Question 1 

If China is to be the focal point of the 21st century, as is so frequently stated in popular culture, then China’s 20th century must be carefully analyzed for it has formed the bedrock of the nation’s projected development. China’s 20th century was in turn characterized by two similar, yet strikingly different leaders, Sun Yat-Sen and Mao Zedong. Although both revolutionary leaders were nationalists at heart who worked to see China develop economically and democratically, free from the binds of imperialist powers, their opinions on how exactly the state should progress towards these broad goals differed greatly. Perhaps, the difference in opinions on bringing China into a new era of power and prestige resulted from the dissimilarity between Sun’s international, heavily education oriented youth and Mao’s primarily domestic, low-level education that limited him to the writings of geographically local thinkers such as Marx and Stalin. Regardless of the causation, although Sun and Mao shared a common vision for China’s resurgence, ultimately, their fundamental difference over the influence granted to foreigners and upper-class, ‘counter revolutionaries’ caused them to advocate different ideologies on nationalism, imperialism-supported development, and democracy. 


Both Sun and Mao understood that China had to regain its rightful status in the world, and in order to do so, must develop itself economically. Sun, who had travelled and studied in the West, believed that in order to improve economically, China had to have both financial and human-capital resources. Knowing that with the nation’s large population, the latter was taken care of, Sun was open to utilizing the “unified wealth and power [of the West]”1 in order to bring in the much needed financial and intellectual capital required for industrialization. Although the ultimate goal was independence from the influence of imperialistic outsiders, Sun understood the necessity of bringing in intellectual and financial capital from all around the world to kick start China’s stagnant industrial economy. Where Sun disliked imperialistic powers, but understood their importance in helping China develop, Mao effectively burned all connections with such countries except the Soviet Union. Rather than utilizing assistance from many countries, each on a smaller scale, Mao decided that China’s development would stem from the significant support of only the Soviet Union, which had agreed to assist with the introduction of one-hundred fifty key industries. Although initially Mao was ready to accept the help from a major industrialized nation, eventually, as shown in his decision to split with the Soviet’s by not agreeing to terms on nuclear development, Mao was ready to develop China autonomously, “on [its] own efforts, creative power, […] and people capital.”2 Beyond differing in the scope imperialistic countries would have in assisting China’s development, Mao and Sun also differed in their view of the way the nation’s economy would develop as a whole. Sun, after travelling and experiencing the free-markets in the West, concluded that private property and a market oriented development was necessary to engender the ingenuity requisite for industrial development. As such, Sun advocated for the distribution of land to all farmers, to “reward both those who have worked for the improvement of the community surrounding that lot, and those who developed the industry and commerce around that land."3 On the contrary, although Mao initially had the same disposition, after 1953, with the beginning of the first Five Year Plan, Mao collectivized farmland in a response to losing all assistance form industrialized nations and to prove that China could develop through its own capital base of an “inspired, militant, [and] daring population of 600 million.”4 Thus, although both men were opposed to overtures of imperialism, the difference they had in the assistance foreigners should offer China created drastic results for the nation’s peasants and economic development on a whole.


Just as the each leader’s view on the influence of foreign intrusion determined their respective policies on imperialism and development, thoughts on the relative influence of domestic dissenters, ‘counter-revolutionaries,’ and the upper-class significantly shaped their views on democracy and nationalism. For one, as Sun never adopted any Marxist ideologies, he accordingly viewed nationalism as a movement to unify all of China’s people, for the entire population would be needed for development. In realizing the importance of landlords, industrial leaders, and the upper class in providing financial and intellectual capital for China’s developments, Sun did not advocate class-warfare as a prerequisite for nationalism to flourish. Rather, Sun viewed all of China as proletariats in comparison to the Europeans, and thus argued “the nation is the common property of all the people, […] the profits are enjoyed by all the people in common.” 5 Thus, Sun advocated a nationalism that was in no way class-based. All of this stemmed from his fundamental view that internal elites and dissenters to the revolution were still vital to the nation as whole. Conversely, Mao viewed “those in league with imperialism, the warlords, bureaucrats, comprador class, big landlord class and reactionary section of the intelligentsia,” as dissenting road-blocks to development and unification.6 Influenced by Marx’s class struggles, Mao predicated nationalism on the destruction of such individuals due to their inherent connection to the imperialistic West. As such, Mao advocated selective nationalism, in which the process of selection defined the ‘democratic’ nature of China during his rule. In an effort to cease all capitalistic exploitation, Mao frequently, as after the Hundred Flowers Campaign, decided that these ‘exploiters’, the educated, industrial leaders, were to be eradicated. Thus, in deciding who was to be a part of the ‘new democracy’ Mao in fact turned China away from a democracy and into a proletarian run dictatorship in which there was one party, one leader, and no civil society which could question the “absolute faith in the leadership of the Party”.7 On the other hand, Sun, who had been exposed to the workings of the West, had a far different result in mind when he discussed politics. Sun’s ultimate goal was the principle of minquan (democracy), but knew that to get there, initially, an all powerful state was required. Sun’s democracy consisted of a period of “first, military rule; second, political tutelage [under the Kuomintang] ; [and] third, constitutional government.”8 The final constitutional government would be similar to that of the United States with “the rights of universal suffrage, initiative, referendum and recall,” but would “have five yuan or boards [branches]”.9 The period of educational tutelage, according to Sun, would create the basis for civil society, which must be present for effective democracy to take hold. In short, by understanding that the influence of the educated minority in China was crucial to the progress of the nation, Sun’s view of democracy and nationalism differed considerably from that of Mao as its end goal was a more encompassing system that did not eradicate the presence of numerous groups. 


In such a century of turmoil, both men can be looked on as forward looking, progressive leaders with unique views on nationalism, democracy, imperialism, and democracy. However, due to fundamental differences in their views on the role foreigners and upper-class Chinese ‘counter revolutionaries’ would hold in the new nation, there exists a decisive schism in their ultimate visions. Sun hoped for a developed, all-inclusive, nationalistic state, fueled by the intellectual capital of foreigners and human capital of the Chinese masses, which would sow the seeds for civil society and ultimately democracy. Mao, on the other hand selectively chose the populations that would be included in the new nationalistic China, and in doing so, relied solely on the collective labor of the masses to propel China towards a state of development that provided only partial ‘democracy.’ In looking at Taiwan, where Sun’s views have, arguably, been implemented, in comparison to China, still under the shadow of Mao, it is clear the differences in ideology produced two sharply different results. 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Question 2

Recently, China has finally developed into the economic behemoth which so many modern Chinese leaders had hoped for in order to free the nation from the binds of imperialism. Since the passing of Mao, particularly under the leadership of Deng Xiaoping, the Chinese economy has developed at a rate unheard of in the modern era. Two of the most significant leaders of 20th century China, Sun Yat-sen and Mao-Zedong, both shared the common goal of seeing China arrive at its current state of development. However, although both leaders sought the same ultimate goal, both proposed dichotomous routes in order to arrive there. The current state of development was the shared vision of both men; however, due to their respective views on the political nature of the state, both proposed contrasting market strategies to develop the Chinese economy.

Sun, a revolutionary thinker of the early 20th century, differed sharply from Mao in his approach to the market as he considered the market a necessary and important factor in determining China’s long run economic growth. Sun’s reasoning for a system of market, not government, control came from his international education amidst such capitalistic, market oriented economies as the then rapidly growing United States. Sun’s proposed program however was not simply market-run as in many western states, for he was attempting to distinguish himself from such nations. Rather, Sun proposed a system of Min Sheng, or a socialist market economy that, apart from letting the market allocate resources and set prices, would “restrict the […] control of capitalism”10 such that the “the livelihood of the people, the existence of society, the welfare of the nation, the life of the masses” were protected.11 The market, in Sun’s opinion, would effectively look after the welfare of the people as it correctly correlated prices and resources. In order to maintain a fair level of such pricing, the only public ownership of property which Sun advocated was for “enterprises which are either monopolistic in nature or unsuitable for private ownership because of large capital requirements such as banks, railways and shipping companies.”12 For Sun, the market was essential, for without it there would be a regulatory vacuum that the government would not have the resources to correctly handle. Most importantly, Sun considered the market vital due to its ability to create a functioning and vibrant consumer base which would translate into a growing middle-class. A successful democracy, one of Sun’s ultimate goal’s, would be unfathomable without a civil society comprised of this consumer, middle class base which had the “minimum requirements of health, education, [and] devotion.”13Thus, the ability of the market to correctly regulate pricing and resource allocation was secondary in comparison to the essential role it played in creating a vibrant consumer base that could partake in governmental politics. 

​
Whereas Sun appreciate the market not only for its regulatory aspect but also its ability
 to create a dynamic consumer base, Mao rejected it for the same reason. According to Mao, the ability of the market to correctly distribute resources and cash was inconsequential in comparison to the drastic allowance it provides for capital to be organized in manners the government cannot control. Without a market, Mao believed there would be no economic activity that could fall outside the regulations of the government and therefore no undesirable and uncontrollable “vacillating middle bourgeoisie.”14 Without the ability to build up capital outside the notices of the party, pockets of resistance  are unable to form, thus satisfying Mao’s desire to maintain a solid, one party rule over China without dissenters. Mao therefore argued for a “socialist transformation of the whole of agriculture simultaneously with the gradual realization of socialist industrialization and the socialist transformation of capitalist industry and commerce.”15 This decision had drastic results, as Chinese industries were renowned for large, idle inventories and catastrophic waste of resources. Thus, Mao’s political views, to maintain strict command over the entire population, in conjunction with a lack of sound economic knowledge, made him reject the efficacy of the market thinking socialist policy would “create […] a tremendous expansion of industrial and agricultural production.”16


Due to Mao’s position of power, the policy of restricting markets dominated China for decades. However, as Deng Xiaoping succeeded Mao and pioneered economic reform, China began to adapt the socialistic market economy ideas of Sun. Since then, China has undergone some of the most dramatic economic growth in history, while also creating the base for a dynamic civil society. Both men were thus right, as the market has reduced the governments control over many segments of the community, but it has also created a powerful economy as Sun had predicted.
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