic mutually contradictory factors on both the Chinese and the Japanese sides, and then found their inner connections, thereby revealing the laws of the war and of its guidance. In his analysis of the Japanese side, Mao Zedong pointed out: First, Japan was a strong imperialist country, first-rate in the East in military, economic, and political-organizational strength; this was the basic condition of Japan’s war of aggression, and the inevitability of the war and the impossibility of China achieving a quick victory were founded upon Japan’s imperialist system and its strong military, economic, and political-organizational power. Second, because of the imperialist character of Japan’s society and economy, the war Japan waged had an imperialist character; its war was retrogressive and barbarous. The retrogressive and barbarous character of Japan’s war was the main basis on which Japan’s war was bound to fail. Third, Japan’s territory was comparatively small, and its manpower, military strength, financial resources, and material resources were all in short supply, unable to sustain a protracted war. Fourth, although Japan could receive assistance from the international fascist states, at the same time it could not avoid encountering an international opposing force greater than the strength of that international assistance. This latter force would gradually grow, in the end not only offsetting the former’s assistance but also bringing pressure to bear upon Japan itself. On this basis, Mao Zedong summed up the characteristics of the Japanese side: Japan’s strong point lay in the strength of its war-making power, while its weak points lay in the retrogressive and barbarous nature of the essence of its war, in the insufficiency of its manpower and material resources, and in the paucity of its international position. While analyzing the basic factors on the Japanese side, Mao Zedong also

2. Investigating in detail the political and economic conditions of war, revealing its essence

War is the result of the intensification of social contradictions; as a social phenomenon, it is broadly connected to, and mutually constrained by, other social phenomena. Therefore, to study war, one must genuinely grasp the interconnection and mutual constraint between the phenomenon of war and other related phenomena. The scientific revelation, by the revolutionary teachers of the proletariat, of the essence of war owed, first of all, to their profound analysis of the social phenomena — political, economic, and so forth — closely related to the phenomenon of war. Lenin pointed out: “Dialectics requires an all-round consideration of relationships in their concrete development, but not a patchwork of bits and pieces.” “reduces surface phenomena to their basic motive forces, tracing them to the development of the productive forces and to the class struggle.”93 He pointed out: “unless we clarify the fundamental nature of imperialism from the economic and political standpoint, and take this as our basis, it is impossible to make a specific and historical evaluation of the present war.”94 From this it can be seen that objective analysis of the phenomenon of war also includes political analysis and analysis of economic conditions; only in this way can the profound political essence and economic roots hidden behind war be clarified — and this is precisely the basic method by which the revolutionary teachers of the proletariat studied war.

Conducting a rigorous political analysis of the phenomenon of war, and scientifically revealing the relationship between war and politics, is a method the revolutionary teachers of the proletariat consistently upheld. The reason many thinkers and military theorists before Marxism were unable correctly to understand the essence of war lay precisely in their severing war from social politics, regarding war as a phenomenon existing in isolation, divorced from social and political life. In conducting a political analysis of war, one should first analyze the class relations within the war, clarifying the causes of the war, its purpose, and which class is doing the fighting. Only in this way can the nature of the war and the attitude the proletariat should adopt be determined. Conducting a political analysis of war should also bring together, for analysis, a state’s wartime politics and its peacetime politics, and its foreign policy and its domestic policy. This is because war is not only the continuation of politics, but also the concentration of politics. Every war is inseparably bound up with the political system that gave rise to it; the politics practiced in wartime by a given state — that is, by a given class of that state — is inevitably and necessarily a continuation of the politics it practiced over a long period before the war, differing only in mode of action. Conducting a political analysis of war must also attend to analyzing the nature of state political power. State political power is the core of the superstructure. Whichever class holds state political power determines the political purpose and nature of the war. Lenin pointed out: “From the standpoint of Marxism, i.e., of modern scientific socialism, the main issue in evaluating war, and in taking up an attitude towards it, is to establish the class

Politics is the concentrated expression of economics; political power is the means of realizing economic interest. But economics is the foundation of politics, and is the root of war. The revolutionary teachers of the proletariat, while conducting a political analysis of war, also further conducted an economic analysis of war, in order to reveal the roots of war and more profoundly understand its essence. Marx and Engels made a detailed examination of the relationship between private ownership and violence and plunder, and of the circumstances under which war emerges and develops, analyzing war’s dependence on economics and putting forward the scientific thesis that relations of violence are rooted in economic relations. Marx and Engels held that, while the nature of a war is directly determined by a given political purpose, fundamentally it is determined by the economic relations on which it depends, and by the economic interests it serves. In conducting an economic analysis of war, Lenin also concretized this analysis, putting forward, respectively: that the spiritual factors in war are rooted in social and economic conditions; that a state’s military organization is closely connected with that state’s social and economic system; that the course and outcome of war depend on material — that is, economic — conditions; and that the magnitude of a war’s historical role is also connected with given social and economic conditions, among other points.

3. Fully possessing materials, grasping the totality of the phenomenon of war

Fully possessing materials, and persisting in proceeding from actual reality, is the precondition for studying questions of war. The phenomenon of war exists objectively, and is expressed through a great mass of materials. How much material is possessed, and its quality, bears directly on the understanding of war. Marx pointed out: “research has to appropriate the material in detail, to analyse its different forms of development and to trace out their inner connection.”95 Engels, in order to study military theory and practice, systematically collected

Only on the basis of fully possessing material can one grasp the totality of the phenomenon of war and elucidate the essential connections of war. Every war that occurs under given conditions is expressed through the phenomenon of war. Every kind of phenomenon of war has its own particular circumstances, but it cannot be separated

4. Putting forward military theory on the basis of the practice of war

The materialist viewpoint holds that practice is the source of theory and the driving force of theoretical development, and is also the purpose and destination of theoretical understanding. Understanding and theory obtained in practice must return to practice again, to serve practice. Studying questions of war and military affairs must likewise uphold the unity of theory and practice.

In studying and resolving military questions, the revolutionary teachers of the proletariat set for us a brilliant example of the unity of theory and practice. According to Marx’s original conception, socialist revolution would be carried out by the proletarians of the whole world uniting, or at least by the developed capitalist countries acting jointly to overthrow bourgeois political power and win victory in revolution. Marx and Engels lived in an age in which free capitalism was highly developed and gradually turning toward reaction; their understanding was the product of the practice of their own time. Lenin and Stalin lived in the age of imperialism and proletarian revolution. Lenin did not remain rigidly bound to Marxism’s original conception, but instead creatively applied the basic principles of Marxism to conduct a profound analysis of the course of world history in the early twentieth century and of Russia’s concrete reality. Lenin pointed out that capitalism had already developed from the stage of free capitalism to the stage of monopoly capitalism — that is, the stage of imperialism. In order to divide up the world market, the imperialist powers fought life-and-death struggles among themselves. The unevenness of imperialist development made it possible for the proletariat to break through the weakest link in the chain of capitalism first, and to win victory in socialist revolution. This weak link lay precisely in Tsarist Russia, at that time the most backward of the capitalist countries. Marx had once held that the peasantry was a conservative force opposed to socialism. But Lenin, proceeding from Russia’s actual conditions, profoundly analyzed the history and present circumstances of the Russian peasantry, holding that the impoverished peasants, who made up the great majority of the population, harbored enormous revolutionary strength within them. Therefore, the numerically small proletariat, linking up with the numerous impoverished peasants to carry out an urban armed uprising, could defeat a powerful bourgeois regime. Lenin, upholding the unity of theory and practice, founded a new military theory, guiding Russia’s October Revolution to victory. This shows that only by combining revolutionary military theory with practice, and seeking truth from facts in putting forward military theory and formulating military policy and plans, can one meet the demands of actual reality and be used to guide new practice.

Every step in the emergence of revolutionary theory cannot be separated from practice. Every step in its development, too, cannot be separated from practice. The Chinese Communists, represented by Mao Zedong, combined Marxist-Leninist military theory with the practice of China’s revolutionary war, making an original and outstanding contribution to the sinicization of Marxist-Leninist military theory, and propelling forward the development of Marxist-Leninist military theory. But this process of development was also a process of continually proceeding from the reality of the Chinese revolution, unifying theory and practice. The successful experience of the October Revolution, led by Lenin, in carrying out an urban armed uprising and winning victory, carried important guiding significance for the revolutionary war led by the Communist Party of China. That the victory of the Chinese revolution had to be achieved through seizing political power by armed force was beyond doubt. But what road to follow in seizing power by armed force was, for a period of time, not truly resolved. The lessons of the successive failures of the Nanchang Uprising, the Autumn Harvest Uprising, and the Guangzhou Uprising in 1927 showed that wholesale copying of the Russian experience would not work for China’s revolutionary war, because the concrete practice of the Russian October Revolution took place under certain historical conditions. Dogmatism absolutized this practice, treating it as a universal conclusion transcending the scope of that practice, and copied it wholesale onto China; the result could only be to cause the revolution to suffer setbacks. Mao Zedong, through comprehensive and conscientious analysis of China’s concrete national conditions and the circumstances of every class at that time, recognized that China was a semi-colonial, semi-feudal country, deeply oppressed by imperialism; the disparity in strength between the enemy and ourselves was extreme, and the powerful enemy occupied the cities over the long term; the Chinese working class was small in number and weak in strength; the revolutionary united front was not yet mature; and the influence and spread of democratic-revolutionary ideas had not yet penetrated the whole country, so that an armed uprising in a single city or locality could not receive timely simultaneous response and coordination from other parts of the country. Under these circumstances, an armed revolution that attempted first to seize the central cities was difficult to bring to success. The Chinese Communists, represented by Mao Zedong, persisted in proceeding from China’s actual conditions, conscientiously summing up the experience and lessons, correctly treating the successful experience of the Russian October Revolution, and thereby found a road suited to China’s national conditions — “encircling the cities from the countryside, and ultimately seizing nationwide victory” — and won victory in the revolution.



(2) The method of contradiction analysis

What is called the method of contradiction analysis is the method of applying the law of the unity of opposites to analyze, study, and resolve military questions. Mao Zedong pointed out that the cosmic outlook of materialist dialectics “teaches us primarily to be good at observing and analyzing the motion of contradictions in various things, and, on the basis of such analysis, to point out the methods for resolving contradictions.”96 Contradictions in the military sphere are expressed even more clearly and fully than contradictions in other spheres; the most fundamental method for studying military questions is to grasp the various contradictions of military struggle within the unity of opposites.

1. Applying the law of the unity of opposites to analyze and resolve military questions

Analyzing contradiction, and studying the phenomenon of contradiction within the military sphere, did not begin with the formation of proletarian military science. As early as the Spring and Autumn Period of ancient China, the military strategist Sun Tzu, proceeding from an analysis of the phenomenon of war within the Chinese society of his time, put forward a series of categories of contradiction — such as enemy and self, one side and the other, many and few, strong and weak, attack and defense, advance and retreat, benefit and harm, substance and emptiness, the orthodox and the unorthodox, and boldness and timidity — thereby carrying ancient human military dialectical thought to its peak. The bourgeois military-theoretical writer Clausewitz also gave an exposition, more profound than his predecessors, of such matters as the relationship between war and politics, the relationship between offense and defense, and the relationship between war and the populace, carrying the dialectical analysis of military questions to another high point.

However, surveying the entire history of the development of human military thought, whether it be the ancient Sun Tzu or the modern Clausewitz, in analyzing military contradictions there existed, to varying degrees, historical shortcomings. For example, they remained confined to the level of ancient, unadorned speculation, content with an intuitive description of military phenomena; or they could not free themselves from the influence of idealist thought, displaying a lack of thoroughness in dialectical thinking, among other limitations. It was not until the 1840s, when Marx and Engels critically inherited the philosophical legacy of their predecessors and founded dialectical materialism and historical materialism, that the analysis of contradiction in military questions was truly established on a scientific foundation. This foundation was: taking materialism as its premise, putting forward that the motion of internal contradiction within things is the essence of the dialectical motion of all things. Every phenomenon of society is a unity of opposites, and the law of the unity of opposites is the core of dialectics. Military questions are no exception.

Marx and Engels, on the basis of the basic principles of historical materialism, understood war as violent struggle waged once class contradiction has sharpened to a certain degree, clearly pointing out: “According to our conception, all collisions in history have their origin, according to our view, in the contradiction between the productive forces and the

2. Grasping unity within the opposition of military contradictions

Applying the method of contradiction analysis requires not only seeing opposition within the unity of military contradictions, but, even more, attending to grasping unity within opposition.

Take the contradiction between man and weapon as an example. In military history, some have one-sidedly exaggerated man’s spiritual role, becoming spirit-determinists; others have one-sidedly exaggerated the determining role of weapons, becoming weapons-determinists. What both have in common is that they sever this pair of contradictory elements, man and weapon, from each other. Marx and Engels, proceeding from the viewpoint of contradiction and connection, concretely analyzed the mutually dependent relationship between man and weapon in military activity, pointing out that an army’s entire organization and mode of combat, and the victory or defeat bound up with them, depend on these two kinds of material — man and weapon — that is, on the quality and quantity of the population, and on technology. Engels made an in-depth study of the development of weapons and its influence on war and the army, putting forward the famous thesis that the invention and application of every major new weapon must inevitably bring about a revolution in army organization and methods of combat. At the same time, Engels also held that man in war is a unity of material force and spiritual force; the first premise of all human history is, without doubt, the existence of living human individuals. Because military activity is the most dangerous and most arduous of all human activities, those who fight need, in particular, to possess a brave heart; courage and the conviction of certain victory often bring combat to a victorious conclusion. Here, the revolutionary teachers of the proletariat regarded man and weapon as an inseparable pair of contradictory elements, attending to grasping the unity of the two within their opposition.

The understanding of the contradiction between offense and defense likewise embodies the method of contradiction analysis of the revolutionary teachers of the proletariat. Engels held that offense refers to, in any major battle,

3. Grasping essential connections within the universal connections of military phenomena

Analyzing war has as its purpose the grasping of the essential attributes of war. How is one to grasp the essential connections within a series of universal connections among military phenomena? Mao Zedong had a famous saying: I

Taking the understanding of a phenomenon as the guide leading one in the door, while not remaining stuck at the level of understanding the phenomenon of a thing — this is the basic method for grasping essence. After the failure of the Great Revolution of 1927, a pessimistic tendency of thought appeared among some people in the revolutionary ranks, who raised the doubt: how long can the red flag be kept flying? Through scientific analysis of a series of phenomena, such as the political and economic conditions of China at that time, Mao Zedong saw the inevitable trend by which “a single spark can start a prairie fire,” and made the scientific pronouncement that “China is a country literally strewn with tinder, and will soon burst into flame,” and that the high tide of the Chinese revolution “will very soon arrive.” The development of history has fully confirmed Mao Zedong’s conclusion.

Through exposing the illusory appearance of a thing, revealing its true face — this too is a basic method of grasping essence. Lenin pointed out that non-essential things, illusory things, superficial things often vanish, and are not as “solid” and “stable” as “essence.” But illusory things are one determination of essence. This tells us that, by exposing illusion, one can likewise come to know the essence of a thing. After the outbreak of the First World War, the bourgeoisie of every country raised high the banner of “patriotism,” stirring up war fervor. The opportunists of the Second International also carried out social chauvinism under the pretext of “defending the fatherland” and waging “defensive war.” Lenin thoroughly exposed the hypocritical nature of the opportunists of the Second International, pointing out: “first, the war is being waged in order to divide up the colonies ‘more equitably’ and thus exploit them ‘more amicably’; second, it is a war for consolidating the oppression of alien nations by the ‘Great’ Powers … third, it is a war for the purpose of consolidating and prolonging wage-slavery.”97 Therefore, so-called “defense of the fatherland” was a pure deception; the people were nothing more than cannon fodder in the hands of the bourgeoisie. Lenin’s analysis was soon borne out by the development of history.

Analyzing the place of contingency and necessity in the development of a thing is likewise a method for understanding the essence of war. Engels pointed out that so-called contingency is merely one manifestation of mutual dependence,

4. Attending not only to studying the universality of the contradictions of war, but even more to studying the particularity of the contradictions of war

Applying the principle of the universality and particularity of contradiction to the study of war requires attending not only to the universality of the contradictions of war, but even more to the particularity of the contradictions of war.

Understanding the particularity of the contradictions of war is the fundamental requirement of the method of contradiction analysis. To study war apart from particularity leads only to idealism or dogmatism divorced from reality, causing unnecessary bloodshed and sacrifice in war. The revolutionary teachers of the proletariat, while attending to understanding the “general” of war, always paid particular attention to studying the “particular” of war. This study includes studying the different natures of different wars; studying the various aspects of the contradictions in the developmental process of different wars; and studying the contradictions at each developmental stage of the different developmental processes of different wars, as well as the various aspects of contradictions at individual developmental stages — studying the particularity of all these contradictions.

Grasping the connection between the particularity and universality of war is the key to understanding the particularity of war. In the opening of “Problems of Strategy in China’s Revolutionary War,” Mao Zedong laid out for us three levels of law, differing in nature yet internally connected: the laws of war, the laws of revolutionary war, and the laws of China’s revolutionary war. The laws of war contain within them the laws of revolutionary war, and the laws of revolutionary war in turn contain within them the laws of China’s revolutionary war. The laws of revolutionary war, relative to the laws of war, are the particularity of the contradiction; relative to China’s revolutionary war, they are the commonality of the contradiction. Understanding the general laws of war enables one to grasp the whole of war and the general direction of its development, thereby using the general to guide the particular. And it is only by understanding the particular laws of war that it becomes possible, amid the manifold and varied forms of war, to understand the particular contradictions and essence of the changes and development of war, thereby achieving concrete analysis of concrete questions, and resolving concrete contradictions with concrete methods. It was precisely within this interconnection of the commonality and particularity of contradiction that Mao Zedong unfolded his in-depth exploration of the strategic questions of China’s revolutionary war, deepening the understanding of the particularity of the contradictions of China’s revolutionary war.

Resolving different qualities of contradiction with different qualities of method is the fundamental purpose of grasping the particularity of contradiction. In “Problems of Strategy in China’s Revolutionary War,” Mao Zedong analyzed the four different characteristics of China’s revolutionary war, but did not stop there — immediately afterward he went on to put forward the conclusion that the Chinese Red Army could develop and could defeat its enemy, but that the Chinese Red Army could not develop quickly nor quickly defeat its enemy, thereby setting out the particular method for resolving China’s revolutionary war and establishing the principle of the protracted nature of the war. He put forward that whoever shuts their eyes to these fundamental laws cannot guide China’s revolutionary war, and cannot enable the Red Army to win battles.

5. Seeking, through quantitative analysis, the “pivotal points” in the development of war

The revolutionary teachers of the proletariat never confined their analysis of war to abstract generalization; rather, they attended to the analysis of quantitative development in war, and, on the basis of grasping the interconvertible relationship between quality and quantity, grasped the “pivotal points” of the changes in war, thereby propelling revolutionary war toward a qualitative leap. Lenin, on the eve of the October Revolution, resolutely decided on armed uprising; Stalin, during the Second World War, organized the Battle of Kursk in a timely manner, launching a strategic counter-offensive; Mao Zedong, in the War of Liberation, organized the three great campaigns, conducting a strategic decisive battle against the Kuomintang — these are all examples of this. History proves that seeking, on the basis of analyzing the balance of strength between the enemy and ourselves, the “pivotal points” of the development of war is an expression of the concrete analysis and resolution of contradiction by the revolutionary teachers of the proletariat in directing war.

In grasping the “quality” of war, attaching importance to the analysis of “quantity,” so as to “have a clear picture in mind,” is the basic precondition for the analysis of quantitative change by the revolutionary teachers of the proletariat. The various factors on both sides of a military struggle are themselves a unity of quality and quantity. The process of transformation of the contradictions of war is likewise a process of development from quantitative change to qualitative change. Engels once held that necessary quantities of weapons, ammunition, and food; the training of necessary quantities of well-educated officers; and the conditions necessary for the intellectual development of soldiers themselves — these were the guarantee of a modern army. Engels’s calculation of the proportion of the old Russian regular army to the total population was even precise to two decimal places. The necessary quantity is both an expression of the quality of a modern army and a necessity for defeating the enemy. Stalin, summing up the experience of the Patriotic War, pointed out: “in order finally to crush the enemy, in addition to the incomparable courage of our troops, we must have fully up-to-date armament, and that armament must exist in sufficient quantity, and well organized supplies of that armament must likewise exist in sufficient quantity.”98

Under conditions where the enemy is strong and we are weak, attention must be paid to the concentration of quantity and the creation of momentum through scale in the disposition of forces. The revolutionary teachers of the proletariat consistently attached importance to the strategic and tactical principle of “concentrating superior forces,” which is precisely an expression of this thinking. Concentrating forces lies in achieving qualitative optimization through adjusting the sequence of organization of forces in quantity, thereby creating a posture of our superiority and the enemy’s inferiority, and changing the situation on the battlefield from one of enemy strength and our weakness. In the early period of the War of Liberation, Mao Zedong put forward the need to concentrate five or six times, or at least three times, the enemy’s strength. And in the War to Resist U.S. Aggression and Aid Korea, he put forward the need to concentrate nine times the enemy’s strength. It can be seen that the concentration of quantity varies according to time and place. And “one against ten” strategically and “ten against one” tactically are likewise an expression, in the employment of forces, of the law of the interconversion of quality and quantity.

In carrying out quantitative analysis, one must be skilled at seizing the right moment, accurately grasping the critical point of qualitative change. Every decision involves the question of timing, and this is especially pronounced in war. A decision made when the moment is not yet ripe is military adventurism, because the accumulation of quantity has not yet reached the critical point that gives rise to qualitative change; a decision that misses the moment is military conservatism, because the accumulation of quantity has already exceeded the critical point of qualitative change, and the qualitative transformation of the war has already occurred. Therefore, seizing the moment and seeking the pivotal points of the development of war is the key to making resolute strategic decisions. Lenin held that delaying the moment or acting in a flustered, hasty manner is equivalent to losing everything. In the second year of China’s domestic War of Liberation, when the Kuomintang army still held the advantage, Mao Zedong, through analyzing the nationwide war situation,

The continual development of military dialectics has provided a rich source for the method of dialectical analysis. During the years of war, persisting in dialectical analysis of military questions was chiefly expressed in the objective direction of war and in the actual capacity to master and steer it; during a period of peace, it is chiefly expressed in continually understanding the objective laws of army building, consolidating and raising the troops’ combat effectiveness, and doing good preparation for future war. Therefore, correctly handling the relationship between the development of military technology and the evolution of strategy and tactics during a period of peace; correctly handling the relationship, in army building, between the internal and the external aspects of the army; upholding the combination of principle and flexibility in military affairs; and upholding the unity of revolutionary attitude and scientific spirit, among other things, are all concrete applications and developments of persisting in dialectical analysis of military questions. In the contemporary era, with the rise of the new cluster of methods centered on systems theory and their application in the military sphere, it can be anticipated that the method of persisting in dialectical analysis of military questions will become still richer and more varied.



(3) The method of class analysis

Applying the viewpoint of class and class struggle to analyze military phenomena is an important method by which Marxism studies and directs war. Lenin once pointed out: “Marxism provides a guiding thread that enables us to discover the regularity in this seeming labyrinth and chaos, namely, the theory of the class struggle.”99 Lenin also held that there is not a single living person who can avoid taking the side of one class or another. Therefore, Marxists should not depart from the correct standpoint of analyzing class relations. The revolutionary teachers of the proletariat

1. Applying the class viewpoint to scientifically explain the phenomena of the army and of war

Many thinkers and military theorists before Marxism regarded war as a phenomenon existing in isolation, divorced from social and political life, and regarded the army as an organization representing the interests of the whole nation, transcending class — failing truly to reveal the essence of war and of the army. The revolutionary teachers of the proletariat, taking the theory of class struggle as their guiding thread, profoundly revealed the essence of the army and of war, holding that war and the army are the products of social and economic development reaching a certain stage, and that they attained full development only after the emergence of private ownership and class in human society — thereby giving the phenomena of the army and of war a scientific explanation.

Applying the theory of class and class struggle to reveal the origin and essence of the army, charting its historical role, and elucidating the path for its construction. In analyzing the essence of the feudal state, of violence, and of its army from the standpoint of class and class struggle, Engels pointed out: “Oriental despotism, the ancient republics, the Macedonian monarchy, the Roman empire, and feudalism in the Middle Ages are all built on violence.”100 This violence maintained the feudal order and its laws, permitting landlords to intensify their extraction from the peasantry, so that oppression grew ever more severe as a result. Therefore, the army, as organized violence, is a tool of violence attached and subordinate to a given state and class: “all societies (referring to every class society up to the present — translator’s note) require violence for their preservation.”101 Marx and Engels clearly pointed out that the proletariat must use violence to overthrow the bourgeoisie and establish its own rule. Having applied the theory of class and class struggle to sum up the experience and lessons of the failure of the Paris Commune’s armed uprising, they held that its basic lesson was that the proletariat must use violence to smash the old state machine, stressing that “it is necessary first to carry out the dictatorship of the proletariat before this transformation can be achieved, and the primary condition of the dictatorship of the proletariat

Applying the theory of class and class struggle, war is understood as violent struggle waged once class contradiction has sharpened to a certain degree. Marx and Engels pointed out that all historical conflicts are rooted in the contradiction between the productive forces and the forms of intercourse, and, in class society, this is concentrated in “conflict between the rulers of various countries and their subjects, between state and society, and between class and class”; this conflict is inevitable and grows ever more serious, sharpening step by step, and, once every non-violent form and means of struggle can no longer resolve the class contradiction, it inevitably becomes “necessary to resort to arms.”102 Marx and Engels also, combining history and the wars of their own era — such as the Crimean War (1853–1856), the Anglo-Persian War (1856–1857), the Italian War (1859), the Moroccan War (1859–1860), the American Civil War (1861–1865), the Austro-Prussian War (1866), and the Franco-Prussian War (1870–1871), and others — applied the theory of class and class struggle to analyze and comment on these wars, further expounding the scientific view that war is violent struggle between classes. Lenin, under the new historical conditions, applying the theory of class and class struggle, conscientiously analyzed the social and historical conditions on which war depends for its emergence and existence, holding that private ownership gave rise to war and will forever give rise to war; that war, whenever and wherever it occurs, is always initiated by the exploiting, ruling, and oppressing classes; and that as long as society remains divided into classes, as long as the phenomenon of man exploiting man persists, war is inevitable. At the same time he stressed, “Only

2. Recognizing and resolving military questions by grasping the totality of the many relationships involved in class and class struggle

Class struggle is a necessary phenomenon objectively existing in class society, and its root lies in the fundamental opposition of class interests. This opposition exists in the military sphere, and it also exists in politics, economics, thought, and culture, among other spheres. Therefore, only by studying the relationship between military struggle and the class struggle composed of economics, politics, and thought can one grasp the influence and constraint that the spheres of economics, politics, and thought exert on military questions. That is to say, grasping the totality of the many relationships involved in class and class struggle helps one better understand and resolve military questions. Lenin once pointed out: “To be able to prove the actual social character of the war—or, to put it more precisely, to prove its actual class character—it is not, of course, to the diplomatic history of the war that we must turn…. What must be used for this purpose is not particular instances or isolated data (in view of the extreme complexity of the phenomena of social life it is always possible to select any number of examples or separate data to prove any proposition), but a study of the sum total of relations, without a single exception, in the sphere of economic life of all the belligerent powers and the whole world.”103

In class society, the totality of the many relationships involved in class and class struggle exists among nations,

3. Determining correct military policy and tactics by distinguishing enemy, self, and friend

Applying the method of class analysis, correctly distinguishing enemy, self, and friend, is an important precondition for formulating correct military policy and tactics. Mao Zedong pointed out: “Who are our enemies? Who are our friends? This is a question of the first importance for the revolution. The basic reason why all previous revolutionary struggles in China achieved so little was their failure to unite with real friends in order to attack real enemies. A revolutionary party is the guide of the masses, and no revolution ever succeeds when the revolutionary party leads the masses astray. To ensure that we will definitely achieve success in our revolution and will not lead the masses astray, we must pay attention to uniting with our real friends in order to attack our real enemies.”104 The revolutionary teachers of the proletariat, in their military practice, paid very close attention to earnest analysis and study of class relations, and, on this basis, distinguished enemy, self, and friend, thereby formulating correct military policy and tactics.

During the period of the First Domestic Revolutionary War, Mao Zedong, applying Marxist class analysis

Formulating military tactics for the struggle against the enemy should likewise involve class analysis. In military struggle, fully exploiting the contradictions among the enemy’s own ranks, and winning over every possible allied force, is an expression of the tactics of struggle against the enemy. Although every stratum, group, and faction within the enemy camp inevitably colludes with one another in order to oppose revolutionary war, because different interests and relationships of interest exist among them, certain contradictions inevitably arise, and they struggle against one another. As the revolutionary situation changes and the strength of the people continually grows, the contradictions among them may even sharpen further. The existence and continual expansion of contradictions within the enemy’s ranks are extremely favorable to revolutionary war. Lenin pointed out that the reason we achieved victory is that we have been able, and remain able, to achieve unity, and because we have been able to win over allies within the enemy’s own camp; whereas our extremely powerful enemy suffered defeat because there was, in the past, no unity among them, there can be no such unity, and there will be none in the future — for every struggle we wage against them represents, for them, a disintegration within their own camp. Therefore, to defeat the enemy, one must make good use of the contradictions within the enemy’s ranks. Mao Zedong, on the basis of conducting class analysis of the enemy, successfully applied, at every period, the tactics of struggle against the enemy encapsulated in “exploit contradictions, win over the majority, oppose the minority, and destroy them one by one.” After the failure of the First Domestic Revolutionary War, Mao Zedong exploited the contradictions among the various warlord factions in China and the opportunity presented by their warfare to open up the Jinggangshan revolutionary base area, putting forward the revolutionary road of encircling the cities from the countryside and seizing political power by armed force, propelling the Chinese revolution into a brand-new stage of development. During the War of Resistance Against Japan, Mao Zedong again successfully exploited the contradiction between Japanese imperialism and the Kuomintang government, as well as the contradictions among the various factions within the Kuomintang, in order to isolate the Kuomintang die-hards. Just as Mao Zedong pointed out, in 1956, when introducing to foreign guests the historical experience of China’s democratic revolution: during the War of Resistance Against Japan, we made use of the contradiction between Britain and the United States on the one hand and Japan on the other, first overthrowing the Japanese aggressors and the comprador cliques dependent on them. Afterward, we went on to oppose the United States and Britain,



(4) The method of historical research

Applying the historical-materialist viewpoint to observe and analyze military questions, proceeding from historical connections and clues to grasp the thread of military struggle and reveal its laws of motion, is likewise an important method used by the revolutionary teachers of the proletariat to study the phenomenon of war and guide military practice.

1. Studying military questions within a given historical scope

In speaking of the method for analyzing social questions, the revolutionary teachers of the proletariat pointed out: “the absolute requirement of Marxist theory, in examining any social question, is that it should be examined within definite historical limits.”105 Clearly, military questions, as one category of social question, must likewise, in understanding them, absolutely be placed “within definite historical limits” for consideration. What is called “definite historical limits” means placing military questions within a given historical time, a given historical place, and given historical conditions for examination. The revolutionary teachers of the proletariat held that, without such a historical viewpoint for observing social phenomena, historical science could neither exist nor develop.

To place military questions within a given historical scope, one must conduct a concrete analysis of the historical conditions under which the military question is situated, grasping the historical environment of the military question as a whole, remaining faithful to historical fact and faithful to the true face of history. Any concrete military question is formed within a given historical space and time frame. At the same time, the historical conditions and historical environment constituted by a given historical space and historical time in turn determine the existence and development of the military question. Therefore, when we place a military question within a given historical scope, we must conduct a concrete analysis of the historical conditions in which it is situated, and grasp the historical environment as a whole.

2. Resolving military questions within basic historical connections

Lenin once pointed out that, in observing social phenomena, what is most reliable, most necessary, and most important is not to forget the basic historical connections. In drawing out, from the tangled and complex phenomena of war, the clues for understanding military questions, and in scientifically explaining and resolving military questions, one likewise must not forget the basic historical connections.

Because of the complexity of military questions, their essence is often expressed through a series of military phenomena at different stages of historical development. Therefore, to correctly analyze and resolve military questions, one must also be skilled at examining the interconnections of military phenomena across different developmental stages. During the War of Resistance Against Japan, Mao Zedong, on the basis of analyzing the various political and economic factors between China and Japan, made a detailed and meticulous analysis of the three different stages of the development of the War of Resistance, and, from the connections among these three different stages, made an objective judgment on the developing changes in the balance of strength between the enemy and ourselves. He held that, because the military strength between China and Japan was in a state of enemy strength and our weakness, the development of the war would necessarily pass through three stages: strategic defense, strategic stalemate, and strategic counter-offensive. And the state of change in the balance of strength between the enemy and ourselves differed across the three stages. In the first stage, the enemy was superior and we were inferior; in the second stage, the strength of the enemy and ourselves was in balance; in the third stage, we were superior and the enemy inferior. From this he arrived at the correct judgment that final victory would belong to China, but that China could not win quickly, and that the war must be protracted.

That resolving military questions must not forget the basic historical connections is likewise a requirement put forward for understanding military questions as a whole. This is because historical connections refer not only to the connections among the internal factors of a military question, but also include the overall connection between the military sphere and the political, economic, and other spheres. Historical connection is not the addition of individual “quantities,” but is the comprehensive factor determining the overall nature of a thing and its changes.

3. Studying military questions amid the developing changes of history

History is in a state of constant development and change; the military question, as a historical phenomenon, likewise takes different forms of expression at different periods of historical development. This determines that, in

The revolutionary teachers of the proletariat consistently attached importance to formulating different military policies and tactics of struggle according to the characteristics and objective realities of different historical periods. For example, on the question of proletarian violent revolution, Marx, on the one hand, fully affirmed that the Paris Commune’s armed uprising was “the glorious harbinger of a new society,”106 while, on the other hand, also holding: “The working class… will one day have to conquer supreme power… but the way to get there is not necessarily the same everywhere…. we do not deny that there exist countries, like England and America… where the working class may achieve its goal by peaceful means.”107

On the road of the proletariat’s seizure of political power by armed force, Lenin and Mao Zedong also made entirely different choices. On the eve of the October Revolution, Lenin, in light of the unevenness of the development of world imperialism, and the fact that Russia was, in reality, situated at a weak link in the rule of imperialism, successfully realized the October Socialist Revolution by a method beginning with urban uprising and extending to the countryside. Mao Zedong, on the other hand, proceeding from the actual national conditions of twentieth-century China, walked a road of encircling the cities from the countryside and seizing political power by armed force, suited to a semi-colonial, semi-feudal country. The goals of the two roads were consistent, but because historical conditions and national conditions differed, on the concrete means and methods of armed struggle they did not adopt a single mold to force onto both.

To study military questions historically and dynamically, one must give full play to conscious dynamism, not being bound by books, not being bound by superiors, basing oneself on present reality and history, while keeping an eye on the future and on development. Rapid and unceasing change is an important characteristic of war. If it can be said that studying any material motion must employ the viewpoint of development, then examining war, in particular, requires upholding the viewpoint of development and change. The study of war is both a historical science and a science of the future. The purpose of studying war is also to explore the laws of the development of war, in service of the future. The history of military thought proves that turning the study of war into mere recollection and argumentation about history has no future. Throughout history, both in China and abroad, every accomplished military theorist,

Of course, to study military questions historically and dynamically requires going through a period of arduous practical exploration, sometimes even paying a price in blood. The Chinese Communists’ exploration of China’s road of armed revolution once went through a tortuous process. This shows that history exists as a developing process, and that understanding of military questions, too, must continually deepen as a process.

4. Studying military questions according to the characteristics of the era

The era is a historical concept. Although the division of eras can be marked by the state of development of the productive forces or the degree of advancement of science and technology, the nature of an era is determined according to which class is at the center of historical events and determines the main direction of the era’s development. Without understanding the era, one cannot understand the war of that time.

Keeping an eye on the characteristics of the era in studying military questions is an objective requirement of the proletariat’s military struggle. Marx and Engels pointed out: “The true content of every epoch-making system is formed out of the needs of the age in which that system arose.”108 Proletarian military science was first founded in the era of the transition of capitalism from free development to the stage of monopoly, and took shape in the era of imperialism and proletarian revolution. In the course of this development, spanning more than a century and crossing two eras, the proletariat rose from stepping onto the stage of world history to seeking its own liberation, creating its own special and brand-new methods of warfare. This provided the practical possibility for the revolutionary teachers of the proletariat to study military questions with an eye on the characteristics of the era. The principles that Marx and Engels expounded in The Communist Manifesto — the relationship between war and class antagonism, and the proletariat’s practice of violent revolution in its struggle to overthrow the bourgeoisie — were precisely

Studying military questions with an eye on the characteristics of the era requires standing at the height of the era, grasping the features of war and military phenomena from a macro perspective. The French Revolution of 1789–1798 was a bourgeois revolution that shook the whole of Europe; it fundamentally overthrew a feudal system more than a thousand years old, established bourgeois political power, and accelerated the pace of bourgeois revolution — for this reason, Lenin held that it opened a new era in human history. Throughout the entire nineteenth century, the whole world was influenced by the French Revolution. Reflected in the military sphere, it transformed the entire old system of combat, abolished every antiquated rule concerning war, and founded new methods of warfare. In the history of the military art, it marked the arrival of a period of great transformation. On this, Engels perceptively recognized that new military science is the inevitable product of new social relations, just as the methods created by the Revolution and by Napoleon were the inevitable result of the new relations bestowed by the Revolution. The growth of the productive forces was the precondition for Napoleon’s methods of warfare; likewise, new productive forces are the precondition for every new achievement in the military sphere. This is precisely the scientific summation, made from the height of the era, that Engels gave concerning the eighteenth-century French bourgeois revolution as viewed from the military angle.

Studying military questions with an eye on the characteristics of the era requires grasping the turning points in the development of the era, and, at the crucial juncture of an era’s turning point, resolutely making the choice of military struggle. At the turn of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, tremendous changes occurred in the economy and politics of every capitalist country. Imperialism’s spheres of influence across the whole world had already been fully divided up; the contradictions between the imperialist powers, between the two great classes of the proletariat and the bourgeoisie, and between imperialism and the colonies and semi-colonies, all grew increasingly sharp. The interweaving of these contradictions marked that the era had already begun a new turn — history had developed into the era of imperialism and proletarian revolution. At this turning-point juncture, the revolutionary teachers of the proletariat perceptively recognized that Russia had already become the focal point of every contradiction and struggle in the world, and, in a timely manner, pointed out that this era, for Russia, was “a period of open class conflict, is a period of the outbreak of proletarian revolution, is a period of proletarian revolution, is a period of directly preparing force to overthrow imperialism and of the proletariat seizing political power.”109

5. Evaluating military-historical questions with a historical attitude

Observing and analyzing military questions from a historical viewpoint cannot be separated from evaluating military-historical questions. On this, Mao Zedong once pointed out that we must respect our own history, and must never sever ourselves from it. Only by examining historical questions with a historical attitude, and evaluating military-historical questions according to the true face of history, can one arrive at conclusions consistent with historical fact.

Examining and evaluating military-historical questions with a historical attitude requires proceeding from the facts, examining and evaluating historical questions according to the true face of things and the circumstances of their origin, and must not adopt an attitude of historical idealism or pragmatism, treating history as a girl who can be dressed up and decorated at anyone’s whim, substituting subjective fabrication for the objective connections and mutual dependencies of the whole of historical phenomena. In evaluating the seventeenth-century Swedish king Gustavus Adolphus, Engels, through an in-depth exploration of matters such as his army’s organization, weapon provisioning, and battle formation, pointed out that this king was “the great military reformer of the seventeenth century.” Engels also, through studying the important reforms in infantry tactics carried out by the eighteenth-century Prussian king Frederick II, pointed out that old Fritz’s great achievement in military science lay in this: within the range of the methods of warfare of his time, he was the first to reform and improve the old-style tactics, making them suited to new weapons. These evaluations of military-historical figures were, without exception, conclusions reached through fully possessing historical materials and “established facts,” proceeding from the historical conditions and background of the time.

Examining and evaluating military-historical questions with a historical attitude requires freeing oneself from personal emotion and emotional likes and dislikes, avoiding the substitution of feeling for scientific evidence. Engels once, taking the view of slavery as an example, pointed out that it is easiest of all to use general phrases to curse slavery and other similar phenomena, venting one’s lofty indignation at these shameful phenomena. Unfortunately, doing so only states something everyone already knows — namely, that this ancient system is no longer suited to our present circumstances and to the feelings determined by these circumstances. But how this system arose, why it existed, and what role it played in history — on these questions, we gain no explanation whatsoever from doing so. Therefore, moral indignation, however well-grounded, however economically scientific, can never be treated as evidence — only as a symptom. Lenin, in dealing with questions of war, also never proceeded from personal feeling, but instead sought scientific evidence according to the historical conditions and historical environment of the time, in order to reach his evaluation. Lenin, in refuting the empty, futile disputes some people engaged in on questions of war, once pointed out that the main issue is to clarify what caused this war, which classes prepared and drove it, and what historical conditions and historical economic conditions produced it. Only in this way can one find a scientific basis for evaluating questions of war.

In evaluating military figures with a historical attitude, one must not demand of them, by the standards of a modern person’s outlook, things they could not have accomplished under the historical conditions of their own time. In judging the historical achievements of “historical actors,” the main approach is to compare them with their predecessors, and see whether they “put forward something new.” The reason Napoleon was praised by the revolutionary teachers of the proletariat as a “great military figure,” and Clausewitz was praised by them as a “writer of extremely profound attainment on military questions,” was mainly because Napoleon discovered the only correct method for using large armed masses in both tactics and strategy, while Clausewitz, in the history of military affairs, was the first to advance the famous thesis that “war is nothing but the continuation of politics by other means” — a thesis that the revolutionary teachers of the proletariat repeatedly cited and critically reworked and absorbed.

In examining and evaluating historical questions with a historical attitude, one must also uphold the method of dialectical analysis, and must not reach simplistic conclusions of absolute affirmation or absolute negation. Mao Zedong, in summing up the historical experience of the Chinese Communists, once pointed out that many of our comrades lack an analytical mind, are unwilling to conduct repeated, in-depth analysis and study of complex matters, and are fond of reaching simplistic conclusions of absolute affirmation or absolute negation. In fact, an analytical attitude should be adopted toward any question; one should learn the method of analyzing things and cultivate the habit of analysis. He also, taking the handling of historical questions as an example, said that in dealing with historical questions, one should not place the emphasis on the responsibility of certain individual comrades, but rather on analyzing the circumstances of the time, the content of the errors made at the time, and the social, historical, and ideological roots of the errors made at that time. The same is true of studying questions of war and military affairs. The victory or defeat of a war is determined by many factors; the victorious side is not necessarily entirely a matter of correct experience, nor is the defeated side necessarily entirely a matter of lessons to be drawn — to simplistically and absolutely “judge the hero by success” is not advisable.



(5) The method of predictive research

Military predictive research takes military reality as its foundation, and, on the basis of the objective laws of military affairs, makes judgments about future circumstances, processes of change, and developmental trends in the military sphere. Because military affairs — war in particular — possess complex variability, intense confrontation, and tremendous destructiveness, people long ago recognized the great significance of making correct predictions in military activity, and attached importance to the use of methods of military prediction. But among the methods of prediction existing before the birth of Marxism, most carried a coloring of idealist fantasy. The founding of Marxist theory provided scientific theory and correct method for proletarian military prediction.

Marxism holds that the factors of the military future are already latent within military reality. Military reality, as a dynamically developing process, possesses temporal continuity between its preceding and following stages. Human thought possesses not only the characteristic of reflecting reality but also the characteristic of foresight. On the basis of military reality, engaging in forward-looking thought makes it possible to predict the military future. The revolutionary teachers of the proletariat, in guiding revolutionary war, always relied on perceptive insight and superb capacity for command, proceeding from military reality to scientifically predict the future, thereby adding extremely rich content to this scientific method.

During the Franco-Prussian War of the 1870s, Engels, proceeding from the facts of the war, perceived the significant in the small, and, through analysis of many aspects of the Franco-Prussian War, made a precise prediction of the Prussian army’s operational plan and of the course of the Franco-Prussian War. The outcome of the Franco-Prussian War fully confirmed the scientific accuracy of Engels’s prediction. When France declared war on Prussia, France had first concentrated its main forces along the Franco-Prussian border, with meticulous deployment, appearing set to crush the Prussian army in one stroke. At the time, France employed a basic conscription system, with little difference between its peacetime and wartime organization, and it could quickly concentrate an operational force of more than a hundred thousand men. Prussia, on the other hand, employed a reserve-army system, with its peacetime strength amounting to less than a third of its wartime organization. The French army could carry out a surprise attack against Prussia during its mobilization process. In view of this, European public opinion generally held that Prussia’s prospects were poor. Through his research, Engels discovered that France did not have utilize its advantage to seize the initiative, while Prussia seized the time to mobilize and quickly extricated itself from its passive position. At the same time, the southern German states actively joined the war. Engels, having also made a precise calculation of the forces France and Germany might respectively commit, arrived at a conclusion entirely opposite to European public opinion. He pointed out that France’s trained soldiers numbered no more than 550,000, while soldiers of the same caliber in North Germany alone numbered 950,000. Germany’s advantage lay precisely here, and the further the decisive battle was delayed, the more evident this advantage would become; by the end of September, the effect of this advantage would reach its peak. The later development of the situation on the battlefield fully confirmed the correctness of Engels’s prediction. In the campaign action in which the Prussian army concentrated its forces to encircle and annihilate the French army of Marshal MacMahon, although the French used the feint of advancing on Paris to deceive their opponents and public opinion, they could not deceive Engels. Through analyzing the operational actions and internal and external contradictions of both belligerent sides, Engels predicted that MacMahon’s army might be forced to surrender in the narrow strip of French territory jutting out toward Belgium, between Mézières and Sedan-Givet. One week later, Marshal MacMahon, leading more than eighty thousand officers and men, surrendered at Sedan. It can be seen that Engels not only foretold the possibility of the French army’s disastrous defeat at Sedan, but also quite accurately judged the location where the event would occur.

Applying the scientific method of prediction, one can not only make forward-looking, correct judgments about the course and outcome of a war, but can also make brilliant predictions about macro-level questions such as the development of the world strategic situation. After the end of the Second World War, the question of whether a third world war would occur again has always attracted the attention of the world. In May 1970, Mao Zedong once predicted that the danger of a new world war still existed, and that the peoples of every country must make preparations for it. But the main trend of the world at present is revolution. This thesis was undoubtedly scientific at the time. In 1975, Deng Xiaoping, through a dynamic comparative analysis of the forces for war and the forces for peace, and through analysis of the war preparations and strategic deployments of the superpowers with the capacity to wage world war, clearly put forward that world war would not break out within five years; later, he further put forward that the forces for peace had already surpassed, and would continue further to surpass, the forces for war; the military strength of the superpowers was in balance, and neither dared to fight; their global strategic deployments were both incomplete, so neither could fight. On this basis, Deng Xiaoping reached the conclusion that world war could be postponed, could be delayed, and, if the work was done well, could even be avoided. The development of the world situation since the 1980s has proven the scientific accuracy of Deng Xiaoping’s prediction concerning contemporary world war and peace.



(6) The method of dialectical thinking

The method of dialectical thinking is the scientific method of thought, consistent with the laws of dialectical thinking, that must be applied in the process of dialectical thought in order to form concepts, make judgments, and carry out reasoning, and thereby arrive at an understanding of the dialectical nature of war, grasp the laws of the development of war, and understand and grasp concrete truth. It mainly includes such content as induction and deduction, analysis and synthesis, the abstract and the concrete, and the logical and the historical.

1. Attending to the mutual connection and mutual complementarity of induction and deduction in military thinking

Induction is the method of thought by which a general military conclusion is derived from individual military facts. Deduction is the method of thought by which an individual military conclusion is derived from a general military concept or principle. In the process of military cognition, induction and deduction are mutually connected and mutually complementary.

The revolutionary teachers of the proletariat attached great importance to generalizing, from individual and particular military facts, general military theory or military principles of universal significance. In commenting on the Indian uprising of 1857–1859, Marx, through analyzing the military actions of the British relief of Lucknow and the siege of Delhi, applied the method of military induction to discover and generalize the basic military principle that the mystery of war lies precisely in the concentration of forces. Marx pointed out that, at the time, for the purpose of maintaining British rule in India, Delhi held no strategic significance whatsoever. Had the British, instead of formulating their military plan on the basis of the prejudices of the native inhabitants, disregarded Delhi and isolated it, they could have deprived Delhi of that fantastical significance (that is, the significance the insurgents wished to give Delhi as the center of the campaign — author’s note). But the British did not do so; instead, they pitched camp beneath the walls of Delhi, hurling their own heads against the city walls, concentrating their main force and the attention of the entire world there — this left them with no possibility of retreat, or, more precisely, made such a retreat tantamount to defeat. In this way, they simply did the insurgents a favor, because the insurgents’ very aim was to make Delhi the center of the campaign. By tying down their main mobile force at Delhi, the British failed to pin down the insurgents, and only succeeded in restricting the movements of their own garrison forces stationed elsewhere. Marx, through analyzing the campaign examples of Cawnpore and Lucknow, further pointed out: these were two neighboring places, each garrisoned by a separate force, both small in number and insufficient to cope with the situation, each under its own command; although only forty miles apart, their actions were in no way coordinated, seeming almost as if positioned at opposite poles. Because each of the two places acted on its own, the Cawnpore garrison had already been wiped out, and the Lucknow garrison too was bound to fall, fortress and all, into the hands of the insurgents; even Havelock’s astonishing effort — leading his troops 126 miles in eight days, while enduring nearly as many engagements as marching days, all this under the scorching summer climate of India — even such a heroic effort was of no avail. Marx, analyzing the military facts above, drew upon the operational principles generalized by Napoleon. Marx pointed out that Napoleon had once formulated two operational principles: first, do only what is within one’s power, do only what has the best chance of victory; second, use the main force only for the primary aim of war — destroying the enemy. Marx, taking this as a theoretical basis, generalized from the concrete military facts, pointing out that the British army, in formulating its plan for the siege of Delhi, had violated both of these most elementary principles, because these plans always dispersed the forces. From this, Marx held that the British army should reduce the number of its garrison troops as far as possible, freeing them at once from the burden of women and children, evacuating strategically insignificant strongpoints, and thereby concentrating as many troops as possible for mobile operations in the field. Here, what Marx stresses is that forces should be concentrated. From this, Marx further generalized: “The whole art of war consists in a well-reasoned and extremely circumspect defensive followed by rapid and audacious attack.”110 — making it a principle of operational guidance carrying universal significance.

The process of military deduction is the process of deriving, from a comparatively broad military-theoretical proposition, a military-theoretical proposition at the next level, and providing deductive proof for this military-theoretical proposition. Applying military deduction, one can test a military theory before it is put into practice, giving it a preliminary evaluation and making it more rigorously logical; one can also proceed from a military-theoretical proposition arrived at through military induction, deriving from it a military-theoretical proposition at the next level, making it more concrete. Lenin once elevated Clausewitz’s thesis that war is nothing but the continuation of politics by other means to the theoretical foundation and starting point for examining questions of war,

Furthermore, the revolutionary teachers of the proletariat were also skilled at using the method of military deduction to explain known military theory, military principles, and military facts, making scientific predictions. On October 22, 1918, Lenin, applying the method of military deduction, accurately predicted the possibility of the Anglo-French imperialist aggressive action of autumn 1918. Lenin pointed out that, because Britain and France had suffered a series of defeats, whether in Siberia or at Arkhangelsk, and because the great victory won by Russia’s October Socialist Revolution had already aroused extreme dread and hatred among the imperialists of the world, the class nature of Anglo-French imperialism and their defeat in operations in the north determined that they would do everything possible to attack Russia from the south — either via the Dardanelles Strait, or via the Black Sea, or overland through Bulgaria. Only twenty days later, on November 12, the Allied supreme command indeed formulated the very plan of action that Lenin had predicted — namely, invading southern Russia via Romania and the Black Sea. This was a masterpiece of Lenin’s application of military deduction in reasoning.

2. Upholding the dialectical unity of analysis and synthesis in military thinking

In studying military questions, the revolutionary teachers of the proletariat often applied the scientific methods of analysis and synthesis, breaking down the totality of a military phenomenon into its various parts, aspects, and characteristics for separate understanding, and then, proceeding from the determinations of the military phenomenon, organically combining these individual essential determinations to form a synthetic understanding of the military phenomenon, in order to guide military struggle.

The task of military analysis is to break down the totality of the object of military cognition into its component parts, thereby coming to understand its essence and laws. The main forms of military analysis employed by the revolutionary teachers of the proletariat include: quantitative analysis, qualitative analysis, causal analysis, aspect analysis, stage analysis, and level analysis, among others. During the War of Resistance Against Japan, Mao Zedong analyzed the nature of the war, military strength, economic strength, political-organizational strength, manpower, material resources, geographic conditions, and international relations, among other aspects, of both belligerent sides — China and Japan — grasping, in breadth, the essential characteristics of every aspect of both belligerents in the Sino-Japanese war. On this foundation, Mao Zedong also analyzed, dynamically, the concrete manifestations of each stage of the protracted War of Resistance, grasping the developmental essential characteristics of the protracted war at each of its stages. Mao Zedong held that the protracted war would be expressed through three stages. He pointed out: “The first stage covers the period of the enemy’s strategic offensive and our strategic defensive. The second stage will be the period of the enemy’s strategic consolidation and our preparation for the counter-offensive. The third stage will be the period of our strategic counter-offensive and the enemy’s strategic retreat.” In his analysis, Mao Zedong pointed out that the concrete circumstances of each stage differ, and therefore the methods of operation adopted also differ. Mao Zedong was not only skilled at analyzing the various component parts and developmental stages of military phenomena, but also skilled at connecting the various component parts and developmental stages for analysis. In analyzing the second stage of the protracted war, Mao Zedong pointed out: “This second stage will be a transitional stage in the entire war; it will also be the most trying period, but it will be the pivotal stage. Whether China becomes an independent state or is reduced to a colony will be determined not by the retention or loss of the large cities in the first stage, but by the extent to which the whole nation exerts itself in the second stage. If we can persevere in the War of Resistance, persevere in the united front and persevere in the protracted war, China will win the strength during this stage to change from weakness to strength. The transition in China’s War of Resistance against Japan has three acts, and this is the second act. It is through the efforts of the entire cast that the most brilliant conclusion can be well performed.”111

On the basis of a careful analysis of the various aspects, links, factors, and characteristics of a military phenomenon, combining the various parts of the object of military cognition into a whole, so that its essence is embodied in each of the parts — this is precisely the task of military synthesis. Engels, in commenting on the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871, applied the method of military synthesis and arrived at many incisive insights. After the outbreak of the Franco-Prussian War, some bourgeois military experts asserted that the well-prepared French army would win the war. Engels, however, conducted an in-depth analysis of France’s pre-war politics. Under the rule of Napoleon III, before France launched the war, domestic class contradictions had already become considerably intensified; the Second Empire itself was thoroughly rotten, and every kind of vile phenomenon in society existed universally across every branch of the administration. Engels pointed out that the French ruling clique had already turned the administrative organs, the government, the army, and the navy — in effect, the whole of France — into a source of profiteering for themselves. Therefore, from the very start of the Franco-Prussian War, the French army had already lost all initiative on the battlefield. On the foundation of military analysis, Engels

3. Striving hard to ascend from military abstraction to military concreteness

Understanding the essence of a military object through military phenomena is a complex process. Analyzing and discriminating military phenomena, discarding the contingent, non-essential factors and attributes within military phenomena, and extracting the necessary, essential connections and attributes — that is, proceeding from the concrete of the military to the abstract of the military — is accomplished by relying on scientific methods of military abstraction. As Lenin pointed out, human thought moves from phenomenon to essence, from so-called first-order essence to second-order essence, and so on, deepening endlessly, without limit. Therefore, for the essence of a military object to be expressed in thought, this cannot be achieved without scientific abstraction. Marx and Engels, proceeding from the perceptually concrete of the military, examined the wars of primitive society — the wars of the late period of primitive society in particular — and, through scientific abstraction, held that war was not something that came into being together with the emergence of humankind, but rather was the product of human society having developed to a certain stage, arising along with the emergence of private ownership and class, thereby scientifically revealing the origin of war; through scientific abstraction applied to every kind of phenomenon of war, they grasped the necessary connection between war and politics, regarding war as political struggle waged, by violent means, among the various classes of society, thereby scientifically elucidating the true essence of war; through analyzing and studying the perceptually concrete war and revolution of their own era, and applying scientific abstraction to it, they arrived at profound insights, profoundly revealing the inner connection between war and revolution, clearly putting forward the view that war may give rise to revolution, and deeply elucidating an important question reflecting the essence of war; proceeding from the perceptually concrete fact of the dependence of the violence of war on economics, and through scientific abstraction, arriving at the necessary connection between war and economics, they put forward the scientific thesis that relations of violence are rooted in economic relations, resolving a major question in the view of war. In addition, applying scientific abstraction to the perceptually concrete of the military, they also arrived at such views as: violence is the midwife of the old society pregnant with a new one, and violence is a necessary means of proletarian revolution.

Military abstraction is important. But the revolutionary teachers of the proletariat’s understanding of military questions did not stop merely at the stage of military abstraction; rather, they continued to advance, raising the determinations of military abstraction to the concrete of military thought — that is, further exploring the complex connections among the many determinations of a military question, and reproducing the military question, in thought, as a whole. The concrete of military thought differs from the perceptually concrete of the military. As Engels pointed out, the concrete is concrete because it is the synthesis of many determinations, and hence is a unity of the manifold. Therefore, in thought it appears as a process of synthesis, as a result, and not as a point of departure, even though it is the real point of departure — and hence also the point of departure for observation and conception. Along the first path, the full representation is evaporated to yield an abstract determination; along the second path, the abstract determinations lead to the reproduction of the concrete by way of thought. From this it can be seen that the concrete of military thought is formed on the foundation of military abstraction, and is the synthesis of many military abstractions. Therefore, the concrete of military thought depends on military abstraction, but military abstraction must develop into the concrete of thought — otherwise, military abstraction loses its purpose.

4. Upholding the unity of history and logic in military thinking

The consistency of logic and history is one of the basic methods frequently used by the revolutionary teachers of the proletariat. Engels pointed out: “the sequence of ideas should correspond to the sequence of historical events, and… this sequence is only the abstract, theoretically consistent form of the historical course, a form corrected according to laws provided by this actual historical course itself.”112 The revolutionary teachers of the proletariat, in examining

Logical analysis takes the concrete development of history as its foundation; historical description takes logical connection as its guide. That is to say, applying the logical method to study the laws of military development is, at the same time, a generalization of the study of history; likewise, applying the historical method to study the history of military development is also, at the same time, a determination, through logical analysis, of the inner connections of military-historical material. Engels, in Anti-Dühring, skillfully applied the historical method and the logical method, organically combining the two. Engels, applying the logical method and taking, as an example, Robinson Crusoe’s use of a sword to enslave “Friday” in Robinson Crusoe, scientifically revealed the truth that the production of weapons must be based on “economic power,” and further put forward such famous theses as “nothing is more dependent on economic conditions than precisely the army and navy,” and that “armaments, composition, organisation, tactics and strategy depend above all on the level reached at the time in production and on communications.”113 However, these theses of Engels were built upon an analysis of the concrete development of history. Applying the historical method, and after examining the historical development of war, the army, and strategy and tactics from the early fourteenth century to the 1870s, he used a mass of evidence to demonstrate the correctness of the above theses; at the same time, he also applied logical analysis to conduct an in-depth examination of the above historical developments, pointing out that, viewed historically, a series of military innovations and transformations — such as the adoption of gunpowder and firearms, the emergence of artillery, the bayonet-equipped flintlock musket driving the pike out of infantry equipment, the thorough elimination of feudal mercenary troops, linear tactics being replaced by skirmish tactics and column tactics, breech-loading rifled muskets replacing smoothbore flintlock muskets, and steam-powered warships replacing sail-powered wooden warships, among others — were, without exception, closely connected to industrial — that is, economic — progress.

Applying the historical and logical method, understanding the laws of military affairs through studying the historical process of military movement, and expressing the development of military movement in logical form in thought, one can, from the past of military movement, understand its present, and, on this foundation, infer and foresee its future. Mao Zedong, in his essay “On the Situation and Our Policy after the Victory in the War of Resistance Against Japan,”
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	Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 2, p. 514. into the national united front of resistance. In May 1938, in “On Protracted War,” Mao Zedong put forward the famous thesis that “the army and the people are the foundation of victory.” He held that “the richest source of power to wage war lies in the masses of the people”; “to mobilize the whole nation’s population would create a vast sea in which to drown the enemy, create the conditions to overcome the enemy’s shortage of arms and other things, and provide the prerequisite for overcoming every difficulty in the war.”[^46] At the Seventh National Congress of the Communist Party of China, held in April 1945, Mao Zedong, summing up the experience of relying on the popular masses to wage revolutionary war, further formulated the correct line of “boldly mobilizing the masses and expanding the people’s forces, so that, under the leadership of our Party, they might defeat the Japanese aggressors, liberate the whole people of China, and build a new-democratic China.” Guided by this correct line, our Party and army, relying closely on the people of the whole country, won thorough victory in the War of Resistance Against Japan. It can be seen that Mao Zedong’s thought on people’s war reached a new theoretical height during the War of Resistance Against Japan; he organically fused the active revolutionary reflection theory of dialectical materialism with the basic historical-materialist principle that the popular masses are the great creators of history, forming a comprehensive thought of people’s war.↩︎


	Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 1, p. 153. In July 1936, in a conversation with the American journalist Edgar Snow, Mao Zedong had already forecast the course of China’s War of Resistance Against Japan and put forward the policy of winning victory through protracted resistance.↩︎
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	Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 1, p. 153. In July 1936, in a conversation with the American journalist Edgar Snow, Mao Zedong had already forecast the course of China’s War of Resistance Against Japan and put forward the policy of winning victory through protracted resistance.↩︎


	Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 2, p. 379.↩︎


	Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 3, p. 1004. This army is powerful because all those who join it have conscious discipline; they are not fighting for the private interests of a few individuals or a narrow clique, but for the interests of the broad masses and of the whole nation. Standing closely with the Chinese people and serving them heart and soul — that is its sole purpose.”[^53]↩︎


	Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 4, pp. 1247–1248. strategic defense would no longer be needed, and the policy would simply be one of strategic offense. This change depends upon a general shift in the overall balance of strength between the enemy and ourselves. By that time, all that would remain of defensive means would be something merely local.”[^55] Second, with regard to the military situation at a given time within a given base area, it refers to the offensive posture adopted by the people’s army throughout the whole region once the enemy’s encirclement had been broken and the situation shifted from defense to offense. On this, Mao Zedong gave a detailed exposition in “Strategic Problems in the Anti-Japanese Guerrilla War.” As for the first kind of strategic offense, Mao Zedong only touched on it preliminarily in his military writings, without a dedicated exposition. This was because, for a period of twenty years, our army had, with weak forces, fought against powerful enemies both domestic and foreign, remaining, under those specific historical conditions, in long-term strategic defense — until the summer and autumn of 1947, when the main force of the People’s Liberation Army shifted to strategic offense, pushing the main battlefield of the war into Kuomintang-controlled territory, bringing the War of Liberation to a turning point, and thus beginning the overall strategic offensive of the Chinese revolutionary war. At this time, the strength of the Chinese revolution had, overall, drawn near to — and in certain respects already surpassed — that of the counter-revolutionary forces; the war had developed to the stage where the revolutionary forces were able to break through the offensive of the counter-revolutionary forces, and indeed needed to go on the offensive against the counter-revolutionary forces in order to win final victory. Because of this fundamental change in the situation and tasks of the war, our Party and army leadership were confronted, for the first time in our army’s history, with the theoretical and practical questions of strategic offense. It was precisely under these circumstances that Mao Zedong’s theory of strategic offense came into being, concentrated in the series of communications and writings in which he directed the strategic offense at the time. Mao Zedong’s practice and theory of strategic offense had mainly the following characteristics:↩︎


	Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 1, p. 214. 5. In the course of the War to Resist U.S. Aggression and Aid Korea and of national defense construction, Mao Zedong’s military thought gained new enrichment and development↩︎


	Selected Works of Deng Xiaoping, Vol. 2, p. 1. in his speech, he further stressed the need to “race against time” in doing a good job of army building. “As long as we uphold people’s war,” we could defeat the enemy even with existing equipment. National defense modernization would only be possible on the basis of the development of the country’s entire industry and agriculture, and especially of science and technology; and he set out ten tasks for the whole army in response to the problems then facing army building, and had nine decisions and regulations adopted, so that nearly every field and every aspect of our army’s construction had rules to follow. At the All-Army Political Work Conference held in June 1978 and the Central Work Conference held in December of that year, Deng Xiaoping successively delivered important speeches, making many major decisions and putting forward many important policies and principles concerning our country’s national defense and army modernization. In July 1978, in an important talk, Deng Xiaoping pointed out: “Our strategy was formulated by Chairman Mao Zedong. Chairman Mao’s strategic thinking is people’s war; in the past it was the ‘three-in-one combination’ of regular forces, guerrilla units, and the militia, and now it is the ‘three-in-one combination’ of field armies, local forces, and the militia.” “If the enemy tries to invade, China’s ‘three-in-one combination’ will place the enemy in a vast ocean of people’s war.” Of course, “today’s people’s war differs from that of the past — the equipment is different, the means are different…. But the strategic thinking remains people’s war. The conditions are different, and so the forms in which people’s war is expressed are also different. Improvements in equipment make people’s war more powerful.”[^58] These important remarks by Deng Xiaoping touched on many aspects of our army’s construction and operations, thereby preliminarily laying the foundation for Deng Xiaoping’s military theory of the new era.↩︎


	Deng Xiaoping on National Defense and Army Building, p. 99, Beijing, Military Science Publishing House, 1992. army must be built into a powerful, modernized, regularized revolutionary army.”[^60] In July 1982, at a symposium of the Military Commission, Deng Xiaoping further pointed out that the army also had questions of institutional reform: reform of the army’s institutions had, first, to raise combat effectiveness, and second, to select talented personnel. In 1984, in his speech at the National Day ceremony, Deng Xiaoping stressed that we must consolidate national defense, remaining vigilant at all times, and striving to master the knowledge and ability needed to cope with modern warfare. In November of that year, in discussing the relationship between army building and national construction at a symposium of the Military Commission, he pointed out that the army must be subordinate to the overall picture of national construction as a whole, closely coordinate with this overall picture, and act within its framework, not obstructing it. Training personnel who could serve both military and civilian purposes was likewise a matter of having regard for the overall picture. Not long afterward, Deng Xiaoping successively put forward such important ideas as the theme of the times, war and peace, and “one country, two systems.” He pointed out that the truly great questions in the modern world are two: one is the question of peace, the other the question of economics. The question of peace is an “East-West” question, and the question of economics is a “North-South” question; together, they can be summed up in the four characters “East-West-South-North.” The “North-South” question is the core question. Striving for peace requires opposing hegemonism. Opposing hegemony means safeguarding world peace. At present, the forces of world peace are developing, though the danger of war still exists. Even so, the forces that restrain war have developed encouragingly. The strength of the Third World, China included, is an important factor in the development of the forces of world peace. The more powerful China becomes, the more secure world peace will be. At the same time, he also pointed out that there are, in the world today, many disputes that can be resolved not by means of war but by peaceful means. One country, two systems: using such a method to resolve disputes is advisable. We can use this method to resolve the questions of Hong Kong and Taiwan; in this way, points of potential conflict can be eliminated and the international situation stabilized.↩︎
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	Collected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 21, p. 180. made exchange possible, and it gradually became a regular institution. With the emergence of smelting technology, agricultural productivity rose markedly, and surplus products increased. Commodity exchange stimulated production; on the one hand, it allowed clan chiefs to appropriate as their own the communal property that passed through their hands in exchange, becoming private owners — possessing more means of production and subsistence — who were habitually acknowledged as such by clan members; on the other hand, it also increased the daily labor burden of members of the clan’s household community and of individual families. Thus, absorbing new labor power — turning captives into slaves through war — became something people came to desire. Under the given overall historical conditions, this inevitably brought about slavery. Out of the first great social division of labor there also arose the first great social split — the split into two classes: masters and slaves, exploiters and exploited. Subsequently there arose the second great social division of labor, separating handicrafts from agriculture, and the third great social division of labor, separating commerce from agriculture; production and labor productivity increased continually, class differentiation and private ownership developed further, and the purpose and forms of war likewise underwent major change. Engels pointed out that formerly wars were waged only in retaliation for aggression, or to enlarge territory that had become too confining; now wars were waged purely for plunder, and war became a regular vocation. Because war offered an easier path to wealth than labor, waging predatory war became not only as regular an institution as labor, but was even regarded as a glorious undertaking. As the scale of war expanded and its frequency of occurrence increased, professional armies came into being and became a principal component of the slave-owning state. From this point on, war lost its direct connection with the process of production and became bound up with class politics instead. At every social form and historical stage in the development of private ownership, war is not a contradiction to the foundation of private ownership, but rather a direct and inevitable development of that foundation.↩︎
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	Collected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 21, p. 180. made exchange possible, and it gradually became a regular institution. With the emergence of smelting technology, agricultural productivity rose markedly, and surplus products increased. Commodity exchange stimulated production; on the one hand, it allowed clan chiefs to appropriate as their own the communal property that passed through their hands in exchange, becoming private owners — possessing more means of production and subsistence — who were habitually acknowledged as such by clan members; on the other hand, it also increased the daily labor burden of members of the clan’s household community and of individual families. Thus, absorbing new labor power — turning captives into slaves through war — became something people came to desire. Under the given overall historical conditions, this inevitably brought about slavery. Out of the first great social division of labor there also arose the first great social split — the split into two classes: masters and slaves, exploiters and exploited. Subsequently there arose the second great social division of labor, separating handicrafts from agriculture, and the third great social division of labor, separating commerce from agriculture; production and labor productivity increased continually, class differentiation and private ownership developed further, and the purpose and forms of war likewise underwent major change. Engels pointed out that formerly wars were waged only in retaliation for aggression, or to enlarge territory that had become too confining; now wars were waged purely for plunder, and war became a regular vocation. Because war offered an easier path to wealth than labor, waging predatory war became not only as regular an institution as labor, but was even regarded as a glorious undertaking. As the scale of war expanded and its frequency of occurrence increased, professional armies came into being and became a principal component of the slave-owning state. From this point on, war lost its direct connection with the process of production and became bound up with class politics instead. At every social form and historical stage in the development of private ownership, war is not a contradiction to the foundation of private ownership, but rather a direct and inevitable development of that foundation.↩︎


	Collected Works of Lenin, 2nd Chinese ed., Vol. 26, p. 327, Beijing, People’s Publishing House, 1988. research on the basic questions of war; to understand the essence of war, one cannot depart from the totality of society. War is part of a whole, and that whole is politics. Lenin regarded politics as a field of mutual relations among classes, nations, and states, holding that the forms of social organization that make up the activity of war almost all carry a strong political character. The state, the army, popular militias, and so on, are first of all political organizations, and only secondarily organizations of violence; their violent character is subordinate to, and serves, a given class or a given political purpose. Warlike activity, without exception, appears as one of the most important political activities. All political relations, whether domestic, international, or among nations, or of whatever other kind, have class relations as their basis. Whatever the aim pursued by a given struggle at a given time, political interests are always safeguarded by classes. And when a struggle to secure such interests is bound to lead to war, it is necessary to be clear about the causes of the war, its aims, and which class is fighting. The main content of class politics is the actual political system and the entire politics practiced over a long period preceding the war. War is not only a continuation of politics, but also a concentration of politics. The politics practiced by a given state or class in wartime is inevitably a continuation of the politics it practiced over a long preceding period, differing only in the mode of action. Therefore, in examining the aim and nature of a war, one must study the political system that led to the war, study the politics that is leading, or has already led, to war, and treat the domestic and foreign policies of a state waging war as a unity.↩︎


	Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 2, p. 480. has not been cleanly swept away, the war must continue until the task is carried through. The particularity of war lies in its having its own special organization, its own special methods, and a special process. This organization is the army together with everything appertaining to it. These methods consist of the strategy and tactics used to direct war. This process is a special form of social activity, in which opposing armies use, against each other, strategy and tactics designed to be advantageous to themselves and disadvantageous to the enemy, in attacking or defending. War is a special stage in the development of political struggle; it is a violent instrument for clearing away obstacles to the development of politics, and is therefore also the highest form of struggle for resolving contradictions between one class and another, one nation and another, one state and another, and one political group and another.↩︎


	Selected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 2, p. 32. violence of different eras, different classes, and states of different social character is not the same. The reason feudal violence is stronger than that of the slave-owning class, and the violence of the bourgeoisie stronger than that of the feudal class, lies fundamentally in the difference in economic power; the reason bourgeois states engage in external aggression and expansion, taking plunder as their principle of survival, while proletarian states persist in a defensive national-defense posture, oppose hegemonism and power politics, safeguard peace, and oppose war, lies fundamentally in the difference in the nature of their economic relations. In this sense, every government, in the final analysis, is nothing but the executor of the economic necessity produced by the conditions of its own country.↩︎


	Selected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 3, p. 503. were waged for very definite material class interests. Economic roots are manifest not only in the emergence and development of war, but also in its process of elimination. The origin and development of war must, in the end, be sought in economics; the elimination of war, too, must, in the end, find its way out through economics.↩︎


	Collected Works of Lenin, Vol. 27, p. 104.↩︎


	Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 2, p. 457. and other such factors, which differ across different periods. To reject participation in war absolutely and unconditionally at all times is absurd.↩︎


	Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 2, pp. 475–476. The nature of a war can be transformed: sometimes a just war turns into an unjust one, and sometimes an unjust war turns into a just one. The transformation of a war’s nature is brought about by the shift of its political aim and the transformation of the character of the political struggle. The complexity of a war’s nature is determined by the complexity of its political aim and of the political struggle.↩︎


	Collected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 22, p. 603. do not wish for conflict to occur — what need is there to pray for conflict? I have exerted every effort, and shall continue, unswervingly, to exert every effort, to prevent the mobilization for war. I do not wish for hundreds of thousands of proletarians to slaughter one another, nor do I wish them to pay the price for the mad conduct of the bourgeoisie. Lenin also said that objectively foreseeing war, and striving to make the best possible use of it when such a calamity occurs, is one thing; hoping for the outbreak of war and working toward it is quite another matter. Lenin even made this pronouncement: “…a peace treaty, in advancing the cause, is a thousand times better than war…. Any treaty, whatever it may be, will increase and extend our influence a hundredfold.”[^75] However, the choice of revolutionary road and mode of struggle is not decided by the subjective wishes of the proletariat, but by the basic characteristics of the era, and by the political, economic, and social conditions of the time. Therefore, the proletariat must “first ascertain the specific features distinguishing one ‘era’ from another (and not the individual episodes in the history of individual countries) in order to be able to work out the basic tactics of the international proletariat correctly. We must know what features characterise a given era in order to determine the essential conditions”[^76] on which basis one can then consider the more specific characteristics of this or that country. In an era when the feudal and autocratic systems were collapsing and bourgeois-democratic societies and states were forming, or in the era of imperialism and proletarian revolution, when the antagonism between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie developed enormously, the social transformation carried out by the proletariat and progressive classes could only, of necessity, take violent — not peaceful — means as the principal method of struggle.↩︎


	Selected Works of Deng Xiaoping, Vol. 3, p. 283.↩︎


	Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 2, p. 513.↩︎


	Marx and Engels: Collected Military Writings, Vol. 3, p. 61. it must adopt a system of armed forces that combines the people’s army with local armed forces; it must adopt forms of struggle that combine armed struggle with unarmed struggle; it must build base areas and reliable rear areas; it must build the broadest possible united front, uniting every force that can be united; and it must create and adopt flexible and mobile strategy and tactics.↩︎


	Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 2, p. 511.↩︎


	Collected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 7, p. 565. creative activity is, in essence, anything other than a concentration and generalization of the practical experience of soldiers. Cut off from the practice of the broad body of soldiers, commanders’ “genius” would remain locked up solely within their own minds.↩︎


	Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 2, pp. 482, 498. the same thing is not at all contradictory; more accurately, it is a case of opposites complementing each other. This is because such sacrifice is necessary not only for destroying the enemy, but also for the necessity of self-preservation; the partial, temporary “non-preservation” (sacrifice or expenditure) is required for the sake of the permanent preservation of the whole.↩︎


	Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 1, p. 284. living men who moreover keep secrets from each other, and this is very different from dealing with inanimate objects or everyday matters. Why do errors occur in subjective direction? Precisely because the deployment and command of a war or a battle are not suited to the circumstances of that particular time and place — the subjective direction does not conform to, does not match, the objective actual situation — or, one might say, the contradiction between the subjective and the objective has not been resolved. Doing things well requires, militarily speaking, winning more battles and, conversely, losing fewer battles. The key here lies precisely in making the subjective and the objective correspond well with each other.↩︎


	Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 2, p. 447.↩︎


	Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 1, p. 320.↩︎


	Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 2, p. 478. victory in war; yet within the limits of objective conditions, one can and must actively and dynamically strive for victory in war. The stage on which military figures act is built upon objective material conditions, yet with this stage a military figure can direct the performance of many a vivid, majestic, and heroic drama. The process of bringing conscious dynamism into play is the unity of learning the laws of war and applying the laws of war, the unity of understanding war and carrying out war. Given the premise that objective conditions have provided the possibility of victory in war, conscious dynamism determines whether this possibility is transformed into reality. Only by dynamically understanding and waging war can every condition of war be brought fully into use, guiding the balance of strength in war to shift in a direction favorable to oneself and unfavorable to the other side, and winning final victory.↩︎


	Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 1, p. 223. speaking it is more often the case that victory or defeat is decided by absolute superiority. Absolute initiative is usually only the result of the motion of war — that is, the result of the continual contention for the initiative between the two opposing sides; in the course of the motion of war, the initiative is relative. Therefore, under ordinary circumstances, the relative superiority or inferiority of the two opposing sides, and the relationship of activity and passivity between them, are relative, and the mutually opposing factors on every side are in flux. So long as the war continues, no side’s contention for and grasp of the initiative is monopolistic in character. The relativity of the initiative offers the side in an inferior and passive position the possibility of contending for the initiative.↩︎


	Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 2, pp. 494, 495. is our opinion regarding the fundamental nature of a war plan or a war policy.↩︎


	Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 1, p. 225. go on defending forever; offense cannot be pure offense, nor can defense be pure defense. Errors in directing war often arise from an inability correctly to handle the relationship between offense and defense, from not understanding how to alternate between these two forms in accordance with the balance of strength between the enemy and ourselves and the situation on the battlefield, and from an inability to create and grasp opportunities to promote the overall transformation of the two into each other. Defending for the sake of attacking, retreating for the sake of advancing, moving toward the flank for the sake of moving to the front, and taking a roundabout road for the sake of taking a direct one, are unavoidable phenomena in the process of development of many things — let alone in the movement of war. Mao Zedong held that, militarily speaking, our war is the alternating application of defense and offense.↩︎


	Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 2, p. 484.↩︎


	Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 3, p. 1039. way, we shall be invincible in the world. Mao Zedong also declared: “This army is an army of the Chinese people; it takes as its own will the will of the Chinese people.”[^97] These are precisely the essential characteristics of the new-type proletarian people’s army, the main marks distinguishing it from every anti-people army, and also the core content of the founding principles of the proletarian army.↩︎


	Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 1, p. 50.↩︎


	Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 3, p. 1040. militia; arm men and women capable of bearing arms across the whole country, in the organizational form of the militia, practicing arming the entire people. The “three-in-one combination” system of armed forces that Mao Zedong put forward is the unified whole of armed forces led by our Party. Within this system, tasks have their respective emphases, yet are also closely interconnected. The field armies can carry out operational tasks beyond a given locality at any time; local forces carry out tasks of defending their locality and attacking the local enemy in coordination with the armed masses within a fixed area; the armed masses combine labor with military duty, mainly shouldering tasks such as protecting their home villages, shielding the populace, and coordinating with the army’s operations, while at the same time serving as the most grassroots and most direct propagandists and organizers of revolutionary war — the tie binding it closely to the masses. Mao Zedong held that the correct division and mutual coordination of the three types of armed forces could form a powerful system of armed force, such that, should the enemy dare to invade, wherever we have people, we have arms, thereby placing the enemy in the difficult predicament of being struck everywhere — this being precisely the organizational form of armed force adapted to the needs of people’s war, and also the fundamental reason it possesses such powerful deterrent force, causing the enemy to regard it as a path fraught with peril.↩︎


	Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 4, p. 1426.↩︎


	Selected Works of Deng Xiaoping, Vol. 2, p. 284. must all undergo the test of the criterion of combat effectiveness. Only by unswervingly upholding the criterion of combat effectiveness can our army’s construction meet the demands of being politically qualified, militarily competent, of fine work style, strict discipline, and well supported logistically.↩︎


	Selected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 4, pp. 170, 172. discussing and handling matters with our own national interest as the highest principle.”[^103]↩︎


	Selected Works of Deng Xiaoping, Vol. 2, p. 240.↩︎


	Selected Works of Deng Xiaoping, Vol. 3, pp. 99–100. Xiaoping’s basic requirement was, revolving around the central task of economic construction, to “place national defense construction and army building in an appropriate position.” What is meant by “appropriate” is, first, that it must be subordinate and of service to national economic construction. Every aspect of the army has a bearing on national construction, and must consider how to support and actively take part in national construction. “Whether it be the air force, the navy, or the Commission for Science, Technology, and Industry for National Defense, all should consider freeing up capacity to support the development of the national economy.”[^106] Second, national defense construction and army building, in the near term, must seek development through “patience” — that is, gradually improving the army’s equipment given existing national strength, adjusting the organizational structure and system, strengthening military-theoretical research, and training cadres in the skill of commanding modern warfare, continually raising the level of national defense construction and army building.↩︎


	Selected Works of Deng Xiaoping, Vol. 3, p. 128. and economic construction can proceed smoothly.” “At the same time, we must consciously subordinate ourselves to the overall picture of national economic construction, actively support and take part in reform and opening-up and modernization construction, and contribute our strength to the development and prosperity of the state. The army must work hard to build up its every aspect and carry through reform effectively.” It required that “Party organizations at every level, governments, and the people of the whole country continue, as in the past, to concern themselves with national defense construction and support the army in accomplishing every task.”↩︎


	Mao Zedong’s Military Writings, Vol. 6, p. 339, Military Science Publishing House and Central Party Literature Press, 1993. overall picture of economic construction, seeking development through patience; improving weapons and equipment as far as possible under existing national conditions; carrying forward the glorious tradition of arduous struggle and honest public service, calculating carefully and using money genuinely to strengthen combat effectiveness; working hard to keep abreast of the development of new and high technology, raising the level of logistical management and support; and doing a good job of the army’s agricultural and sideline production, among other things. Deng Xiaoping held that logistics work is both an important aspect of the army’s modernization construction and a means of creating the material conditions for that modernization construction; logistical support is an important component of the army’s combat effectiveness, and plays an ever more important role in modern warfare. In order to meet the needs of modern warfare, Deng Xiaoping repeatedly stressed the need vigorously to carry out logistics reform, strengthen logistics management, and achieve strong and effective support. He pointed out: “With the development of military science and technology and the gradual improvement of our army’s equipment, new circumstances have also emerged in logistics work. In the past we had millet plus rifles, and our dependence on logistics was not great. Now it is different. Whether it is military supplies and provisions, weapons and ammunition, or equipment and materiel, all must rely on strong support from the rear. The reserves of war matériel are also constantly changing. All of this requires conscientious and concrete study. Furthermore, in the past our household was comparatively small; now our household is large, and how to manage the whole of logistics work well is also a new problem, requiring a series of systems and solutions adapted to the new circumstances.”[^109] Guided by Deng Xiaoping’s thinking on logistics reform in the new era, our army’s logistics work has carried out major reforms and trial programs — such as territorial supply by zone, centralized and unified financial management, joint logistics support among the three armed services, and the clean-up and consolidation of real estate — gradually correcting the malpractice of fragmentation along departmental and sectional lines, overcoming decentralism, and enabling logistics work gradually to adapt to the needs of army building and operations under the new historical conditions. Deng Xiaoping’s series of expositions on logistics work in the new era provided the theoretical basis for opening up a new road of logistical support for the army with Chinese characteristics.↩︎


	Selected Works of Zhou Enlai, Vol. 2, p. 232. a series of incisive and original expositions. He pointed out that experience proves that shutting the door to carry out construction cannot succeed; China’s development cannot be separated from the world. Of course, for a country as large as China to carry out construction, it will not do without self-reliance; relying mainly on ourselves — this is what is called self-reliance. But, alongside self-reliance, it is also necessary to open up to the outside world, absorbing foreign capital and technology to help our own development. He also pointed out that we must, on the foundation of self-reliance, strive for foreign assistance. Independence and autonomy do not mean closing the country off; self-reliance does not mean blindly rejecting outside things. Science and technology are the common wealth of humankind. Any nation, any country, needs to learn from the strengths of other nations and other countries, learning their advanced science and technology. That is to say, on the foundation of independence, self-reliance, and self-sufficiency, one must work hard to learn what is good from abroad, selectively introducing advanced technology and equipment urgently needed by oneself — this is an indispensable, important aspect of developing the national-defense industry and national-defense science and technology. This is a profound summation of China’s historical experience and lessons, and also a correct understanding of the development of world science and technology. Ancient China possessed a brilliant culture, and had its own glorious page in the history of the development of science and technology, but from the middle of the Ming dynasty onward, it closed its doors to the outside world and became complacent and self-satisfied. At the same time, the countries of Europe and America rose one after another, causing China to lose its status as a leading country in science and technology, and falling ever further behind the level of world scientific development. As Deng Xiaoping pointed out, the closed-door policy of the Ming and Qing dynasties made China poor, backward, ignorant, and benighted. Now, if we fail to open up, and instead close our doors again, it will certainly be impossible to approach the level of the developed countries within fifty years. In the world today, science and technology are advancing at high speed, and new sciences and new technologies emerge one after another without cease. Any country that refuses to open its doors to welcome the tide of the development of world high and new technology will, in the end, one day be eliminated by the world. Although China’s socialist development has already gone on for several decades, and great achievements have been made in every field, scientific research, production technology, and weapons and equipment remain comparatively backward, and there is all the more need to learn from advanced foreign technology. Military science and technology know no national boundaries; only by persisting mainly in self-reliance, combined with the introduction of advanced foreign technology, can we take the correct road to national defense modernization.↩︎


	Mao Zedong’s Military Writings, Vol. 6, p. 365.↩︎


	Mao Zedong’s Military Writings, Vol. 6, p. 374. could not be called a great power with important influence, and would not have the kind of international standing it holds today. These things reflect the capability of a nation, and are also markers of the prosperity and flourishing of a nation and a state.”[^113] — thereby charting the direction for the development of the national-defense industry in the new era.↩︎


	Selected Works of Deng Xiaoping, Vol. 2, pp. 81–82. proceed from our army’s actual conditions, giving theoretical generalization to our army’s several decades of management experience and fine traditions, and fixing them in the form of legal provisions, to serve as the basis for guiding and standardizing the army’s work, achieving the codification of army management under law. This would ensure that this system of laws would not change with a change of leader, and would not change according to a leader’s views and attention. To this end, Deng Xiaoping repeatedly stressed that questions of leadership systems and organizational systems are of a more fundamental, overall, stable, and long-term character. In order to realize governing the army strictly and governing the army according to law, Deng Xiaoping paid extremely close attention to the army’s legal construction and legal education, stressing the establishment and perfection of the army’s every decree, statute, and regulation. He pointed out: “We must stress the legal system, genuinely making everyone understand the law, so that more and more people not only do not violate the law, but actively uphold it…. We must resolutely carry out these principles: there must be laws to abide by, the law must be strictly enforced, violators of the law must be prosecuted, and all are equal before the law.”[^120] He also proposed that specialized organs should conduct impartial and rigorous supervisory checks on the implementation of laws and regulations, stressing that strictly governing the army begins with strictly governing its officers — commanders at every level must take the lead by example, becoming not only the organizers, leaders, and managers of strict, lawful army governance, but also models and exemplars of self-discipline through personal example.↩︎


	Collected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1, p. 187.↩︎


	Marx and Engels: Collected Military Writings, Vol. 1, pp. 212–217.↩︎


	Mao Zedong’s Selected Military Writings (internal edition), p. 167.↩︎


	Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 2, p. 514. that, in order to build a modernized national defense, our army, navy, and air force must all have adequate equipment and materiel, and must have not only more airplanes and artillery, but also atomic bombs. In the world today, if we are not to be bullied, we cannot do without this thing. Deng Xiaoping also pointed out, on many occasions, that equipment cannot be neglected; equipment must be improved as fast as possible under existing national strength; advanced foreign technology should be absorbed, and quality must come first; and China must occupy a place in the field of world high technology, among other things. These incisive theses explain, from a strategic height, the important role of weapons and equipment in war, and chart the direction for our army’s modernization construction.↩︎


	Marx and Engels: Collected Military Writings, Vol. 1, p. 12. brought considerable advances to weapons and equipment, giving rise to a wide variety of bronze and iron weapons. By the time of feudal society, as gunpowder was transmitted from China through the Arab world to Europe in the fourteenth century, several kinds of firearms — primitive artillery, arquebuses, and flintlock muskets — appeared one after another, marking the transition from the age of cold weapons to the age of hot weapons. During the period when capitalism formed and developed, weapons and equipment advanced by leaps and bounds along with the rapid development of the productive forces; smooth-bore muskets and smooth-bore cannon appeared first, followed by rifled muskets and rifled cannon, and then, owing to the development of large-scale industry, machine guns, artillery, tanks, aircraft, and warships and other technical weapons of every kind were produced in great numbers. In modern times, every advance in social productive forces and in science and technology has, without exception, propelled the development and renewal of weapons and equipment. From missiles and atomic bombs to lasers and satellites, none of this is any exception. As Engels pointed out: “Weapons made of stone, bronze and iron, armour, cavalry, gunpowder, and finally the great revolution in warfare called forth by the introduction of large-scale industry through breech-loading rifled small arms and cannon — all these material achievements … are… products which only industry using the same principle for uniform work and manufacturing almost exactly identical products could turn out…. Force is more dependent on existing productive conditions than anything else.”[^129] From this it can be seen that the development of weapons and equipment depends directly on the development of the productive forces and the advance of science and technology — that is to say, the level of social production is the material basis and precondition for an army’s weapons and equipment.↩︎


	Selected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 2, p. 32. the material basis of modern systems and methods of combat, putting forward the famous thesis that the precondition for the emergence of modern methods of warfare is the growth of the productive forces and the transformation of the relations of production, and that new military science is the inevitable product of new social relations, laying the theoretical foundation for the development of proletarian military science and methods of combat.↩︎


	Marx and Engels: Collected Military Writings, Vol. 1, p. 185.↩︎


	Marx and Engels: Collected Military Writings, Vol. 1, p. 180. the mass employment of these offensive instruments, and the mobility of these instruments. Mobility is the inevitable result of large numbers.”[^134] It was precisely because of the establishment of the capitalist mode of production and social relations that the system of hired mercenaries and forced conscription was abolished and universal compulsory military service established. Among Western countries, the first to establish and practice universal compulsory military service was the revolutionary government of France. This system opened the way for Napoleon to build a huge bourgeois army, making “large numbers” possible. Nor was the emergence of the mobility characteristic of the bourgeois army in any way accidental. Engels held that this mobility of the army was likewise linked to a certain level of cultural attainment among the soldiers; it was not merely a matter of the mobility of individual soldiers, but the army’s own mobility also had, as its precondition, a level of culture suited to the bourgeois era. The inflexibility of the pre-revolutionary army was precisely a reflection of the feudal system; the baggage trains that merely transported the officers’ belongings in themselves obstructed all movement. The army, like the whole of life, advanced at a slow pace. At the same time, he also pointed out that the mass appearance of offensive instruments, like mobility, was likewise the inevitable result of culture developing to a higher stage; in particular, the modern ratio of armed strength to total population differed from that of any social developmental stage before the liberation of the bourgeoisie. Engels also compared the conditions of France at that time with those of Russia, Spain, Poland, and other countries, pointing out that the modern method of conducting war could not long be employed in a poor, semi-barbarous, and sparsely populated country. Without railways, this system could not operate at all. On the basis of the above analysis, Engels drew the conclusion: “Napoleon’s brilliant reform in military science should not be regarded as a miracle; the new military science is the inevitable product of new social relations, just as the military science created by the Revolution and Napoleon was the inevitable result of the new relations produced by the Revolution. Similarly, just as it is the task of proletarian revolution, in industry, not to abolish the steam engine but to increase its numbers, so too, in the military sphere, its task is not to reduce the army’s large numbers and mobility, but, on the contrary, to raise both of these to a still higher level.”[^135]↩︎


	Selected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 4, p. 285.↩︎


	Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 1, p. 292. As early as the early period of the War of Resistance Against Japan, responding to the needs of the developing war situation, Mao Zedong called on the whole Party to attach importance to war and to study military affairs, clearly pointing out: “China’s very survival hinges on the outcome of the war. Therefore, we cannot delay in studying military theory, studying strategy and tactics, and studying the army’s political work.”[^140] He also stressed the necessity of attaching importance to studying the laws of directing war that carry overall significance, so as to apply these laws to war, and held that the theory of war and of strategy constitutes the very backbone of everything. After the 1950s, Mao Zedong held that we had already entered a new historical period, the atomic age. In order to adapt to new developing circumstances, in his speech at the National Congress of the Communist Party of China on March 21, 1953, he issued to the whole Party and army the great call to devote intensive study to national defense modernization.↩︎


	Marx and Engels: Collected Military Writings, Vol. 3, p. 441. such a transformation in the military sphere that no one can say what the correct tactics should be under these new conditions.”[^142] In his essay “The European Armies,” Engels also pointed out: “Under present conditions of military openness, only by exercising ingenuity, continually improving and innovating in the utilization of the military sphere and national resources, and developing the particular military qualities of one’s own nation, can a country’s army, for a time, leap to the forefront among its competitors.”[^143] All of this fully demonstrates the importance and urgency, during a period of peace, of strengthening research into military-scientific theory and bringing the forerunning role of military-scientific theory into play. In the new historical period, Deng Xiaoping, in accordance with the new demands of modern warfare and the new characteristics of our army’s construction, applying the basic principles of Marxist-Leninist and Mao Zedong military thought, and summing up the historical and present-day experience of our army, incisively expounded many major theoretical and practical questions in our army’s construction, creatively putting forward a series of important policies and principles for our army’s construction, forming a uniquely distinctive military theory of the new era. At the same time, Deng Xiaoping and the Central Military Commission also gave a series of important instructions on strengthening military-theoretical research and developing our country’s military science, clearly putting forward that military-scientific theory is the forerunner of all military activity, and requiring that the forerunning role of military-scientific theory be brought fully into play. On March 12, 1978, in his inscription for the 20th anniversary of the founding of the Academy of Military Science, Deng Xiaoping pointed out: “Inherit Mao Zedong’s military thought, study people’s war under modern conditions, and develop our country’s military science.”[^144] Thereafter, the Central Military Commission, in relevant documents, also repeatedly stressed that modern military-scientific theory is the forerunner of the army’s modernization. Without the guidance of modern military theory, the blindness of army building is difficult to avoid; on the foundation of upholding Mao Zedong’s military thought, military theory must be further enriched, working hard to answer the major questions facing army building and future operations, establishing and perfecting our country’s modern military-scientific system as early as possible. Since the 1990s, in the face of the challenge of high-technology warfare, the Central Military Commission has further and repeatedly stressed the need to strengthen military-theoretical work, pointing out that whether an army’s operational thinking is advanced or not affects the development of army building in peacetime, and decides victory or defeat in war in wartime. The↩︎


	Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 3, p. 853. analyzed the basic factors on the Chinese side: First, China was a semi-colonial, semi-feudal country, still a weak nation, appearing inferior to the enemy in military, economic, and political-organizational strength; the inevitability of the war and China’s inability to win a quick victory were also constrained by this factor. Second, China’s movement of liberation, accumulated over nearly a century, had, by that time, become different from that of any previous historical period. The Communist Party of China and the army it led were the representatives of China’s progressive elements; today’s War of Liberation in China had, on the basis of this progress, the possibility of protraction and ultimate victory. Third, China was also a very large country, capable of sustaining a protracted war. Fourth, China, owing to the progressive and just nature of its war, drew forth broad international assistance. After analyzing the basic factors on the Chinese side, Mao Zedong also summed up the basic characteristics of the Chinese side: China’s weak point lay in the weakness of its war-making power, while its strong points lay in the progressive and just nature of the essence of its war, in its being a large country, and in the abundance of assistance from the international situation. Combining the basic factors on the Japanese side and the Chinese side, Mao Zedong concluded that the basic characteristics of the mutual contradiction between China and Japan were: the enemy is strong, we are weak; the enemy is small, we are large; the enemy is retrogressive, we are progressive; the enemy has little outside help, we have much. From this he drew the conclusion that the War of Resistance Against Japan would be protracted, and that the enemy must be defeated and we must be victorious. After understanding the laws of the War of Resistance, Mao Zedong applied this law to guide and conduct the War of Resistance, advocating that, in the first stage of the protracted war, mobile warfare should be the main form of combat, supplemented by guerrilla warfare and positional warfare; that in the second stage, the main form of combat would be guerrilla warfare, supplemented by mobile warfare; and that in the third stage, the main form of combat would be mobile warfare, with positional warfare being raised to an important position. Guided by this, the War of Resistance of the Chinese army and people finally won victory.↩︎


	Collected Works of Lenin, Vol. 26, p. 234.↩︎


	Collected Works of Lenin, Vol. 27, p. 140. character of the war: what caused it, what classes waged it, and the historical and economic conditions that gave rise to it.”[^148] “The nature of a war (whether it is a reactionary or a revolutionary war) does not depend on who the attacker was, or in whose country the ‘enemy’ is stationed; it depends on the class waging the war, and on the politics of which this war is a continuation.”[^149] From this it can be seen that analyzing the nature of state political power is the basic method for grasping the political purpose and nature of a war.↩︎


	Selected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 2, p. 111. a great mass of material on studying and researching war. From Engels’s correspondence with friends alone, we can see that Engels systematically read and studied a considerable number of military books, such as J. Behm’s Experience of the Use of Congreve Rockets by the Artillery of the Kingdom of Poland before 1819, Lieutenant-General William Napier’s history of the Spanish War, Wilhelm’s History of the Great Peasant War, C. von Hofstetter’s Italian Diary of 1849, H. Kinzler’s Tactical Elements of Modern Fortification, Jomini’s Critical and Military History of the Wars of the Revolution from 1792 to 1801 and Napoleon’s Political and Military Life As Told by Himself before Caesar, Alexander, and Frederick, W. Bötticher’s History of Carthage, A. Rüstow’s The Military Operations of the Land and Naval Forces of Schleswig-Holstein in 1850, F. Bernier’s Travels in the Mogul Empire, India, Kashmir, and Other States, and Clausewitz’s On War, among others. In addition, he also systematically gathered and studied material on the armies and equipment of the various European countries, as well as on wars occurring at the time, laying a solid foundation for exploring the laws of war and for his military-theoretical writing. In writing his essay on the Hungarian War of 1848–1849, Engels held it extremely important thoroughly to possess every relevant piece of material; besides “just books on this war,” it was also necessary to have “material on the strength of the Austrian and Hungarian armies, and of each of their corps, before every battle and every important movement,” and “the memoirs of Kossuth and Görgey must first be published, and the genuine version of the operational maps proposed by Dembiński must be obtained”[^151]; besides this, there should also be relatively complete material such as the Austrian official gazette, Kossuth’s Bulletin, and the Neue Rheinische Zeitung, among others. The reason Engels achieved such great success in his study of questions of war owed to his willingness to expend the effort to gather and study a great mass of material. Mao Zedong not only stressed possessing a great deal of material, but also demanded that this material be sifted for the essential and stripped of the dross, that the false be discarded and the true retained, proceeding from the one to the other and from the outside to the inside, in reflection and analysis.↩︎


	Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 1, p. 304. forms of intercourse.”[^153] In class society, this contradiction inevitably manifests itself as conflict between the rulers of various countries and their subjects, between state and society, and between class and class, until this conflict grows ever more serious, reaching the point of drawn swords and bent bows, when resort to force becomes unavoidable. Clearly, only through analyzing contradiction, and grasping the inherent, essential, and relatively stable connections among the many contradictions in the military sphere, can one reveal the laws of war, thereby gaining freedom of action in the practice of war.↩︎


	Collected Works of Lenin, Vol. 26, p. 327. whose other pole is called necessity. Stalin, in analyzing the developing trend of the Soviet-German war during the Second World War, also once pointed out: “Now the fate of war will not be decided by such a factor of chance as suddenness, but by such constantly operating factors as: the stability of the rear, the morale of the army, the quantity and quality of divisions, the equipment of the army, and the organizational ability of the commanding personnel.”[^157] So-called constantly operating factors are the necessary factors that, in the course of a war, constantly exert their effect on the war as a whole. At the beginning of the Second World War, although Hitler temporarily succeeded with his blitzkrieg in Europe, and Japan temporarily succeeded with its sneak attack on Pearl Harbor, this temporary victory of “contingency” could not substitute for the necessity of the development of the war. Because the Soviet Union possessed a vast rear area and the heroic resistance of the Soviet Red Army, because of the all-nation resistance war of the Chinese people, and, further, because the just nature of the war stood on the side of the peace-loving peoples of the whole world, winning the support of the peoples of the whole world, fascism could not, in the end, escape its fate of destruction. This shows that the nature of a war is determined by the “constantly operating factors” in its development — that is, the necessary factors — and that, by analyzing the necessity of the development of a war, it is fully possible to reveal its inner essence.↩︎


	Stalin: Collected Military Writings, p. 387. The revolutionary teachers’ analysis of the quantity of war attended not only to the “more” or “less” of quantity, but also to the structure and scale of the distribution of quantity. After the Elberfeld uprising of May 1849, Marx and Engels once comprehensively analyzed the disposition of the strength of the enemy and ourselves in the Rhineland region and its geographic conditions, putting forward such methods as that the insurgent forces, in attacking fortified points, should avoid strength and strike at weakness, using less frontal assault and more maneuver, avoiding the enemy’s strong points head-on. In analyzing the lessons of the failure of the Piedmontese national-liberation war in Italy, Engels found the lesson in the planning of the quantity and distribution of the uprising, pointing out: “Mass insurrection, revolutionary war, guerrilla parties everywhere — that is the only means by which a small nation can overcome a large one, by which a less strong army can be put in a position to resist a stronger and better organised one.”[^159]↩︎


	Selected Works of Lenin, Vol. 2, p. 426. in the course of their military practice and of founding and developing the theory of proletarian military science, always proceeded from the fundamental interests of the proletariat, using the theory of class and class struggle to scientifically explain the phenomena of the army and of war, and formulating military policy, principles, and tactics in accordance with the development and change of class struggle.↩︎


	Marx and Engels: Collected Military Writings, Vol. 1, p. 36.↩︎


	Marx and Engels: Collected Military Writings, Vol. 1, pp. 35–36. is a proletarian army.”[^163] Lenin, proceeding from the theory of class and class struggle, expounded, on a theoretical level, the essence and function of the proletarian army. He clearly put forward that the nature of the proletarian army should be an instrument of struggle for the interests of the laboring people; that a revolutionary army is necessary for waging military struggle and for exercising military leadership over the popular masses against the remnants of the armed forces of the autocratic system; and he stressed that one of the greatest, most fundamental, and most important facts of the modern bourgeoisie is the use of armed force against the proletariat, and that, faced with such a fact, to abolish armament would be tantamount to completely rejecting the viewpoint of class struggle and abandoning all thought of revolution.↩︎


	Marx and Engels: Collected Military Writings, Vol. 1, p. 218. by completely eliminating the division of society into classes can war be eliminated.”[^165] Lenin also held that, to eliminate war, private ownership and classes must be thoroughly eliminated in human history, and the bourgeoisie of the entire world must ultimately be defeated. “War will become impossible only when the proletariat, not in one country alone, has completely conquered and expropriated the bourgeoisie throughout the world.”[^166] At the same time, Lenin also held that, in order thoroughly to shake off and put an end to the war of the entire imperialist era, the proletariat must establish its own political power in order to realize the victory of socialism. He stressed: “there is no other way of escaping from this war … except by transferring political power to the revolutionary class that would really undertake the destruction of imperialism, that is, would destroy the financial, banking, and merger threads.”[^167]↩︎


	Selected Works of Lenin, Vol. 2, pp. 577–578. existing in the various relations among nations, among societies, and within various nations and societies, and existing amid the constant alternation of periods of revolution and periods of reaction, and of periods of peace and periods of war. In this process, political and ideological tendencies find different reflections among the entire membership of a given society; only on this basis can military questions be resolved effectively. Lenin pointed out: “It is only by examining the sum total of the views held by all the members of a given society, or group of societies, that we can speak with any degree of scientific accuracy about the resultant of their conflicting aspirations. The conflicting aspirations of a given society are due to differences in the position and mode of life of the classes into which it is divided.”[^169] During the period of China’s First Domestic Revolutionary War, the Right opportunism represented by Chen Duxiu and the “Left” opportunism represented by Zhang Guotao both felt the inadequacy of their own strength, yet did not know where to seek strength or where to obtain broad allied forces. Mao Zedong made a profound class analysis of the peasantry, pointing out that the broadest and most faithful ally of the Chinese proletariat is the peasantry — thereby resolving the most important question of allied forces in the Chinese revolution. Mao Zedong held that among the peasantry there were three categories — rich peasants, middle peasants, and poor peasants — and that these three different conditions gave rise to differing views of the revolution among them. Among these, poor peasants made up 70 percent of the rural population, forming the backbone of the peasant associations, the vanguard in overthrowing feudal forces, and the meritorious contributors to accomplishing a revolutionary undertaking not accomplished in many years; they were the most obedient to the leadership of the Communist Party, and the Party should rely on them to carry out revolution. Middle peasants made up about 20 percent of the rural population; during the period of preparation for revolution, their attitude was wavering; once the tide of revolution rose high, both the lower and middle strata among them could take part in the revolution, while the upper stratum, swept along by the great revolutionary tide, would also be forced to go along with the revolution; the Party should do more explanatory work among them, uniting them. Rich peasants were few in number in the countryside; toward the revolutionary movement, their attitude was consistently negative, and among them the right wing had a considerable tendency to run over to the counter-revolutionary side. Through this analysis of the various categories of peasants, Mao Zedong clearly pointed out that China’s peasant movement is a class-struggle movement in which politics and economics converge as one; what is most distinctive within it, especially in political struggle, is that it differs somewhat in nature from the movement of urban workers. What the urban working class presently strives for, politically, is merely to obtain complete freedom of assembly and association, and it does not yet wish immediately to destroy the political position of the bourgeoisie;↩︎


	Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 1, p. 3. methods, divided Chinese society into the landlord and comprador classes, the middle bourgeoisie, the petty bourgeoisie, the semi-proletariat, and the proletariat. Mao Zedong pointed out that, because the social and economic status of these five classes differed, their attitudes toward the revolution also differed. Old China was a country carved up and ruled over by every imperialist power in the world. Each imperialist faction supported some portion of the great warlords representing the interests of the great landlords and the great bourgeoisie, forming their own spheres of influence and power blocs. Mao Zedong pointed out: “The landlord class and the comprador class are wholly appendages of the international bourgeoisie, depending upon imperialism for their survival and growth. These classes represent the most backward and most reactionary relations of production in China and hinder the development of her productive forces. Their existence is incompatible with the aims of the Chinese revolution. Especially the big landlord class and the big comprador class always side with imperialism and constitute an extreme counter-revolutionary group.”[^171] Mao Zedong also gave a particular analysis of the middle bourgeoisie: “This class represents the capitalist relations of production in China in the city and countryside. The middle bourgeoisie, mainly the national bourgeoisie, are contradictory in their attitude towards the Chinese revolution: their urban and rural economic status makes them feel the need for revolution, and favour the revolutionary movement against imperialism and the warlords when they are smarting under the blows and pressure of foreign capital and warlord oppression; but when they see the participation in the revolution of the workers and peasants and their energetic struggles for their own interests, they become dubious about the revolution.”[^172] Mao Zedong pointed out that the world situation at present is one of a final struggle between the two great forces of revolution and counter-revolution. Those intermediate classes will inevitably differentiate quickly, running either to the left into the revolutionary camp, or to the right into the counter-revolutionary camp; there is no room for them to remain “independent.” After analyzing in detail the economic status and political attitude of every class in Chinese society, Mao Zedong correctly determined who was enemy, self, and friend: “All the warlords, bureaucrats, comprador class, big landlord class and the reactionary section of the intelligentsia attached to them are our enemies. The industrial proletariat is the leading force in our revolution. All the semi-proletariat and petty bourgeoisie are our closest friends. As for the vacillating middle bourgeoisie, their right wing may become our enemy and their left wing may become our friend — but we must be constantly on our guard and not let them create↩︎


	Selected Works of Lenin, Vol. 2, p. 375. At the turn of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, world capitalism had already developed into the stage of imperialism. Owing to imperialism’s redivision of the world, the First World War finally broke out. Lenin concretely analyzed the destruction, in the twentieth century, of the balance of strength among Britain, France, and Germany, and the struggle among them, and, from a macro perspective, grasped the whole of the world capitalist economy, holding that the First World War was, first of all, “necessarily brought about by the development of large-scale capitalism, and financial or bank capitalism in particular. Such is the development of capitalism that three or four banks in Berlin, and five or six banks in London, control the whole world, gather in all capital, allocate over a thousand million per annum to their sons and daughters, that is, place them in various snug jobs, and lay down a financial policy which they enforce by means of the entire armed forces of their respective nations. And when there was no longer any ‘free’ land to seize, they came into conflict with one another with unprecedented savagery. This has meant that one or another of the belligerents has had to give up some of the colonies it possessed.”[^175] Here, Lenin’s analysis of the First World War did not proceed from an abstract definition, but instead first placed the cause of the great war within the historical scope of world capitalism’s development from free capitalism to monopoly capitalism, and, proceeding from the economic causes among the imperialist countries, concretely analyzed the struggle Germany and Britain each waged for their respective economic interests. This struggle inevitably led to a split of the imperialist camp into two sides, thereby brewing a great war on a world scale. Placing the war between the German-Austrian-Italian military-political bloc and the British-French-Russian bloc within a given scope of the world, and examining it within the concrete political and economic environment in which monopoly capitalism found itself, inevitably led to the scientific conclusions that “the present war has grown out of imperialism”[^176] and that “imperialist war is the continuation of imperialist politics.”[^177]↩︎


	Collected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 18, p. 179.↩︎


	Selected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 18, p. 179. every accomplished military theorist, whether Chinese or foreign, took history as a mirror, based himself on the present, kept an eye on the future, studied new circumstances, resolved new problems, and made new theoretical generalizations. Mao Zedong once particularly stressed that studying war requires keeping an eye on its development, pointing out that all the laws for directing war develop as history develops and as war develops; nothing remains changeless. The reason Mao Zedong was able to guide China’s revolutionary war to victory lay precisely in his being skilled at drawing on historical experience and developing historical experience, thereby putting forward brand-new military principles different from the tactics of both ancient and modern times, Chinese and foreign.↩︎


	Collected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 3, p. 544. the conclusions the revolutionary teachers of the proletariat drew from studying the practice of proletarian struggle with an eye on the characteristics of the era.↩︎


	Collected Works of Stalin, Vol. 6, p. 148. At this turning-point juncture, thereby resolutely making the choice to turn imperialist war into civil war, and putting forward a complete set of policies and principles for military struggle, winning victory in the armed uprising.↩︎


	Marx and Engels: Collected Military Writings, Vol. 4, p. 157. endowing it with the significance of scientific methodology, and applied it to concretely analyze war under new historical conditions.↩︎


	Selected Works of Mao Zedong, Vol. 2, p. 465. conducted a military synthesis, holding that the war could not have a satisfactory outcome for Napoleon III, and that the Prussians would certainly be able to smash the whole of his forces, because the army of the Second Empire had already, before this, suffered defeat by virtue of the Second Empire itself. In the Franco-Prussian War, the French army suffered defeat after defeat on the battlefield, until the final collapse of the Second Empire, fully confirming that Engels’s analysis was correct. Another example: Mao Zedong, in his speech delivered on August 13, 1945, titled “On the Situation and Our Policy after the Victory in the War of Resistance Against Japan,” proceeding from China’s actual conditions, deeply analyzed the basic political situation in China after the victory of the War of Resistance, pointing out the danger that Chiang Kai-shek would seize the fruits of victory and launch a nationwide civil war, and the harm caused by the inadequate ideological preparation of many of our comrades. Through synthesizing the situation after the victory of the War of Resistance, Mao Zedong finally reached the conclusion that the transitional stage after the victory of the War of Resistance was the struggle against Chiang Kai-shek’s seizure of the fruits of victory of the resistance war. Chiang Kai-shek intended to launch a nationwide civil war; his policy was already fixed, and we had to be prepared for this. The subsequent facts fully confirmed the correctness of Mao Zedong’s judgment.↩︎


	Selected Works of Marx and Engels, Vol. 2, p. 43. In examining military questions, the revolutionary teachers of the proletariat attended to dialectically unifying, in their application, the historical method and the logical method.↩︎


	Marx and Engels: Collected Military Writings, Vol. 1, p. 12. applied the historical and logical method, foreseeing that Chiang Kai-shek would wage civil war after the victory of the War of Resistance. During the War of Resistance Against Japan, the policy Chiang Kai-shek adopted was to stand aside with folded arms, await victory, preserve his own strength, and prepare for civil war. After the victory of the War of Resistance, many comrades within the Communist Party of China and many among the people harbored illusions about Chiang Kai-shek. But the Kuomintang had, in the past, waged a full decade of civil war, and, during the eight years of the War of Resistance, had launched three large-scale anti-Communist high tides. Would Chiang Kai-shek, after the victory of the War of Resistance, wage civil war again? Mao Zedong pointed out: what is the Kuomintang like? Look at its past, and you can know its present; look at its past and its present, and you can know its future. And he prophesied: Chiang Kai-shek would come down from the mountain to seize the fruits of victory of the resistance war, and would launch a civil war against the people. He also cautioned the people of the whole country to be prepared — with preparation, they would be able to cope appropriately with every kind of complex situation. Later, Chiang Kai-shek, with the assistance of American imperialism, repeatedly tore up the peace agreements after the end of the War of Resistance Against Japan and launched an unprecedented counter-revolutionary civil war, proving the correctness and wisdom of Mao Zedong’s prophecy. Owing to the correct leadership of the Communist Party of China and of Mao Zedong, the Chinese people, after three years of arduous struggle, won the great victory of defeating Chiang Kai-shek and founding New China.↩︎
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