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I shall be telling this with a sigh
Somewhere ages and ages hence:
Two roads diverged in a wood, and 1
I took the one less traveled by,

And that has made all the difference.

—Robert Frost
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dictators and their tanks and guns in East
Berlin and Beijing,

and to my Mother Birgid, who could not have
been more supportive over all these years,
and to Silvia, Caterina and Claudia, the
Italian Trouble I Like to be in,

and Finally to Alison Kyle, who loved my
cousin Michael and Tom Jones (in that order,
obviously).
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Chapter 1 )
Introduction—Actors, Theories, Policies Creck o
and Catastrophes

The German Democratic Republic (GDR)! and China were always going to be
awkward partners and/or allies—admittedly that was the case for many countries
maintaining relations with China under Mao. Mao who propagated ‘eternal struggle’
and ‘eternal and constant revolution’ as the basis of China’s international relations
and interactions. Not exactly the basis for sustainable and stable relations with other
countries, when China under Mao focussed on exporting violence and revolution,
together with the export of weapons and capital to fund both real and self-declared
revolutionary movements, be it in Africa, Asia or South America. However, as long
as Moscow and Beijing got along and called themselves ‘allies’, so did East Berlin
and Beijing. To be sure, China under Mao never really had any close friends and/or
allies in Asia, Africa or South America. ‘Allies of convenience’ and/or ‘fair-weather
friends’ is the best Beijing under Mao had to show for over decades, and sometimes
semi-allies like North Korea even dared not to show eternal gratitude for Mao’s deci-
sion to join Pyongyang in its fight against alleged US imperialists on the Korean
Peninsula (from 1950 to 1953). This is, as David Shambaugh argues, also true for
China today, albeit for different reasons. In his book China Goes Global, David
Shambaugh argues that China today does not have any ‘real’ friends or allies and
points out that no country wants to copy the Chinese model of political and economic
governance (Shambaugh 2013). In other words, China is not a role model for anyone
today although the Chinese government and its propaganda organs (including the
Twitter accounts of the Chinese Ministry of Foreign Affairs) do certainly think and
propagate otherwise (continuously and aggressively practising what is referred to as
‘wolf-warrior diplomacy’). By the time of this writing (end of 2020/beginning of
2021), China and Russia are increasingly often referring to each other as very ‘close
friends’ and ‘allies’, but there remain (numerous) doubts about the sustainability of a
Sino-Russian alliance. In Central Asia, e.g., China and Russia are (much) more rivals
and competitors than allies and it remains yet to be seen whether joint opposition

! Hereafter, always referred to as GDR. In German: Deutsche Demokratische Republik (DDR).
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and jointly vetoing everything the ‘West’? does or says in international politics is a
sustainable and good enough basis for what Beijing and Moscow claim is already a
rock solid alliance.

The aforementioned David Shambaugh certainly had a point and was spot on
when he also referred to China as a ‘lonely’ power—the reason why his book and his
conclusions about China’s position and positioning in international relations were
at the time not very much appreciated in China—and that is putting it mildly.> Like
Mao, current China’s current dictator and strongman leader Xi Jinping claims that
China is a role model and leader for the community of developing countries. Unlike
Mao, however, Xi is not exporting revolution or ‘class struggle’ but Chinese capital
and investments, claiming that developing countries cannot wait to copy China’s
economic and growth models. Reality outside the Chinese government propaganda
bubble, however, is decisively different. Developing countries want and take Chinese
investments and capital alright, but there is very little empirical evidence (if any) that
any of the recipients of Chinese investments are planning to copy and adopt China’s
economic and development models.

The analysis of Chinese-East German relations from 1949 to 1989 in this book is
not exhaustive: it does not cover everything on the bilateral East German—Chinese
agenda from 1949 to 1989. Economic and trade relations as well cultural rela-
tions, e.g., will not be dealt with in detail, as this book prioritizes political rela-
tions and interactions, which had an impact on Cold War politics and security. Is
the history of bilateral relations between Beijing and East Berlin ‘eventful” or even
‘exciting’? Probably not. Not ‘exciting’ because much of what East German and
Chinese propaganda announced East Berlin and Beijing would over the decades be
doing and achieving jointly when fighting (and of course defeating) Western and/or
West German imperialism and militarism, was not done. Consequently, this book is
also an attempt to separate political propaganda, rhetoric and fiction from political
realities and the reality of bilateral East German—Chinese ties and interactions. This
is obviously fundamentally important when analysing the bilateral relations of two
authoritarian and non-democratic countries in which political propaganda was either
aimed at reminding and warning the people of the country’s external real and imagi-
nary enemies, or was meant to address the domestic audience as the implicit order to
cheer for the regime in question. Important as (megaphone-style) propaganda plays a
central role in dictatorships to among others seek to convince a domestic audience of
the successes and achievements of the government and the country’s political leaders.
In the case of China, such propaganda and around the clock good news reporting and
coverage on the real and imaginary achievements of Chinese leader Xi Jinping is a
(strong) case in point: Chinese state-run television CCTV is ‘offering’ coverage on
XiJinping’s policies and usually miraculous achievements 24/7 at home and abroad,

2 The ‘West’ as in above all the USA, often alone and sometimes with other Western European
countries.

3 Chinese policymakers and scholars with whom this author has discussed Shambaugh’s arguments
have confirmed that. In fact, Chinese interlocutors tended to become quite and very quickly upset
when Shambaugh’s above-cited book made it into the conversation.
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commented on by Chinese scholars and analysts—scholars and analysts who before
Xi took over power were a lot freer to express critical opinions and not obliged
to limit themselves to parrot Chinese government propaganda on Chinese TV talk
shows.

This book also charges itself with the task of putting propaganda and political
declarations and statements into a historical context, seeking to explain to the reader
what parts of the political rhetoric are and are not to be taken seriously—that as
objectively as possible, and the reader is obviously free and invited to disagree and
decide by himself or herself what parts and sorts of government propaganda should
be taken seriously or instead be dismissed as complete nonsense privy of relevance
and substance. But you might trust me on this: propaganda disguised as policies
and policy declarations in authoritarian regimes and non-democratic countries in the
past and present (much) more often than not describes reality on the ground in a
manner that does not at all correspond with reality. And that is putting it very mildly
when analysing (much of) East and Chinese government propaganda describing the
first good (1950s), then bad (1960s and 1970s) and then again (more or less) good
(1980s) times of bilateral East German—Chinese relations. That is why it is important
to underline that this book is also an attempt to separate fact from socialist/communist
fiction, as defined by the respective propaganda organs of the Chinese Communist
Party (CCP) in Beijing and the Socialist Unity Party (SED) in East Berlin. A lot of
the declarations and self-celebratory statements were pure propaganda, and espe-
cially the East German archive material used for this book is not always an easy
read for a native German author, who worked himself through lots of nonsensical
and factually wrong statements presented in sometimes grandiose (when talking
about the allegedly fantastic achievements of socialism in the GDR and China) and
often aggressive (when talking about the ‘imperialists’ in Washington, Bonn or West
Berlin) language. Obviously, much of the propaganda and statements featuring in
East German archive material and newspaper articles do not in any way correspond
with reality, and this author has attempted in this book to explain why.

Who is ‘in’ the book and who are the protagonists? First, there is Chinese dictator
Mao Zedong. Equipped with grandiose-sounding slogans, violent Maoism and calls
to arms against alleged imperialists, militarists and all other enemies of the day, Mao
Zedong portrayed himself over the decades and until his death in 1976 as the leader
of revolutionary movements in developing countries all over the globe. Even more so
after the rift between Beijing and Moscow at the beginning of the 1960s and through
the course of China’s engagement in the Vietnam War. “Mao’s China commanded
greater political prestige,* because it was seen as having originated the successful
formula for ‘asymmetrical’ guerilla warfare practiced in Vietnam”, Julia Lovell
writes, explaining China’s ‘revolutionary competitive advantage’ over the Soviet
Union (Lovell 2019, p. 276). Indeed, throughout the 1960s, Julia Lovell continues,
the “PRC had seized public opportunities to denounce the alleged toothlessness
of the Soviet response to imperialism and promoted itself, Elbaum recalled, as “a

4 Than the Soviet Union.
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new center for the world revolutionary movement (in a way that Cuban and Viet-
namese parties did not)... as the shining example and prime champion of liberation
movements waged by people of color all over the world” (Lovell 2019, p. 276,
see also Elbaum 2006, pp. 42—43). Such admiration for China’s revolutionary leader
and ‘Chairman Mao’, however, would evaporate among many 7Third World countries’
leaders when he unleashed the Cultural Revolution, a campaign which made sure that
China under Mao Zedong lost an entire generation to terror and violence and would
from the late 1970s onwards have enormous difficulties to recover economically and
socially. Two of Mao’s disastrous campaigns and the East German perception of
them will be analysed in this book: the Great Leap Forward (1958—1962) and the
Cultural Revolution (1966-1976). The way East Berlin, its propaganda organs and
its government mouthpiece newspapers interpreted and reported on the Great Leap
Forward and the Cultural Revolution was, as will be shown below, a serious attempt
to set a world record in false reporting that beggars all description.

After a honeymoon period of good and expanding Chinese-East German relations
in many areas throughout the 1950s until the early 1960s, bilateral relations turned
sour very quickly. The Sino-Soviet Split and East Berlin’s de facto obligation to
follow Moscow’s orders to transform a friend and ally into an ideological foe took
its toll. Beijing, however, did not give up on the GDR immediately and entirely and
thought that it could still and despite rapidly deteriorating relations drive a wedge
between East Berlin and Moscow. While Beijing was not able to do that, GDR
leader and dictator Walter Ulbricht for his part—albeit more often than not in a very
amateurish manner—thought he could play the so-called ‘China card’ in order to
squeeze concessions out of Moscow: ‘threatening’ Moscow to improve East Berlin’s
relations with Beijing at the expense of East Berlin’s preparedness to obey orders
from Moscow. As will be shown below, he tried this a few times over the years
but simply lacked the kind of charisma (in fact, he arguably had none whatsoever)
necessary to convince others to do what he wanted them to (the kind of (authoritarian)
charisma Cuban dictator Fidel Castro, e.g., had). Furthermore, the GDR was just not
important and influential enough to convince Moscow to treat the GDR any better than
the rest of Moscow’s Eastern European vassal states just because Ulbricht thought
he could play the aforementioned ‘China card.” Eventually as it turned out, the
importance of violence and violent struggle against alleged imperialism and what
Mao called the Western ‘bourgeoisie’> was—at least on paper—at odds with how
the GDR under Walter Ulbricht wanted to practice socialism. The GDR was quite
simply not a ‘revolutionary country’, Mao therefore decided.

Mao in the 1950s—at least so it seemed—took a short break from exclu-
sively propagating armed struggle and supporting armed conflict against the imperi-
alist West. Between Stalin’s death in March 1953 up until the Great Leap Forward
in 1958 Beijing sought to diversify its foreign and foreign economic policies, due

> Without ever defining what he meant with the term ‘bourgeoisie’ other than claiming that the
Chinese ‘bourgeoisie’ is seeking to overthrow the regime in Beijing. It is safe to assume and indeed
conclude that those who in China were accused of being part of the alleged ‘bourgeoisie’ did not
know that they belonged to that class of Chinese citizens as defined by Mao. It was a term that Mao
just took from somewhere else, and therefore, did not make in any way sense in a Chinese context.
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to above all economic and financial needs (to be sure, the Great Leap Forward in
1958 then would make it very clear that Mao’s idea of how to develop China’s
economy was a recipe for complete disaster and misery). Mao at the time talked
about conducting foreign policies applying the Principle of Peaceful Co-Existence,
albeit one that was fundamentally different from the one his dictatorship colleague
Nikita Khrushchev in Moscow announced in the mid-1950s. The (temporary and
short-lasting) application of the Principle of Peaceful Co-Existence Chinese-style
led among others to China’s participation in the Geneva Conference in 1954. Mao’s
Great Leap Forward and its disastrous outcome, however, de facto put an end to Mao
seeking engagement in international politics (Moller 2005, pp. 49/50). That until the
early 1970s and US-Sino rapprochement.

Frank Dikotter writes that Mao claimed the Great Leap Forward would transform
China from a socialist into a communist country: “In 1958, Mao had thrown his
country into a frenzy, as villagers were herded into giant people’s communes that
heralded a great leap from socialism into communism” (Dikéotter 2010, p. 4). What
such alleged ‘transformation’ would entail and what it would lead to was not at all
clear at first. Then 40 million Chinese casualties later, it became clearer: millions of
Chinese citizens starving and/or being tortured to death was the result of what Mao
declared was the path from socialism to ‘real’ communism.

As we will see below, in 1958 and 1959 the East German political leadership
around Walter Ulbricht misread Chinese disastrous realities on the ground during
the Great Leap Forward at a time when even Beijing realized that the leap had not
produced massive amounts of steel and grain but instead nationwide starvation and
economic and societal collapse. East German newspaper reporting did at the time its
share to contribute to painting a completely inaccurate picture of the on-the-ground
situation in China during the leap, and like the government in East Berlin chose to
rely on and trust Chinese propaganda and statistics that had nothing at all to do with
reality. After a relatively brief period of an East German—Chinese honeymoon until
the very early 1960s when Beijing among others applauded East Berlin’s decision
to lock up its citizens and shoot at ‘border violators’ from 1961 onwards, the fair-
weather friendship ended abruptly and became a victim of the Sino-Soviet Split.
Relations would only recover in the 1980s when it was East Berlin’s turn to applaud
violence: when Beijing decided to shoot into the crowds of unarmed and peacefully
demonstrating students on Tiananmen Square in June 1989.

Against the background of the perceived rivalry with and hostility towards
the capitalist West Germany, Walter Ulbricht—in contrast to Mao Zedong—sold
socialism as an ideology and ‘way of life’ aimed at raising the standard of living in
order to catch up with Western German standards of living and purchasing power.
Indeed, East Berlin under Ulbricht was over the decades determined and indeed
obsessed with catching up economically with West Germany. To be sure, he meant
GDR-style socialism and a socialist ‘way of life’ which used violence and oppres-
sion as an integral and deeply embedded part of domestic policies and policymaking.
In conversations with Soviet and Chinese interlocutors Ulbricht declared over and
over again that the GDR was on the right path towards achieving economic parity with
West Germany. Nothing of course could ever have been further away from the truth.
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At no point was the GDR in any way close to being on the path towards achieving
economic parity with West Germany. In fact, over the years and decades the distance
in economic performance and output became increasingly bigger and more than
once—in return for political concessions—was East Berlin saved from economic
collapse through massive West German economic and financial assistance. ‘Eternal
revolution’ and exporting Maoism came first for Mao,® but the Chinese dictator real-
ized that economic growth and might is necessary to enable China to defeat ‘capi-
talism’ and ‘imperialism’, as he concluded in the mid-1950s. When he unleashed
the Great Leap Forward in 1958, he announced that the leap would make sure that
China’s steel production will overtake Great Britain’s production of steel within
15 years. China’s grain production too was to be increased dramatically and catch
up with and indeed overtake grain production in the USA in less than 15 years, Mao
declared at the time. Reality turned to be (very) different and what the leap ‘achieved’
and resulted in very quickly was the aforementioned nationwide famine, resulting in
up to 40 million casualties.

Mao’s near-complete ignorance was not limited to economic matters and
economics, but he knew next to nothing about other countries and international
politics either. The only country Mao visited in almost 30 years as Chinese leader
was the Soviet Union (twice). Regardless of Mao’s near-complete ignorance of other
countries, he in the early 1970s announced the so-called Three Worlds Theory, which
in his (distorted) view divided the world into three blocs of countries: the so-called
‘First World’ consisting of the superpowers USA and the Soviet Union, the ‘Second
World’, to which, Mao decided, belonged Europe, Canada and Japan, and the ‘Third
World’, to which belonged the whole of Asia (minus Japan), Latin America and Africa
(Liithi 2011, pp. 152-179). Mao’s Three World Theory (first pronounced by Mao in
February 1974 and then presented by Deng Xiaoping at the UN General Assembly in
April 1974) was arguably the very definition of bogus analysis presented as a theory
explaining international relations and politics. Against the background of what that
nonsensical theory entailed, there is really no other way of putting it. Take the fact
that Mao decided that the Soviet Union belonged to the First World because it had
thousands of nuclear weapons and was richer than the countries he decided belong
to the Second World: Japan, Canada and Europe. The Soviet Union had nuclear
weapons alright, but obviously Mao got it completely wrong when he claimed that
Japan, Canada and Europe were poorer than the Soviet Union. Maybe he would have
concluded something else if he actually had been to Europe, Japan and Canada, but
as we know he never did go anywhere. The Chinese historian Chen Jian argues that
Mao’s Third World Theory was important enough to have posed a challenge to the
existing world order at the time (Chen 2010). However, that is quite simply not plau-
sible. In fact, a theory of who and what country belongs to which zone or sphere of
influence announced by a man whose only two foreign trips led him to Moscow twice
is arguably the very opposite of plausible. Why is Mao’s awkward concept of dividing
the world into zones at all relevant for this book? Partially because Mao seemingly
and seriously believed that the concept and policies accompanying his Three Worlds

6 Successfully, e.g., to Vietham and Cambodia in the 1960s and 1970s.



1 Introduction—Actors, Theories, Policies and Catastrophes 7

Theory would lead to West Germany and the GDR breaking up its ties with the USA
and the Soviet Union, respectively. Why and when West Germany and the GDR
would do that was obviously never explained, mainly because it did not—like Mao’s
entire theory—make much sense. Luckily for Mao, he was never over the decades
asked and/or obliged by his peers and the public to add explanatory details to that and
his various other equally implausible theories on the state of international politics and
affairs. Also, falling under the category of wishful-thinking-while-ignoring-the-facts
was Mao’s hope that the Three Worlds Theory would be the basis for the successful
export of Chinese revolutionary policies.” Revolutions in countries, which in Mao’s
view could not wait to go down the same path as China has done under Mao’s chaotic
and violent leadership. Some indeed did, as it turned out when Cambodian Maoists in
the 1970s took violent Maoism to the limit, torturing and killing millions of Cambo-
dians along the way. In conclusion, the Three Worlds Theory Mao dreamt up in the
early 1970s was just that: a theory that sounded plausible and made sense to Mao
and his followers in China and to them only (plus die-hard Maoists or self-declared
Maoists in Peru, Cambodia, India and elsewhere). It is difficult to make much sense
of how Mao thought international relations functioned and were organized, but it is
probably accurate to conclude that the Three Worlds Theory is a follow-up of what
Mao already in the late 1940s introduced as the so-called Intermediate Zone theory.
That ‘zone’, Mao defined all by himself at the time, included countries which are not
directly controlled by the two superpowers, the USA and the Soviet Union. China,
Mao proclaimed, belonged to that Intermediate Zone (Chen 2010; Mao 1963).

And then there are our second and third central protagonists: GDR leader Walter
Ulbricht, followed by—through a de facto coup d’état in the early 1970s—Erich
Honecker. Ulbricht was a Soviet-installed apparatschik who insisted that his ‘anti-
fascist wall’ (he meant the Berlin Wall, which he lied would not be built but then
ordered to erect on 13 August 1961) will keep West German ‘militarists’ from
invading the East German Socialist Workers’ Paradise (as East Berlin’s political
leaders called ‘their’ GDR). With this he meant the GDR, which the citizens were
ordered to like so much that attempts to escape from it were punished with the death
shot (Todesschuss) along the inner-German border. Walter Ulbricht will obviously
feature prominently in this book and until he was toppled by his chosen successor
Erich Honecker in the early 1970s was enthusiastic about Mao’s Great Leap Forward
and the idea of locking up millions of Chinese peasants in People’s Communes. At the
time, Ulbricht ordered the country’s state-controlled newspapers to believe and prop-
agate false and completely unrealistic Chinese statistics, according to which China
produced more steel and agricultural products than the USA. Despite the sympathy
and indeed naive admiration SED leader Walter Ulbricht expressed for Mao in the
late 1950s, it was very obvious that he was much less of a ‘revolutionary’ than Mao
and rather more interested in material than ideological or military victories. In fact,

7When Mao developed and announced his peculiar Three Worlds Theory in the early 1970s and
ordered Deng Xiaoping to present it during the UN General Assembly in 1974, it is not—at least
not to this author—in any way clear what ‘successful revolution’ Mao was referring to. If he meant
the Cultural Revolution, then the word ‘successful’ is certainly inappropriate.
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as mentioned above, Ulbricht became obsessed with the objective to overtake West
Germany in terms of per capita income.® To be sure, Ulbricht knew that the GDR
would never going to have a higher GDP per capita than their estranged cousins in
West Germany. In fact, the GDR’s dire economic reality and the permanent lack and
shortage of consumer goods motivated millions of GDR citizens to escape from the
GDR before the erection of the Berlin Wall in 1961.° As will be shown below, Ulbricht
admitted more than once to Moscow and Beijing that the GDR’s economic problems
were the reason why so many East German citizens left the country until 1961 and
the erection of the Berlin Wall. Certainly, Ulbricht exploited the mass exodus from
the GDR more than once before 1961 as a pretence to request additional economic
aid from Moscow. And Moscow at the time had little choice but to (more than once)
give in to Ulbricht’s ‘The-GDR-was your-idea-and-hence you pay-for-it’ logic in the
1950s.

Throughout the 1950s, China, in consultation with East Berlin and Moscow,
endorsed East Berlin’s so-called ‘two-state theory’, i.e. the GDR unilaterally deciding
that the division of Germany after World War II gave birth not only to two German
states but also and indeed to two German nations. Given West Germany’s adherence
to the Hallstein Doctrine, East Berlin ‘inventing’ an imaginary second German nation
was obviously an obstacle on the path towards normalization of relations between
China and West Germany. Although the Hallstein Doctrine prevented West Germany
from adopting diplomatic relations with China, it did not prevent German multina-
tional companies from trading with China. In fact, trade between West Germany and
China reached record levels in 1967 and 1968, the years the Cultural Revolution was
raging in China. German trade ‘realpolitik’, so to speak. Mao’s China in the early
1970s then became ‘flexible’ (translate: incoherent and fuzzy) on the definition of
‘nation’ and/or ‘state’ in the German case. And Bonn, as we will see below, clearly
liked what it heard at the time.

West German, US and Western politicians in general were throughout the Cold
War—at least as far as East Berlin, Beijing and Moscow were concerned— ‘impe-
rialists’ or ‘militarists’ or ‘fascists’—or all of that together. To make it clear in this
book that not this author but instead the regimes in East Berlin, Moscow and Beijing
claimed that the Western world led by the USA was in essence a group of ‘mili-
tarist’, ‘imperialist’ and ‘fascist’ countries charged with the mission to defeat and
oppress ‘peace-loving’ socialist and communist countries, the words ‘alleged’ or
‘supposedly’ can often be found in this book—added to the unflattering descrip-
tion of how East Berlin, Beijing and Moscow described the allegedly ‘imperialist’
West. The terms ‘militarist’, ‘imperialist’ and ‘fascist’ feature indeed very promi-
nently in official declarations and press reports in state-controlled newspapers in the
aforementioned three countries—reports and warnings how the Western countries
were allegedly and continuously conspiring against socialist countries and global

8 Similar to Mao who became obsessed in the mid-1950s with wanting to overtake Great Britain in
terms of steel production by 1965.

9 Almost 3 million.
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socialism in general. Obviously, that means that the analysis of East German news-
paper articles and the analysis of documents of official bilateral exchanges in this
book may sometimes—or indeed quite often—sound very similar and repetitive. Not
least because they really were, due to the endless repetitions of the same arguments
and accusations, either against the West or—from the 1960s onwards—against each
other. That was the nature of propaganda in dictatorships like the GDR and China,
where the fact-checking in press reports was always done directly by the author
of such reports: the regime and its censors working overtime from 1949 to 1989.
However, this author has nonetheless undertaken an attempt to ‘squeeze’ as much
substance and contents out of state-controlled press reports, official declarations and
bilateral dialogues and other forms of exchanges as possible, seeking to separate fact
from socialist fiction.

Mao in China opted for repression, terror and violence domestically and externally.
His campaigns and purges in China against what he called ‘capitalists’, ‘revisionists’,
‘landlords’ and other ‘enemies of the day’, the catastrophic Great Leap Forward
(1958-1962), attacks on Taiwanese offshore islands (1957/1958), a border war with
Indiain 1962, the Socialist Education Campaign in the early mid-1960s, the Cultural
Revolution in 1966 and finally the border wars with the Soviet Union in 1969 provided
ample (well, very ample) evidence for the fact that Chinese foreign policies over
the decades were the very opposite of constructive, coherent and result-oriented
(‘results’ as in results other than provoking conflict and war). The nature of Chinese
foreign policies under Mao obviously had an impact on Beijing’s policies regarding
the German and Berlin Questions discussed in this book. Through among others
the analysis of East German—Chinese official exchanges, articles of the Chinese
newspaper People’s Daily (Renmin Ribao) and other secondary sources, this book
examines Beijing’s position on the aforementioned Berlin and German Questions in
great detail. The transcripts of dialogues and exchanges between East German and
Chinese officials in particular have proven very useful for such analysis. However, a
note of caution is in order as regards Chinese sources and the exchanges between East
German and Chinese policymakers and officials. Chinese newspaper articles and the
transcripts of East German—Chinese exchanges are translations, and it can therefore
not be excluded that some linguistic or semantic nuances got occasionally lost in
translation. As we will see below, East Berlin could use all the support it could get,
even if East Berlin’s policymakers had to find out that China’s support for keeping
East Berlin’s fiction of a second German nation (inhabiting the GDR since 1949)
alive was not sustainable, subject to policy U-turns and in the early 1970s eventually
replaced by Beijing opting for West German economic aid and investments instead.
The same was true for Beijing’s support of Moscow and East Berlin’s plans to force
the Western Allies out of West Berlin: initially Beijing was all for helping East Berlin
and Moscow to oblige the Western Allies to leave West Berlin through blackmail and
threats, while it later—sometimes more, sometimes less wholeheartedly—supported
the Western Allies’ presence as a means to contain the Soviet Union. Indeed, the
available archive sources and Chinese newspaper articles examined for this book
reveal that Beijing’s positions on the Berlin Question and German Question were
subject to numerous policy U-turns. Then again Beijing’s influence on both the Berlin
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and German Questions was atno time in any way significant enough to have an impact
on the status of West Berlin in the 1950s and 1960s. The same was true when the
GDR collapsed in 1989 and German reunification made it onto the agenda of global
politics. The nature, conditions and speed of German reunification were for the US,
its Western Allies and the Soviet Union in 1989 and 1990 to decide on, while China
was relegated to watch from a distance—which, as we will see further below, did not
keep China in 1990 and after German reunification from declaring that it had always
been in favour of and supporting German reunification.

In 1962, after the end of the Great Leap Forward, China was allowed to take
a short break from Mao, so to speak. In January 1962, China’s Communist Party
(CCP) held a party conference, during which the party elders called Mao’s Great
Leap Forward what it was: a humanitarian and economic catastrophe. Conference
chair and Chinese president Liu Shaoqi in particular blamed Mao personally for
the catastrophic outcome of the disastrous campaign, which among others foresaw
Soviet Union-style collectivization of agricultural production. Mao was marginalized
within the internal power structure of the CCP, got the message and went into semi-
retirement in the countryside. However, Mao was not done yet (at all) and returned
to Beijing with a vengeance, targeting Liu Shaoqi and what he called the ‘Liu Shaoqi
clique.” Soon after that he unleashed the Socialist Education Campaign and after
that in 1966, with the help of his wife Jiang Qing, the Cultural Revolution, which
threw the country into chaos and terror until late 1969. East Berlin’s policymakers
decided at the time that China had lost its ‘socialist character’ and was consequently
no longer a member of the family of socialist countries.

In the early 1970s East Berlin (and Moscow for that matter) saw itself confirmed
in its assessment that Beijing was out to conspire against Moscow and its allies
when Beijing in 1972 invited US President Nixon to Beijing. Indeed, as will be
shown below, the Nixon/Kissinger visit to China in 1972 led to another extensive
round of East German authorities and press smelling conspiracy and accusations that
Beijing was seeking to drive a wedge between the Soviet Union and the community of
socialist countries. As we will see below, the evidence for such and other conclusions
cited in East German newspapers was either all but completely lacking credibility
or—more often than not—quite simply did not exist.

In the 1980s then, East German—Chinese relations recovered and improved signif-
icantly, albeit for the wrong reasons. The Soviet Union under Mikhail Gorbachev
started to adopt political and social reforms while East Berlin under Erich Honecker
and Beijing categorically refused to even consider any of the reforms Gorbachev
was adopting at home and indeed encouraging its satellite states in Eastern Europe to
adopt. The beginning of the end of the system of Soviet-dominated Eastern European
socialist regimes, which later had no choice but to let the people take to the streets,
allowing them (obviously not voluntarily and instead under pressure from demon-
strating citizens) to choose their own system of governance. In May and June 1989,
Chinese students and ordinary citizens tried that too, but had to find out that Beijing
decided to do what it always had done: respond with violence and repression to
dissent and calls for reforms. East Berlin in turn applauded the violence, and sent a
number of delegations to Beijing throughout the year 1989 to congratulate Chinese
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Prime Minister Li Peng, Deng Xiaoping and their Politburo accomplices on their
‘achievement’ of having ended what the SED called a CIA-sponsored ‘counter-
revolutionary movement’ on Tiananmen Square in June 1989. East Berlin was clearly
in search of a new ‘best friend’ and outside help to keep East German citizens from
taking to the streets and topple the regime. Beijing was to become East Berlin’s
friend alright, but the GDR landed on the dustbin of history in November 1989
all the same. When in the 1980s East Berlin sought to patch up relations with
Beijing, Moscow’s economic, political and social reforms were perceived as ‘regime-
threatening’ in both East Berlin and Beijing. The sad high-point of bilateral relations
was East Berlin’s cheering for Beijing’s decision to violently end peaceful demon-
strations on Tiananmen Square in June 1989. Honecker and the SED were seemingly
so impressed by Beijing’s ‘efficiency’ to disburse demonstrators by shooting into the
crowds on the square that applying what in East Berlin was referred to as the Chinese
Solution'® made it onto the SED Politburo’s policy planning agenda when peace-
fully demonstrating GDR citizens began marching for regime change in Leipzig,
East Berlin and Dresden in late 1989. As we will see below, the Chinese reporting
in turn on the events in the GDR in late 1989 and early 1990 was so detached from
reality that it would have won the prize for nonsensical reporting if there had been
such a prize to win. Indeed, as will be shown below, the Chinese reporters present in
and reporting from the GDR at the time gave quite simply the impression that they
had no idea whatsoever what they were reporting on and how to put the events into
an objective political and historical context. After German reunification in 1990,
Beijing then claimed to have always been in favour of German reunification and
all German people expressing their free will. However, that sounded very cynical
as Beijing had only six months earlier on Tiananmen Square made it very clear until
what extent it allowed its own people to express their free will: not at all, instead
choosing to shoot into the crowds of demonstrating students expressing their free
will on Tiananmen Square in June 1989.

Analysing and explaining in-depth why and to what extent East German and
Chinese political leaders believed their own propaganda goes beyond the scope of
this book. However, that question should remain in the back of our heads, i.e. we
should ask ourselves whether the SED Politburo in East Berlin sincerely believed
in the 1950s and 1960s that the GDR’s industrial production could overtake that of
West Germany in no time or whether China’s political leaders in general and Mao
Zedong in particular believed that the country’s grain and steel production would
really be able to overtake that of the USA in the 1960s. The question of whether
dictators believe their own lies is obviously directly linked to the question of whether
authoritarian regimes and dictators at some point and after a certain number of years
in power inevitably start believing their own made-up statistics, opinion polls and
their lies in general as long as they are repeated often enough (by themselves and their
yes men and sidekicks around them). As will be sought to show throughout this book,

10 Chinesische Losung in German. That sounds even worse and cynical in German than it sounds
in English, due to the fact that it was not the first time in (relatively) recent history that a German
government talked about a solution. Nazi Germany’s final solution comes to mind.
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in the case of East German propaganda, this really seems to have been the case. Lies
often became reality, just like the ones Beijing spread during the above-mentioned
Great Leap Forward on the industry’s ability to produce more and better steel than
the USA and Japan combined in no time. The same goes for East German propaganda
such as East Berlin claiming that the Berlin Wall would protect the GDR from West
German militarists’ attempts to reunify West with East Germany through military
force. A lie, pure and simple. This book does not provide a complete and exhaustive
analysis of Chinese domestic and foreign policies from 1949 until 1989. However,
it is very useful and indeed necessary to provide the reader with some background
analysis of a selected set of Chinese domestic and foreign policies when examining
the events, trends and quality of bilateral Chinese-East German relations from 1949
to 1989. Take Mao’s Great Leap Forward for example. When examining the East
German position on and assessment of the quality and outcome of the disastrous leap
for the Chinese society and economy, it is necessary to explain what the leap was and
resulted in order to be able to assess whether the East German authorities were ever
in any way well informed enough on the Chinese political and economic realities
on the ground during and after the leap (judging by the quality of East German press
reporting on the leap from 1958 to 1960, it seemed that they were not, as will be
demonstrated below).

Finally, a declaration of interest is in order to explain why the reader of this book
might at times get the impression that the author and his analysis of Chinese-East
German relations and the analysis of both Chinese and East German domestic and
foreign policies seem too opinionated. Put differently, this author’s conclusions on
the quality and impact of East German—Chinese relations from 1949 to 1989, the
reader might find at times, do not always sound fully scientific and/or academic. If
you are a friend or even fan of witty and entertaining language making the occasional
(and justified) fun of the stupidities East German and Chinese officials, policymakers
and scholars bombarded each other with over the years and decades, then that should
not be a problem. In fact, you might enjoy a witty, ironic and humorous touch
when reading about the follies and absurdities of bilateral relations presented as
‘policies’ by East German and Chinese comrades who turned into foes in the 1960s
and then back into comrades when they applauded each other for responding to
peaceful demonstrations with violence and oppression in 1989. To win over—or at
least not put off—those who expect this book to read like your standard academic and
scientific book, I could or indeed do say this: as a German Asia scholar I have read
enough stupidities, ill-fated, ill-tempered and aggressive East German and Chinese
propaganda to be able to put them into a factual and historical context. In other words,
the sometimes witty language does not come—trust me on this—at the expense of
substance and in-depth research conducted for this book.

But there is more is terms of declaration of interest. Against the background of the
political and economic facts on the ground in the GDR over the decades, it is objec-
tively difficult to identify anything positive about what the dictators in East Berlin
did for and to the GDR citizens over the decades. The same is undoubtedly true for
China under Mao’s dictatorship from 1949 to 1976. Viewed against the background
of such a conclusion, the author has chosen not to seek to relativize disastrous and
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oppressive East German and Chinese domestic and foreign policies, hoping to be able
to identify the silver-lining and/or the ‘bright side’ of those policies. Put differently,
as far as the GDR is concerned, I have never been a friend of the ‘not-everything-was-
bad-in-the-GDR’ rhetoric among some die-hard (mostly East) German intellectuals
and former SED officials and party members. Such scholars, intellectuals and former
SED officials tend until the present day to e.g. point out that the East German welfare
state and the healthcare system were excellent, that socialism created societies de
facto privy of inequality and that the solidarity among the people was much more
developed than in capitalist West Germany. That always sounded very awkward and
indeed implausible against the background of the decades-long oppressive policies
imposed by the East German authorities onto the East German people. Praising the
allegedly ‘excellent’ quality of the East German welfare state against the background
of the SED’s oppressive domestic policies from 1949 to 1989 sounds very cynical
too, not least because the welfare state was everything but ‘excellent’, the same way
that was not the case in the Soviet Union or Cuba, which often get mentioned in
the same context. In the case of China, I equally reject attempts to try to evaluate
positively—at least in parts—domestic, economic, social foreign policies propa-
gated and adopted by Mao Zedong. When Mao died in 1976, China found itself
in profound economic and social crisis and its regional and global foreign policies
continued to remain chaotic and incoherent. Years and indeed decades would pass
until China made it back into the group of countries with regional and global political
influence. The only thing that Mao’s China exported with success over the decades
was the violent ideology of Maoism, which led other countries like, e.g., Cambodia
to imitate Maoism (as we know with disastrous consequences, leading to millions
of casualties). To be sure, Maoism and Mao’s rhetoric of ‘continuous revolution’
was appealing also to West Germany’s radical student movements, which embraced
Mao’s view that violence is a necessary part of any revolution (Lovell 2019, p. 297).
Julia Lovell writes that the German terrorist group Rote Armee Fraktion (RAF)'! led
by Andreas Baader and Gundrun Ensslin!? too got inspired by the violent aspects of
Maoism. The RAF’s first manifesto—the so-called Urban Guerilla Concept—was,
Lovell writes, full of quotations from Mao, ‘explaining” why the ‘revolution’—(with
‘revolution’ the manifesto must have meant the terror acts and murders committed
by the RAF)—must eliminate Western imperialism. Furthermore, RAF violence,
Baader and Meinhof claimed, was there to ‘serve the people.” Think about it: Mao’s
so-called theories on what he decided all by himself were global revolutions fighting

" More commonly known as Baader-Meinhof Group. The group received support from East Berlin
over the years and a number of West German terrorists sought and found refuge in the GDR up
until its collapse in 1989.

12 The so-called “first generation’ of the RAF. However, neither any of what Ensslin nor Baader
(who was everything but an intellectual but more and constantly really only about the violence, i.e.
someone who seemed to have believed that violence and terror acts like killing West German bankers
and industrialists could convince the West German public to support the RAF’s cause, whatever
that cause was) propagated, would result in a ‘revolution’ replacing West German democracy with
a Cuban or a Chinese-style socialist/communist society. Unsurprisingly, the West German public
was not and indeed never interested in such revolution (or in any revolution for that matter) either.
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imperialism, were already and always beyond nonsensical. A German terrorist orga-
nization then using Mao’s revolutionary gibberish for its manifesto, explaining why
it is allegedly legitimate and/or indeed necessary to kill West German politicians
and business leaders in its fight against alleged West German ‘imperialism’ and
‘fascism’ did not—to put it mildly—help to add sense and relevance to Mao’s ‘theo-
ries’ of ‘class struggle’ and ‘eternal revolution.” Consequently—at least as far as
this author is concerned—seeking for ways and empirical evidence in order to come
to the conclusion that Mao’s rule and legacy was not all ‘bad’, applying a ‘not-all-
was-bad-in-China’ narrative does not do scientific justice to the analysis of Chinese
domestic and foreign policies from 1949 to 1976. Unless of course one is a die-hard
Maoist and/or China apologist subscribing oneself to the official Chinese ‘70/30
formula’ dating back to 1981: 70% of what Mao did was ‘good’ and 30% of what
he did not so good, i.e. bad, Chinese leader Deng Xiaoping decided at the time
Cynical mathematics and reality, Chinese-style.

Archive Sources'’

This book is using a lot of archive material—speeches, reports, documents, minutes
and the like. The archive material is mostly from the GDR’s former Institut fiir
Geschichte der Arbeiterbewegung, Zentrales Parteiarchiv (ZPA),'* the archive of the
GDR s ruling Sozialistische Einheitspartei Deutschlands (SED).!> This archive mate-
rial was made available in January 1992 when the German Bundestag (Germany’s
parliament) adopted a law suspending the usual thirty-year retention period for docu-
ments published by former GDR authorities and party organizations. Since 1993, that
archive material belongs to Germany’s Bundesarchiv (Federal Archive) and is called
‘Stiftung Archiv der Parteien und Massenorganisation der DDR im Bundesarchiv.” '
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Chapter 2 )
The 1950s—Good and then Not so Good Eai
(Bilateral) Times

Abstract Things between East Berlin and Beijing were going great, initially.
The enemies were all in the ‘imperialist’ West, while Moscow was running the
socialist/communist show in the East and Marx, and Lenin had all the recipes for
running socialist oppressive regimes. The dictators in East Berlin and Beijing agreed
that the peoples’ job is to produce one socialist economic miracle after the other and
keep their opinions and views on domestic and foreign policies to themselves or else.
The GDR and China thought they share and have all in common as regards ideology
and governance until Mao decided that the GDR’s dictator Walter Ulbricht was not
‘revolutionary’ enough. And Mao had a point: while he wanted and promoted ‘eternal
and global revolution’ all over the place, Ulbricht wanted to fill East German shelves
with consumer goods, coloured TVs and no queuing up for bananas and butter.

On 25 October 1949 Beijing sent a letter to the GDR’s then Foreign Minister Georg
Dertinger! announcing China’s intention to establish diplomatic relations with East
Berlin. Zhou Enlai, Chinese Prime and Foreign Minister at the time,2 announced
that the establishment of the GDR is not only the “desire of the entire German
nation but indeed the desire of all peace-loving countries of the world.” To be
sure, when he said ‘entire German nation’ he must have meant the one governed,
oppressed and terrorized by its dictators in East Berlin. As it became very clear in
June 1953 when East Berlin called on Moscow’s Red Army to violently suppress
workers’ demonstrations, protesting against working conditions and the lack of on-
time payment of salaries. Furthermore, the German people inside the GDR soon
would see things very differently than their (at the time provisional) foreign minister
Dertinger when the Ministry for State Security (Ministerium fiir Staatssicherheit
(MFS)/Staatssicherheitsdienst (Stasi) was established in February 1950, overseeing
the world’s probably most sophisticated surveillance state—which on behalf of the
SED charged itself with the mission to terrorize the GDR'’s citizens, repressing any
kind of political opposition running counter to the official ideology. The GDR and

! Foreign Minister as part of a provisional government in East Berlin.
2 And later Prime Minister until his death in 1976,
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Dertinger replied to Zhou Enlai two days later, calling the invitation to establish
diplomatic relations with China a ‘great honour’ and again spoke for all German
people, saying that bilateral diplomatic relations between the German and Chinese
nations stood for a ‘turning-point.” Without explaining what exactly that ‘turning-
point” was and/or would be. Dertinger, however, at the time was ordered to jump on
the substance-free rhetoric train when speaking of relations with Beijing. Relations
between Beijing and East Berlin, Dertinger concluded, will be of great significance
for the maintenance and strengthening of global peace (People’s Republic of China
Documents on Relations with Foreign Countries, p. 15). That is quite a statement to
make against the background of what Mao’s China did and endorsed in the early and
mid-1950 at home and abroad. Anyway, Dertinger at the time must have meant the
kind of ‘global peace’ that Mao planned to achieve by endorsing and (with the deploy-
ment of hundreds of thousands of soldiers) supporting North Korea’s attack on South
Korea in June 1950. Indeed, roughly six months later, China’s leader Mao Zedong
would—together with the Soviet Union—encourage and support North Korea’s Kim
[l-sung’s invasion of South Korea. And East Berlin sought to give a helping hand at
the time. In early 1950, East Berlin founded the China Export GmbH (China-Import—
Export Company), through which it helped Beijing pursue its economic and trade
interests in Western Europe. Furthermore, East Berlin made through that company
a direct contribution to the Chinese involvement in the Korean War by providing
supplies for Chinese soldiers fighting on the Korean Peninsula, including (or indeed
above all) the provision of rail tracks and locomotives carrying Chinese soldiers to
and from the Korean Peninsula. In 1950, both the GDR and China were diplomatically
isolated and China dispatching hundreds of thousands of PLA soldiers to the Korean
Peninsula in October 1950 in support of North Korea’s attack on South Korea further
cemented Beijing’s international isolation (until in essence the late 1970s). Despite
the fact that Beijing fought against the United Nations on the Korean Peninsula
supporting an unprovoked invasion of another country, former East German diplo-
mats still claim today—in publications, speeches and autobiographies—that Beijing
had at the time been entitled to occupy a permanent seat at the UN Security Council.
That sounds awkward, to say the very least: China was in East Berlin’s view entitled
to become a member of an international organization it was fighting against on the
Korean Peninsula. Former East German diplomat Peter Florin argued just that in 2004
and furthermore pointed out that Beijing appreciated the GDR’s support for Chinese
UN membership. Florin® maintains that East Berlin actively supported Chinese UN
membership on numerous occasions. East Berlin’s support for Beijing’s position on
Chinese territorial integrity, i.e. China insisting that there is only one China, with
Taiwan an ‘inseparable’ part of that one China too was according to Florin appreci-
ated in Beijing. In October 1950s, China’s PLA was ordered to fight alongside North
Korean military forces and until the end of the war lost up to one million men on the
Korean Peninsula. East Berlin in turn did its part to keep Mao’s ‘noble’ pursuit for
the aforementioned ‘global peace’ alive by falsifying history in support of Beijing
and Pyongyang, maintaining that the war in reality started with a joint USA—South

3 Who in the 1980s was based as GDR representative at the UN in New York.
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Korean attack on North Korea.* Indeed, East Berlin repeating the false claim that
North was attacked by South Korea (as opposed to the other way round) made it
already very clear in 1950 that East Berlin was unable and not ‘allowed’ to conduct
an independent foreign policy. Instead, East Berlin—obviously like the other Soviet
satellite states in Eastern Europe too had to endorse and propagate the Soviet/Chinese
version of who attacked whom on the Korean Peninsula in June 1950. Mao in the
meantime displayed his near-complete ignorance of international relations and poli-
tics when he claimed that Pyongyang’s attack on South Korea would not trigger
US military involvement in hostilities on the Korean Peninsula. Washington, Mao
decided, would not risk World War III over a conflict on the Korean Peninsula. That
certainly also because Washington had at least on one occasion indicated that the
Korean Peninsula is not necessarily part of the US ‘defensive perimeter’ in Asia. This
when US Secretary of State Dean G. Acheson said at the National Press Club on 12
January 1950 that Washington’s ‘defensive perimeter’ in the Pacific is a line running
through Japan, the Ryukyus and the Philippines. US military protection of South
Korea on the other hand did not get mentioned as part of such ‘defensive perimeter’
(Matray 2002, pp. 28-55).

West Germany in the meantime, notwithstanding pressure from the USA, did
in 1949 not establish diplomatic relations with Taiwan in order to keep its China
policy options open, also in order not to jeopardize Beijing’s (on and off) support
for Bonn’s position on the German Question. In other words: Bonn did not—unlike
other Western countries and above all the USA—officially acknowledge that there
are two Chinas in order not to lose Chinese (as it turned out for Bonn unfortunately
in no way sustainable) support for Bonn’s position that West Berlin belongs to West
Germany and that there is only one German nation (regardless of the fact that since
1949 there are two German states, the so-called German Question as analysed in
detail elsewhere in this book). Such approach would later in the mid-1960s turn
out to be useful for Bonn (and eventually for German multinational companies with
business and investment interests in China when Bonn and Beijing started negotiating
the establishment of diplomatic relations. Put differently: if Bonn had in the 1950s
decided to recognize also Taiwan diplomatically, the adoption of bilateral diplomatic
relations (achieved in the early 1970s) could have turned out to be more difficult and
time-consuming than it eventually was. US-Sino disagreements over the so-called
Taiwan Question made sure that it would take more than seven years for the USA
and China to establish diplomatic relations (in January 1979) Certainly, in 1949,
another 15 years would have to pass before West Germany and China sat down to
tentatively start discussing the possibility of recognizing each other diplomatically.
Secret negotiations to adopt a bilateral trade agreement were first held only in 1964
in Bern, Switzerland, and at the time, it was hoped that a bilateral trade agreement
could prepare the ground for the adoption of official diplomatic relations later on.

4 The German radio station Deutschlandfunk cites a radio drama broadcast on the GDR’s state-run
national radio aired in August 1950. In that drama the protagonists claim that South Korean military
troops had crossed the 38th parallel, with the blessing and support of US advisers. Reality was very
different: North Korea attacked South Korea in June 1950.
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That was not to be and after five rounds of negotiations in 1964, they ended in
November of that year without results other than agreeing to disagree over the status
of West Berlin. West Berlin was until the very end of the GDR in 1989 a thorn in
East Berlin’s side: a prosperous neon light-illuminated city in the middle of East
Germany—a country whose political leadership was suffering from a permanent
inferiority complex, inventing an imaginary second German nation as (seemingly)
part of a ‘defence mechanism’ (in turn seeking to overcome such inferiority complex).

Right after Moscow ordered the establishment of the GDR in 1949, Ulbricht and
the SED yes men around him claimed numerous times that the birth of the GDR dealta
serious blow to the alleged Western attempt to turn the whole of Germany into a (from
their distorted perspective) aggressive and reactionary state (and therefore an enemy
of the community of socialist countries). For the democratic and peaceful camp in
the world under the leadership of the Soviet Union, Ulbricht and SED Politburo
colleagues claimed continuously, the founding of the German Democratic Republic
is therefore a great victory. Beijing agreed with all of that and in 1949 cheered with
East Berlin that the GDR was the ‘liberated’ part of Germany, while two-thirds of
German territory were instead occupied by the USA and fellow British and French
imperialists. However, Beijing was confident at the time that East Germany will
eventually be able to ‘liberate’ the entire German nation, just like China allegedly
‘liberated’ the entire Chinese nation during the Chinese civil war from 1949 to
1949.°> A comparison that—as it is also mentioned elsewhere in this book—was as
implausible as it gets. The result of the Chinese civil war was hardly the ‘liberation’
of China but instead the division of China, resulting in two Chinese states: Mainland
China with the capital in Beijing and the Republic of China (ROC)/Taiwan with
the capital in Taipei. Furthermore, Beijing decided to speak on behalf of the entire
German nation when it concluded that Germany’s future will not be determined by
the Western ‘imperialists’ but instead by the German nation, which receives support
from all over the world for its ‘just cause’ (Beijing obviously meant the German
‘nation’ inhabiting the GDR, which must be supported in its endeavour to ‘liberate’
the whole of Germany).®

In 1950, Beijing and East Berlin adopted a trade agreement and in 1951 a cultural
exchange agreement, but the Soviet Union’s near-complete control over East Berlin’s
foreign policies stood in the way of closer bilateral relations with China at the time
(Roesler, pp. 293-301). Although East German’s dictator Walter Ulbricht and Erich
Honecker after him always and staunchly denied that the level of East Berlin’s foreign

> Minus obviously the Chinese people living in Taiwan who Beijing (until today) was not able to
‘liberate’, as Beijing’s policymakers putit today. Needless to say that the term ‘liberate’ sounded very
awkward in this context, not least because Taiwan—unlike Mainland China—is since the mid-1990s
a functioning democracy, which ‘liberated’ itself from its dictatorship through democratization.
What is more, opinion polls conducted in Taiwan today clearly indicate that the large majority of
the Taiwanese people consider themselves Taiwanese (and not Chinese). The same is true for Hong
Kong: the majority of Hong Kong’s population call themselves ‘Hong Kongers’ first and ‘Chinese’
second.

6 Mao’s victory over the US-sponsored former Chinese President Chiang Kai-shek during the
Chinese civil war (from 1945 to 1949) resulted in Mao’s view in China’s ‘liberation.’
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policy autonomy was not decided in Moscow, in reality it was. That would become
very obvious when Moscow and Beijing in the 1960s fell out over ideology and
turned from comrades-in-arms into arch-enemies. East Berlin, the order came from
Moscow, was to side with Moscow and everything the SED in East Berlin earlier liked
about Beijing, it had to dislike when Moscow did, period. That change of mind in East
Berlin towards the by then former comrades was clearly reflected in the reporting on
China in East German newspapers in the 1960s. In fact, the speed with which East
German newspapers like Neues Deutschland, Neue Zeit or Berliner Zeitung at the
time changed their very positive to very negative reporting on China was indeed very
impressive.

In June 1951, East Berlin celebrated the Month of German-Chinese Friendship,
during which East Berlin insisted that the East German-Sino friendship is sustain-
able and strong. The celebrations, of course, did not keep East Berlin from lashing
out against the imperialist West. “The East German—Chinese friendship dealt an
important blow to American imperialism and its goal to divide Germany, enslave
the German people and start a new World War”, East Berlin announced at the time
(SAPMO-BArch, ZPA IV 2/20/116). However, that was only one way of interpreting
what the USA was allegedly planning to do with and in Germany. Reality was distinc-
tively different: Germany was already divided, and East Germany was ruled by the
oppressive Soviet Union-trained dictator Walter Ulbricht, who together with the yes
men around him had embarked on a decades-long and indeed successful mission to
lockup the East German people in the GDR with the help of a wall dividing Berlin.
Furthermore, China under Mao (and not the USA), through its involvement in the war
on the Korean Peninsula, i.e. its support for North Korea’s aggression against South
Korea, consciously accepted the risk of a World War III. In fact, Mao did not know
better and decided all by himself that ideology and the will to fight against US ‘impe-
rialism’ would be more effective and destructive than weapons, including nuclear
bombs. In dismissal of the destructive potential of nuclear weapons, Mao maintained
that nuclear weapons could not decide a war caused by what he referred to as a ‘bour-
geois world outlook and methodology’ (Ryan 1989). While dismissing the relevance
of nuclear weapons in deciding the outcome of a military confrontation, Mao from the
late 1950s/early 1960s onwards did nonetheless do everything to develop and deploy
nuclear weapons in China as quickly as possible. As a result of these efforts, China
conducted its first nuclear test in 1964. For Mao’s China, that was the costly entry
into an exclusive club of nuclear powers—an entry Mao wanted at all costs since
the early 1950s (Roberts and Westad 2012, p. 1053). Mao at the time was quoted as
saying on at least one occasion that China fighting a nuclear war would be a realistic
scenario. He seriously argued that because of China’s enormous population, in the
case of a nuclear war the number of Chinese survivors would always exceed the
number of survivors of China’s adversaries. The mad man Mao thinking out loud,
so to speak. Either way, East German-Sino auto-celebratory declarations of the early
1950s knew no limits: “For the first time in world history the peace-loving nations
under the guidance of the Soviet Union are fighting against the imperialist world
reaction”, East Berlin and Beijing announced during the aforementioned celebratory
ceremony. Calling Stalin the ‘leader of the global peace camp’ made it very clear
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that the authorities in both East Berlin and Beijing were in the business of creating
parallel and their very own versions of global history—versions, in which Stalin is
seemingly a pacifist and not the Soviet leader personally responsible for the death
of millions of his countrymen in the 1930s and 1940s. Certainly, it can be assumed
that even East German officials charged with formulating and spreading propaganda
must have had their doubts about the ‘Stalin-as-the leader-of the global-peace-camp’
claim. But then again who knows? The East German authorities and censors had
already become very good at brainwashing and indoctrination, turning fiction into
reality and obliging others to do the same thing-very often with the help of East
German Stasi-style “We-know-all-about-you’ interrogations.

High-level encounters between East Berlin and Beijing did not take place in the
early 1950s. GDR President Wilhelm Pieck was invited to China in 1952 but did
not go. Mao was invited to East Germany in 1957 but did not go either—which
was not really surprising as Mao never went anywhere in the years and decades
ahead (except to Moscow twice). In 1960, East Berlin and Beijing agreed on a state
visit of then Chinese president Liu Shaoqi (Kriiger 2001, pp. 207-232). That visit,
however, did not take place either. The Great Leap Forward was in full swing and Liu
would—together with Deng Xiaoping and others in the party—focus their energies
on seeking to put an end to that disastrous campaign while at the same time bringing
the author of the campaign to account: Mao. East German intellectuals and writers
on the other hand went to China and had nothing but the very best to say about
the country. In the 1950s, some East German writers and intellectuals such as Anna
Seghers, Bode Uhse and Willi Bredel allowed themselves to be deceived by East
German and Chinese propaganda on the alleged spiritual and ideological ‘paradise’
one can find in China (Wobst 2004). Bodo Uhse’s’ account on China in particular
was breathtakingly nonsensical when during a visit he praised the Chinese people
and their culture together with the PLA, which, in his view, resisted successfully in
Korea from 1950 to 1953 against Wall Street’s attempt to take over world domination
(Uhse 1956). Yes, Wall Street. However, what Wall Street had to do with the Korean
War is—to put it mildly—unclear and Uhse’s reporting on his visit to various Chinese
cities was not adding any added value to the understanding of the living conditions
in China in the early 1950s. In fact, the opposite was the case: an account lacking any
kind of credibility, certainly not reflecting in any way the actual living conditions in
China at the time. Ironically, many of the publications of the 1950s, in which China
and its alleged economic, political and social achievements were praised made it
onto the SED’s black list in the 1960s, when China—in the wake of the Sino-Soviet
Split—turned from comrade-in-arms into an adversary and indeed enemy.

The origins of the Sino-Soviet Split date back to the mid-1950s. In 1955, the USA
introduced tactical nuclear missiles in Taiwan. Mao of course wanted the nuclear

7 Controversial writer in the GDR, who in 1948 emigrated to the GDR (from Mexico). Until 1930,
Uhse was a member of Adolf Hitler’s National Socialist German Workers’ Party. He then joined
Germany’s Communist Party and fled to Paris in 1933. In 1940, he went to Mexico and settled in
the GDR in 1948. He became a proficient and well-known writer, and in 1963 was appointed to
editor-in-chief of the literary magazine Sinn und Form. Shortly after that Uhse, a heavy drinker and
smoker, passed away.
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bomb too and in March 1955 Moscow and Beijing signed a secret agreement, through
which Moscow committed itself to delivering a Soviet bomb to China by the year
1959. For what it was worth, East Berlin was supportive of Moscow arming China
with nuclear weapons (not that it had much choice other than being supportive of
what Moscow decided to do with its allies, which China still was at the time). Soviet-
sponsored Chinese nuclear armament, however, never happened and judging by how
Khrushchev thought about Mao—he in the 1950s and 1960s called him ‘crazy’® on at
least one occasion in public—it can be assumed that the Soviet Leader never really had
the intention of delivering Soviet-built nuclear bombs to China. The reasons for the
Sino-Soviet Split of the early 1960s were of course more than one, but it can nonethe-
less be concluded that Moscow’s refusal to honour its commitment to provide Mao
with nuclear weapons and nuclear weapons technology was undoubtedly the issue on
the bilateral agenda that led Mao to decide to part from Moscow and turn to calling
Khrushchev a ‘revisionist.” The Cuban Missile Crisis in 1962 and Khrushchev’s wise
decision to opt against World War III over his earlier very bad idea to deploy nuclear
weapons in Cuba was another confirmation for Mao that Moscow did not have the
guts and courage to stand up against the imperialist USA. However, as the Chinese
scholar Niu Jun writes, Mao at the time was yet reluctant to give up on Central and
Eastern European socialist countries entirely. Located in what he called the Interme-
diate Zone (for details, see elsewhere in this book), Mao concluded that they lack
independence and depend on the Soviet Union, and are therefore like the Soviet Union
‘revisionist’ countries. Out of tactical considerations, however, Beijing in the early
1960s chose not to confront Eastern and Central European countries directly, Niu
claims (Niu 2014). If that really had been the case, then it is not clear (and does not
get explained by Niu) what exactly Mao was seeking to achieve by trying to engage
Eastern and Central European countries. In fact, itis (from a non-Chinese) perspective
implausible and is not backed by any evidence that Mao continued trying to engage
Eastern and Central European countries after he de facto interrupted relations with
Moscow. All of this is arguably not untypical for Chinese scholars writing today on
Mao and his foreign policies, strategies and tactics. What Mao thought and said on
international politics and geopolitics is being reproduced and cited, often without
putting what he said and dreamt up into an overall context of actual Chinese foreign
policies at the time. In other words: Chinese scholars are often and seemingly taking
Mao’s words and announcements at face value, without critically assessing whether
they made any sense and/or led to any actual policies (i.e. policies going beyond
grandiose and/or belligerent declarations and battle calls). Furthermore, critical and
ideally objective analysis on whether any of what Mao said on foreign policies he
announced to implement is often missing in accounts on Mao’s policies written by
Chinese scholars. In fact, there still seems to be a certain reluctance among Chinese
scholars to be (much) more critical of and go ‘deeper’ into the analysis of Mao’s poli-
cies, maybe because an objective and sober analysis of Mao’s policies would reveal

8 Khrushchev did that when he commented on Mao’s Great Leap Forward and Mao’s idea to reunify
Taiwan with Mainland China in 1958 with military force (when Mao decided to bomb Taiwanese
offshore islands).
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that Mao’s policies were almost exclusively driven and motivated by the objective
to create conflict and war. Coming to such an accurate conclusion on the quality of
Mao’s foreign policies seems to continue to remain an academic ‘no-go zone’ among
very many Chinese scholars today.” And recently it has become worse, i.e. being
critical of and questioning (the from Beijing’s official perspective) ‘glorious’ era of
Chinese history under Mao’s leadership has become next to impossible for Chinese
scholars since Xi Jinping came to power at the end of 2012/beginning of 2013. Self-
censorship among Chinese scholars has—to put it bluntly—become the only game in
town, while criticising Mao and his violent policy legacy has the potential to destroy
careers in Chinese academia. Furthermore, Neo-Maoism and Neo-Maoists are back
in style in China today, and there is an influential group of scholars, policymakers
and other individuals in China today who want those who dare to ‘smear’ Mao’s
legacy to be treated as ‘traitors’ of the Chinese people. In his book China’s New Red
Guards, Jude Blanchette provides a very detailed and well-researched account of who
the Neo-Maoists are and until what extent they can count on the (silent) approval
and support of Beijing’s policymakers to do what they do: worship Mao and his
legacy and dismiss critical Western accounts of what Mao did as a Western-driven
conspiracy to discredit China and its legacy under Mao (Blanchette 2019). China’s
Neo-Maoists therefore call on the Chinese people to defend Mao’s legacy against
domestic and more importantly foreign attempts to bad-mouth China (as they put
it). The fact that they are allowed to operate freely in China and propagate historical
revisionism which, e.g., claims that the number of casualties during the Great Leap
Forward amounted not to 40 but rather and ‘only’ to 4 million at the most, and that the
Cultural Revolution only ended in failure because of Soviet-inspired ‘revisionism’ in
China means that the Xi-led Chinese government does not—to put it bluntly—have
a problem with the Neo-Maoists’ plan to white-wash Mao-inspired violence and
conflict. If it were different, China’s very efficient army of censors would have been
on their case a long time ago. Finally, conflict with the West in general and the USA
in particular is—and that goes almost without saying—as good as inevitable, as far
as Neo-Marxists are concerned.

Back to the past and speaking of war and armed conflict. The GDR’s armed forces,
Joachim Kriiger suggests,'? were in the 1950s ordered to copy and exercise some
practices of the Chinese People’s Liberation Army) (PLA). Furthermore, the intro-
duction of the obligation for SED party officials to participate in manual labour
campaigns, Kriiger points out, were indications that East Berlin felt ideologically
close to their Chinese comrades (Kriiger 2001). Indeed, East Berlin and China, at
the time comrades-in-arms against alleged Western imperialism and West German

9 A reluctance to be too critical about Mao’s foreign policy failures and disasters, possibly fearing
repercussions in China for allegedly ‘smearing’ the legacy of Mao Zedong, the ‘heroic’ founder
of the People’s Republic of China. More often than not, such ‘timidity’ to present an accurate—
and therefore inevitably very critical and negative assessment of Mao’s domestic and foreign policy
legacy—goes at the expense of academically and scientific accurate and objective analysis produced
by Chinese scholars today. The philosopher and novelist George Santayana comes to mind who
concluded in 1905 that “those who do not remember the past are condemned to repeat it.”

10 The Nationale Volksarmee (NVA).
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militarism, enjoyed a political and ideological honeymoon, that resulted in among
others the GDR’s very enthusiastic (initial)!! support for China’s Great Leap Forward
(1958-1962). East Berlin and Walter Ulbricht chose at the time to prioritize ideology
over reality and, as will be shown below, ordered the country’s state-run media to
do the same by taking Mao’s declarations and cheering at face value that the Great
Leap Forward will turn out to be the most successful economic campaign in human
history. Beijing in turn returned the favour by supporting Ulbricht’s fantasy that the
division of Germany has not only created two German states but also two German
nations'?: one peace-loving socialist German (he meant the GDR) and another capi-
talist and militarist German nation (he meant the Federal Republic of Germany,
FRG).!? However, Mao very quickly and impressively demonstrated his recklessness
by deploying hundreds of thousands of Chinese soldiers to the Korean Peninsula in
1950. Mao’s foreign policy ‘adventurism’ and his idea that military conflict is the
very essence of international relations in general and the successful fight against
alleged Western imperialism in particular, did obviously not go unnoticed in East
Berlin and Moscow. Mao was a ‘wild card’ in Cold War politics and while he always
profited from his status and prestige as the founding father of the People’s Republic of
China (PRC), his reckless support for North Korea unleashing a war on the Korean
Peninsula made it very clear that he decided that conflict and violence, at home and
abroad, were to become the central components of Chinese domestic and foreign
policies Consequently, Mao celebrated victory over the Western ‘imperialists’ led
by the USA after US-led multinational armed forces equipped with a UN mandate
were pushed back beyond the 38th parallel on the Korean Peninsula.!'* Obviously,
the GDR and the Soviet Union congratulated Beijing on its alleged glorious victory
over the US imperialists and its allies on the Korean Peninsula, but as the decades
ahead would show, they had—unlike Mao’s China—Iimits as to how far they were
prepared to go to confront the US and its fellow ‘imperialists.’

T Support and enthusiasm would later be replaced by strong criticism of the Great Leap Forward
when it turned out that it led to famine and misery as opposed to record steel production quota as
dreamt up by Mao and his aides.

12 For further details on the German Question, see further below.
13 In this book always referred to as West Germany.

14 The US-led UN multinational armed forces under the command of General Douglas MacArthur
had advanced on the Korean Peninsula beyond the UN mandate to liberate South Korea from the
North Korean invaders. They crossed the 38th parallel into North Korea, occupied Pyongyang and
were—until China’s PLA intervened in October 1950—about to defeat North Korea’s military
and end the war on US terms (with the objective of reunifying the Korean Peninsula under South
Korean/American terms). When the PLA intervened with initially roughly 250,000 troops, the US-
led UN forces were pushed back beyond the 38th parallel and back into South Korean territory.
Five million casualties later, the pre-Korean War territorial status quo was re-established.
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2.1 Not Too Much China, It Is Ordered

By the mid-1950s, the number of Chinese students studying at East German univer-
sities amounted to 127. By the end of the 1950s that number had gone up to 200. In
1955, East Berlin and Beijing adopted the Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation.
Throughout the 1950s, the GDR became China’s most important trading partner
(after the Soviet Union). The GDR delivered and constructed a number of industrial
plants in China and also became Beijing’s second most important investor. Despite
the officially prescribed socialist brotherhood relationship, in the 1950s GDR author-
ities were nonetheless careful to monitor and limit interactions between East German
and Chinese citizens as they deemed necessary. In the early 1950s, SED officials were
concerned about the interest from parts of the East German population (academics
and intellectuals) to increase relations and interactions with Chinese counterparts
and colleagues. However, the East German authorities—Iike the authorities in other
authoritarian states/dictatorships—were very determined to control citizens’ access
to and exchanges with foreigners. This obviously to avoid losing control over what
East German citizens would be talking about with Chinese counterparts out of the
fear that East Germans could talk and/or complain about living conditions, polit-
ical oppression and other ‘no-go’ topics as defined by the regime in East Berlin."
(Buckley 2013).

Exchanges with Chinese comrades and socialist brothers were no exception, and
in 1952, e.g., the SED turned down requests to form a ‘German—Chinese Friendship
Society’ while around the same time the SED ordered the dissolution of Chinese asso-
ciations, established by Chinese residents in Germany already in the 1940s (Kriiger
2002; Erlinghagen 2007). East Berlin wanted East Germans to interact with China
and the Chinese but on its terms. “In the SED worldview, the scripts of fraternal soli-
darity were dictated from the top down, not written from below. Safeguards regulated
unpredictable forms of transnational socialibility”, Quinn Slobodian writes (Slobo-
dian 2015, p. 640).'° Indeed, the SED decided what the East German citizens were
and were not allowed to discuss with Chinese students living in the GDR, and films
and literature on China were chosen and approved by the authorities and its censors.
The way it is done in any self-respecting dictatorship.

Scepticism about what the authorities feared could be ‘too much’ Chinese influ-
ence and presence in East Germany was later also at times complemented by
racism and xenophobia—xenophobia warning of the alleged ‘yellow peril’, i.e. the
alleged/imaginary threat from China and its (alleged) strategy and plan to impose the

15 The idea of having to ‘protect’ its citizens from allegedly ‘dangerous’ Western ideology and values
running counter to the regime’s official ideology lives on in China today. In 2013, Chinese President
Xi Jinping ordered the party’s Central Committee to publish a directive, in which Chinese party
officials and political leaders on each and every level were ordered to make sure that the Chinese
people are protected from the ‘contamination’ of ‘dangerous’ Western ideology and values (such
as democracy, human rights and the like).

16 The historian Quinn Slobodian has in 2015 published an excellent article in the journal Journal

of Contemporary History on China-GDR relations and interactions. Slobodian has used a lot of
German archive material for his research, and the article is cited a number of times in this book.
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terms and conditions of global socialism and communism onto the community of
socialist and communist countries. However, the East German authorities were in the
1950s and 1960s not able to suppress all sympathy for China and Chinese opposition
against what Ulbricht and his political masters in Moscow among others referred to
‘incorrect deviations’ from Marxism-Leninism. Even in the early 1960s and during
Sino-Soviet Split, there were SED party members and others who applauded Mao for
standing up to Moscow and not endorse the Soviet version of socialism (as ordered
by Moscow). China, some of them concluded, has decided to end its relations with
Moscow in order to end being patronised by the Soviet Union and the GDR should
do the same. Almost needless to say that those who argued publicly along those lines
were a very small minority, mainly because challenging the official SED party line
publicly had consequences the East German notorious Staatssicherheitsdienst (Stasi)
would ‘take care of’, to say it in gangster lingo. SED authorities were also concerned
that many party members listened to Chinese radio and read Chinese propaganda
distributed by the Chinese embassy in East Berlin. However, that was probably more
paranoia than a legitimate concern as the amount of Chinese propaganda material
circulating in the GDR was always relatively little—Ilike most probably the interest
among GDR citizens in such Chinese material.

2.2 Dangerous China

In 1964, East Berlin turned to referring to Beijing as the ‘main danger within the
international communist movement.” The sudden shift from China being a role model
of global socialism/communism in the late 1950s to becoming the aforementioned
‘danger to the international communist movement’ came apparently too abrupt for
some East German teachers. While in the late 1950s, they were ordered to teach
that both the Great Leap Forward and the People’s Communes had role model char-
acter for what the GDR should seek to do and achieve, they were then ordered
to teach the exact opposite of that in the early 1960s. On some instances, SED
party members too complained about the fact that not enough objective and accurate
information on China is available in the GDR. Some SED party members further-
more expressed admiration for China’s decision to have freed itself from Soviet
dominance and orders on how to interpret and apply Marxism—Leninism. Further-
more, some East German citizens were expelled from the GDR in the early 1960s for
their support for China in the course of the Sino-Soviet Split. East Berlin’s authori-
ties and censors in the meantime sought to confiscate all written material on China,
while the Chinese embassy in East Berlin still continued to distribute propaganda
material among teachers and factory workers as much as it could. Slobodian cites
archival evidence indicating that some party SED members at the time looked to
China as a country with the courage to oppose Soviet dominance and paternalism.
Slobodian concludes that ‘“‘such statements expressed less support for the content of
China’s policies than a casual approval of their courage in defying Soviet hegemony
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but they still provided East Germans with a vocabulary for talking about the exis-
tence of imperial relations within the communist camp” (Slobodian 2015, p. 645).
To be sure, to no real avail whatsoever at the time as the SED dominated and all
but completely monopolized the debate and defined how to talk about whom and
what, in this case about China and its allegedly ‘misguided’ and ‘wrong’ version of
Marxism-Leninism. In other words, while it is indeed noteworthy to point out that
some SED party members dared to complain about East Berlin’s come-what-may
devotion and obedience towards Moscow, when relations between the Soviet Union
and China turned from bad to worse very rapidly in the early to mid-1960s, their and
anybody else’s dissent from East Berlin’s official position on China and its interpre-
tation and application of Marxism-Leninism did of course not make any difference.
No difference in the sense that their opinions did not have any measurable influ-
ence on the ‘official’ opinion and approach towards Beijing. “Sympathy, Slobodian
writes, “was especially strong among the group known as the ‘old comrades’ (‘alte
Genossen’), that is, people who had joined the German Communist Party (KPD) in
the 1920s. Relating the Sino—Soviet conflict to the clash between communists and
social democrats in the Weimar era, many ‘old comrades’ saw the Chinese version of
Marxism-Leninism as closer to the spirit of communism. They shared the belief that
fixating on the goal of peace and the notion of a ‘gradual growth into socialism’ was
an error”’ (Slobodian 2015, p. 645). However, the aforementioned ‘old comrades’
expressing their dissatisfaction with a too ‘tame’ East German version of socialism
and/or communism probably fell under the ‘nostalgic-group-of regulars-table-talk’
category more than anything else, also because it did realistically not matter what
they did or did not like about the Soviet/East German version of socialism. In fact,
among the ruling SED elites, it must be doubted whether it made any difference at all
what the ‘old comrades’ thought and said when what they thought about how to inter-
pret Beijing’s decision to deviate from Moscow’s version of socialism/communism
was either ignored or—worse—punished by the authorities. To be sure, those in
the GDR who in the late 1950s and early 1960s admired China as a role model for
how to apply and live socialism and communism did most probably not know that
Mao’s Great Leap Forward resulted in near-complete economic and humanitarian
disaster, first and foremost among Chinese peasants as the historian Frank Dikétter in
his book Mao’s Great Famine. The Story of China’s Most Devastating Catastrophe
analyzes in great detail'” (Akbar 2011). As will be explained in great detail elsewhere
in this book, Dikéotter provides ample evidence that the country’s political leaders
and party officials ordered the destruction of one-third of all Chinese private homes
from 1958 to 1962 using the housing material as fertilizer. He furthermore docu-
mented that the CCP’s Public Security Bureau kept a detailed account of the acts
of violence committed towards peasants. He furthermore documents that party offi-
cials considered peasants to be ‘digits’ and/or a faceless workforce which can be
easily replaced and disposed of. The level of violence committed against peasants

7 Dikétter is arguably the world’s foremost expert on the Great Leap Forward. He is backing up
his research and conclusions with an enormous amount of archive material from the CCP party
archives (which were temporarily opened).
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during the Great Leap Forward, Dikétter is cited in the newspaper The Independent
in 2011, “was like the Cambodian communist dictator Pol Pot’s genocide multi-
plied 20 times over.” Indeed, those who out of desperation and hunger were caught
stealing food were punished in an unspeakably inhumane fashion.'® All of this had
arguably nothing at all to do with how some of the aforementioned East German
‘old comrades’ romanticized life in China and falsely believed that Chinese party
officials and political leaders had stood by and joined starving Chinese peasants and
people in solidarity during the Great Leap Forward (allegedly a campaign indicating
the way towards ‘true’ socialism as Mao claimed). In fairness, the flow of accurate
information documenting the disastrous consequences of the Great Leap Forward
from China to East Germany and the rest of the world was imperfect, to say the
very least. Against the background of the lack of knowledge on what the Great Leap
Forward (and also Mao’s previous political terror campaigns and purges in the 1950s)
resulted in on the ground realities in China, it becomes understandable why parts of
the East German public in the 1950s and 1960s believed in Mao as a non-conformist
revolutionary prepared to defend the so-called Chinese ‘revolution’ against Soviet
Union alleged ‘revisionism.’ Parts of West Germany’s 1968 generation (like in other
European countries) too cheered for Mao Zedong and his allegedly ‘anti-imperialist
fight’, not knowing that they were cheering for the man responsible for arguably the
biggest man-made economic and humanitarian catastrophe in human history (Der
Spiegel 2005).

Slobodian writes that “historians have emphasized the relative moderation of
the East German response to the Chinese challenge in comparison to the Soviet
Union. The main scholarly discussion has been about why the SED took this stance.
Was there a genuine attraction within the East German leadership to the Chinese
position? What was the precise role of the Soviet Union in monitoring and control-
ling the Sino—East German relationship?” (Slobodian 2015, p. 637). Whether East
Berlin sympathized, as Slobodian wonders, with the Chinese way of interpreting
and applying socialism/communism can be doubted and East German leader Walter
Ulbricht lost little time in the 1960s to emphasize over and over again that the Soviet
Union’s interpretation and orders of how socialism is to be defined and applied must
be respected and followed—as Moscow and Moscow only was able to define the
‘correct’ version of Marxism—Leninism as far as East Berlin was concerned. True, as
will be shown below, East Berlin and Ulbricht in particular showed initial enthusiasm
for the collectivization of agricultural production during the Great Leap Forward, but
when it emerged that the leap resulted in mass famine and near-complete economic
collapse, Ulbricht did not lose much time to declare the Chinese model of agricul-
tural collectivization to be ‘unsuitable’ for the East German context. When Mao
launched the Great Leap Forward Ulbricht was indeed seemingly fooled by Mao’s
grandiose rhetoric on what the leap would achieve in terms of Chinese agricultural

18 For theft, e. g., parents were forced to bury their children alive, others were set on fire, Dikotter
writes. Furthermore, Chinese peasants were forced to work naked in the middle of winter. And there
was more 80% of all villagers in one region of a quarter of a million Chinese peasants were banned
from the official canteen because they were too old or sick to work, which meant that many of them
were left to starve to death.
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and industrial production. Even if East Berlin had a distinctively different perception
of its own influence on and role in international politics in general and within the
group of socialist and communist countries in particular, it must not be forgotten
that the GDR was still and above all a Soviet Union satellite country. Consequently,
East Berlin—at least initially and until relations with China became hostile in the
mid-1960s—seeking to maintain a relatively cooperative and not aggressive tone
when talking with and about China—can also be explained with the fact that the
GDR was quite simply not influential and powerful enough to confront China in a
more determined and self-confident fashion. Beijing for its part made it more than
once very clear that it considered the GDR an obedient and weak junior partner of
the Soviet Union without an independent foreign policy (which, as was as discussed
above, was an accurate assessment on the quality of East German foreign policies).

2.3 Testing the Friendship

The first real test of Chinese ‘friendship’ with its fellow oppressive regime came
in 1953. In June 1953, China supported the joint East German-Soviet decision to
end East German workers’ demonstrations with violence, from Beijing’s view a US-
inspired conspiracy to topple the regime in East Berlin.!” A test China under Mao
passed with flying colours, so to speak. After Soviet tanks and East German state
police?” had violently ended the East German workers’ uprising in East Berlin and
other German cities on 17 June 1953,%! China’s Prime Minister Zhou Enlai sent a
letter to GDR Prime Minister Otto Grotewohl, offering East Berlin moral and material
support for its fight against ‘American imperialists and West German fascists bandits’
(SAPMO-BArch, NL90/477). Where exactly Zhou Enlai had identified ‘imperial-
ists’ and ‘fascists’ among ordinary East German workers demonstrating against low
wages and oppression was not explained by Zhou in his letter. Decades later in 1989,
East Berlin would return the favour by sending a delegation to Beijing in September
of that year to ‘congratulate’ Beijing on its decision to end peaceful demonstra-
tions on Tiananmen Square in May and June 1989 with military force. Zhou Enlai,
like the political leaders in the GDR at the time, of course must have known what
really happened in June 1953. The demonstrations in East Berlin and elsewhere
in the GDR had nothing to do with the interference of American ‘imperialists’ or
German ‘fascists’ but was instead a rebellion against oppression and demonstrations
for democratic elections in a regime that practiced the former and denied the East
German people the latter. Zhou Enlai in particular, who together with Deng Xiaoping

19 June 17 became a public holiday in West Germany—the Day of German Unity (Tag der deutschen
Einheit) to commemorate the workers and demonstrators who were killed and imprisoned in the
GDR on that day in 1953.

20 The so-called Volkspolizei (Police of the People).

21 Ending the demonstrations with violence led to 50 casualties among demonstrators as well as
roughly 13,000 arrests.
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lived in France in the 1920s, was probably the best informed Chinese policymaker
on international politics and affairs. Consequently, he certainly must have under-
stood that the workers in East Germany were neither financed nor encouraged from
the outside nor were they planning to stage a West German-sponsored ‘counter-
revolution’ in the GDR. Zhou of course was not alone ignoring reality. East Berlin’s
violent response to the protests in June 1953 made it very clear that the SED and
East Berlin’s policymakers had decided that in order to survive it had to believe in
and defend the parallel reality it created—the sort of reality, in which the GDR finds
itself constantly threatened by West German ‘militarists’ and ‘fascists.” In fact, East
Berlin, like other dictatorships in the past and present, had from the beginning of
its existence in 1949 boxed itself into a corner of that self-constructed reality. In
September of 1953, the GDR’s diplomatic mission in Beijing became an embassy.
That led some scholars to conclude that turning China’s diplomatic mission into an
embassy was to be understood as a gesture of Chinese support for East Berlin’s deci-
sion to respond to the June 1953 demonstrations with military violence. At the time,
it was certainly important for East Berlin to be able to count on Chinese support for
its decision to end—together with the occupying Red Army—the workers’ demon-
strations with violence. As it turned out, it indeed could count on such support and
responding with violence to dissent and peaceful demonstrations would remain a
specialty East German, Soviet and Chinese leaders had in common.

Later in 1953, Beijing’s diplomatic mission in East Berlin too became an embassy
(SAPMO-BArch, ZPA 1V 2/20/115).

East Berlin, of course, cheered when Mao Zedong at the time personally reas-
sured East Berlin on Beijing’s support for a ‘unified, independent and democratic
Germany’ (Dokumente zur Aufenpolitik der Regierung der Deutschen Demokratis-
chen Republik 1955 A). To be sure, the part of Germany Mao was planning to support
was neither independent (but instead dependent and controlled by the Soviet Union),
nor democratic and certainly was not fighting for German reunification (but was
instead in the process of consolidating the dictatorial regime in East Berlin). In fact,
while German reunification was nowhere to be found on the agenda of East German
political leaders, their Chinese counterparts would continue to talk about the fight by
the ‘German nation’ for reunification. In that context Mao mentioned his victory in the
Chinese civil war (1945-1949) as an example of how to reunify a divided country—
which of course could not have been any more inaccurate as the Chinese civil war did
not result in a unified China but instead the coming into being of a second Chinese
state. East Berlin’s interest in intensifying relations with Beijing further increased
after the death of Soviet dictator Stalin and the arrival of Stalin’s successor Nikita
Khrushchev whose aforementioned Peaceful Co-Existence approach towards inter-
national relations would very quickly be perceived as regime-threatening in East
Berlin.
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2.4 Beijing Talking Reunification, a Bit

In the mid-1950s, Beijing began to make advances towards West Germany and
proposed the establishment of diplomatic relations. Bonn, however, applied the Hall-
stein Doctrine and declined that proposal. Then Beijing turned to talking about
German reunification with East Berlin, obviously reunification on East German
terms. Indeed, what Zhou Enlai had in mind when he spoke about German
reunification in 1954 was a unified socialist Germany under the leadership of a
socialist/communist GDR-style government (Machetzki 1982, pp. 13—-24). On his
way back from the Geneva Conference, Zhou Enlai visited East Berlin at the end
of July 1954?? when then East German Prime Minister Otto Grotewohl seized the
occasion to emphasise that the meeting with Zhou Enlai was an encounter of two
countries on ‘equal footing’ to promote peace, friendship and democracy’ (Doku-
mente zur Aufenpolitik der Regierung der Deutschen Demokratischen Republik
1955 B). Upon his arrival Zhou Enlai was welcomed enthusiastically in East Berlin
and the press covered his visit intensively. And Zhou did not disappoint, making
all the right noises during his visit when he spoke about ‘profound friendship’ and
‘socialist brotherhood’ between Beijing and East Berlin. Furthermore, Zhou thanked
Grotewohl for his and the SED’s support for the Chinese position during the Geneva
Conference (in April 1954, which in July of the same year resulted in the Geneva
Agreements).”> However, his main speech in East Berlin on July 24 might have
spoiled the party for the hosts somewhat when he said that “I am convinced that
the adoption of economic and cultural relations between the People’s Republic of
China and the whole of Germany?* is not only beneficial for the relations between
our two countries but also for world peace in general” (Neues Deutschland 24 July
1954, Neue Zeit 24 July 1954, Neues Deutschland 25 July 1954 and Neue Zeit 25
July 1954). The East German press translated what he said in Chinese with ganz
Deutschland (whole of Germany), which implies that Zhou Enlai meant relations
with both East and West Germany, which were in his view “beneficial for both the
relations between Beijing and East Germany and world peace in general.” Against
the background of East Berlin’s constant fear of not being acknowledged and taken

22 He stayed in East Berlin from July 23 to July 26, 1954.

23 The Geneva Conference was attended by the USA, China, France, the Soviet Union and Great
Britain from April to July 1954. The conference was convened to resolve the conflict between France
and Vietnam’s nationalist forces led by Ho Chi Minh. In July of the same year, the talks in Geneva
resulted in the Geneva Agreements, through which France agreed to withdraw its military troops
from Vietnam. Furthermore, Vietnam was divided into North and South Vietnam along the 17th
parallel. A divided country pending elections within two years to elect a president for the whole
of Vietnam. These elections never took place, the USA did not sign the Geneva Agreements and
instead became entangled in the conflict between North and South Vietnam (until the US defeat in
1975).

24 The East German press translated what he said in Chinese with ganz Deutschland, which implies
that Zhou Enlai meant relations with both East and West Germany, which from his perspective were
beneficial for both the relations between Beijing and East Germany and for what he referred to as
‘world peace’ in general.
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seriously as fully sovereign and independent country, it is indeed possible that East
German officials might have preferred if Zhou had spoken about Beijing’s relations
with the GDR only (as opposed to hinting at what Zhou called the ‘benefits’ deriving
from Beijing’s relations also with West Germany). Also because German reunifica-
tion was something the SED had nowhere near the top of its policy agenda. In fact,
it can in retrospect be concluded that East Berlin’s rulers at the time did not have re-
unification on their agenda at all: the GDR was founded only a few years earlier and
history has shown (and continues to show) that there is very little dictators like less
than the risk of having to give up power and privileges, let alone adopt reforms which
would replace them, or worse, land them in jail (like it indeed happened with a number
SED officials after the GDR’s collapse). From where East Berlin was standing and
judging by the declarations and propaganda coming out of East Berlin at the time, the
SED’s Socialist Workers’ Paradise governed by Soviet-installed leaders had only just
begun to ‘shine’ as a role model and beacon of supposedly ‘peace-loving socialism’,
and reunifying with West German militarists and fascists was without much doubt
the last thing on the minds of the rulers in East Berlin.?

In a final joint communiqué on 25 July 1954, Zhou and Grotewohl jointly
complained about what they referred to as US-sponsored re-militarization of Japan
and West Germany and the alleged negative repercussions for peace and stability in
Europe and Asia. The joint communiqué furthermore maintained that West German
industry leaders were willing to establish trade relations with China and condemned
Bonn’s decision to cave in to US pressure not to allow German companies to establish
business ties with Chinese counterparts. The fault of American so-called ‘monopoly
interests’ (the term used in German is Monopolinteressen, a term created by the
GDR leadership to warn of the alleged influence of US multinational companies and
their alleged self-assigned mission to dominate the world), as far as East Berlin and
Beijing were concerned.?®

Finally, Zhou Enlai and Grotewohl confirmed in the same joint declaration their
endorsement for the GDR’s proposal to create a ‘confederation’ of both German states
and the Soviet Union’s proposal to turn Berlin into what Moscow called a ‘demili-
tarized’ city (‘demilitarized’ as in the city of Berlin without US, British and French
but with Soviet military troops) (Lindner 2002). Both of which—as it is discussed in
detail elsewhere in this book—were two complete non-starters from the very begin-
ning. Indeed, West Germany had made it already very clear on various occasions
that the proposed ‘confederation’ was not an option for Bonn. Consequently, Beijing
endorsed something that was already obsolete and the Chinese political leadership

25 The same was without doubt true for the Korean Peninsula. North Korea, governed by its Soviet-
installed leader Kim I1-Sung, of course, never considered peaceful and consensual reunification with
South Korea an option. South Korea was—until it became a democracy in 1987—a dictatorship
and South Korea’s leader Syngman Ree—Ilike his counterpart in the North Kim Il-sung—more than
once in the 1950s toyed with the idea of reunifying North and South Korean with military force.
Unlike Kim II-Sung, however, Syngman Ree did not have the support of his allies in Washington
to strive for reunification through military force.

26 What is meant is the global economic and financial power and influence of multinational
companies.
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must have been aware of that. The same was true for Khrushchev’s proposal put
forward on 27 November 1957 to supposedly ‘demilitarize’ Berlin and end the city’s
Four Power Status. While the proposal was discussed between the Western Allies
and the Soviet Union (without any success), already on 29 November 1957, Berlin’s
then Berlin mayor Willy Brandt called Khrushchev’s bluff calling his proposal an
attempt to curb the rights of the Western Allies in Berlin under the pretence of a
de-militarized Berlin. “The Soviet Union is attacking the rights of the Allies here in
Berlin in order to achieve the radical solution to the Berlin question as propagated
in the Pravda. This is again about the existence of our city and millions of people
who have a right to choose their lives and their future according to their wishes. It is
disguised as ‘demilitarized, free city’, with the eastern sector of our city becoming
part of the so-called GDR and we, detached from the free part of Germany, should
be squeezed out like a lemon”, Brandt said at the time (Ulrich 2008).

The Chinese version of German reunification as suggested by Zhou Enlai in the
mid-1950s was repeated several times in the years and indeed decades ahead by
Chinese policymakers. Certainly, repeating an all but completely unrealistic version
of German reunification more than once did not make it any more realistic over the
decades and again: Zhou Enlai and other Chinese policymakers must have known just
that. Then again a dictatorship like China had arguably nothing else to suggest but
for a reunified Germany to become a (fellow) socialist dictatorship. Put differently:
dictatorships then and today do not promote democratization and democracy but
authoritarianism and autocracies with which to establish problem-free relations. That
was true then and is still true today. That is why it always sounds awkward today when
the Chinese leadership under Xi Jinping today announces (over and over again) to
have embarked on a mission to ‘democratize’ international politics and institutions
(as part of the Chinese justification for promoting and engaging itself in international
fora and institutions other than the United Nations. Fora—like, e.g., the Shanghai
Cooperation Organziaton (SCO), a regional forum of largely non-democratic and
authoritarian countries dominated by Russia and China). Because that does indeed
sound awkward and lacks credibility, Xi and his aides today are usually very careful
not to add any details which would explain how and where exactly Beijing’s foreign
policy promotes the ‘democratization’ of international politics. Not least because
there isn’t anything to ‘explain.’

Beijing and Zhou Enlai at the time proposing the aforementioned German reuni-
fication on socialist/communist terms was probably part of a Chinese strategy of
presenting itself as a well-meaning mediator between East and West Germany.
When Bonn in 1955 dismissed the aforementioned Chinese proposal for reunifi-
cation, Beijing—joined by East Berlin and Moscow—accused Bonn of not wanting
reunification in the first place. Beijing only changed its approach towards and ideas
about unification in the late 1960/early 1970s when it resumed official contacts and
relations with West Germany. Then, the official Chinese line became that German
reunification must take place according to the ‘free will” of all German people, and at
the time Beijing presumingly meant the people in both East and West Germany. While
that sounded good on paper, it must have sounded very awkward and decisively
implausible to the East German people lockedup in the GDR, where the authorities
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in general and the aforementioned Stasi in particular invested enormous resources
into suppressing the ‘free will’ of East German citizens. Furthermore, it should not
go unmentioned that the decisively non-democratic Chinese dictatorship under Mao
Zedong would certainly not have welcomed German reunification if at the time it had
taken place according to the aforementioned ‘free will of the people.” The ‘people’ in
West and more importantly East Germany (if they had had a chance) would certainly
not have opted for a socialist, non-democratic and oppressive reunified GDR-style
Germany but for the sort of country the ‘other’ Germany was: democratic and capi-
talist. Like they in fact did when East Germans marched through the streets of East
Berlin, Leipzig and Dresden in late 1989. Fortunately, for Beijing German reuni-
fication was in the 1960s all but completely unrealistic, and hence, Beijing could
generously leave the shape and style of reunification up to the ‘free will’ of the
German people.

When West Germany gained full sovereignty in 1955, Taiwan reached out to Bonn,
asking for West German diplomatic recognition. Then West German Chancellor
Konrad Adenauer declined that request, thereby deciding not to cave in to US pres-
sure and requests to establish diplomatic ties with Taiwan (Weggel 1982). Arguably
West German ‘realpolitik’ at its best, which would in 1964 help West Germany
to initiate negotiations on a bilateral commodity/trade agreement with Beijing.?’
In retrospect, a West German decision which had favoured West German—Chinese
trade and investment ties over the decades (without a Taiwan Question controversy
in the way), but it also did (like it did to other Western countries which opted for
problem-free investing in Mainland China) long-term damage to West Germany’s
(and today’s Germany) credibility as self-confident actor in international politics—
an actor that does not allow to let business rule over principle in interstate relations
in general and in relations with China in particular. Certainly, one could turn the
argument around and argue that Bonn showed self-confidence by not giving in to US
pressure to establish diplomatic relations with Taiwan at the time. Then again still
today, Chinese policymakers are aware that German policymakers are more often
than not (i.e. never) less than very outspoken and critical when human rights in
China, Chinese aggressive policies related to territorial claims in the South China
Sea, Beijing’s detaining and imprisoning of minorities in Xinjiang (and also Tibet)
make it onto the bilateral agenda. That because of West German business, trade and
investments ties with and in China (and the fact that 50% of overall EU trade with
China today takes place between Germany and China). What is more, and maybe
even worse, German multinational companies with massive investments in China like
Daimler-Benz or Volkswagen have over recent years more than once demonstrated
their de facto preparedness to align their views on Taiwan, Tibet, freedom of speech
and expression in China with those of the Chinese government.?®

27 However, negotiations that did not result in a bilateral trade agreement. After meeting five times
in 1964, negotiations broke down in November 1964.

28 This in order to avoid any kind of controversy with the Chinese authorities, in turn avoiding
economic repercussions and Chinese economic blackmail politics. To be fair, German policy-
makers in general and the country’s Minister of Foreign Affairs Heiko Maas have in 2019 and 2020
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In 1955, Beijing asked Bonn to consider the possibility of establishing diplomatic
relations. China, in consultation with East Germany, offered to normalize relations
with West Germany in December 1955. Bonn, however, refused, citing the Hallstein
Doctrine at the time. For many years, Moscow was the only capital hosting East
and West German embassies. Bonn’s Hallstein Doctrine would normally not have
allowed Bonn to maintain diplomatic relations with countries which had diplomatic
relations with the GDR. In the case of the Soviet Union, however, Bonn made an
exception and established diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union in 1955.

By the late 1950s, the GDR had become China’s second largest trading partner
after the Soviet Union (Erlinghagen 2009). East Germany—together with the Soviet
Union and other socialist countries—provided China with industrial and agricultural
machinery in the early days of the Great Leap Forward. At the time, it emerged
that East German companies were unable to provide China in time with all the
machinery China had ordered for the year 1958. East Berlin admitted that it was not
able to honour all the contracts it had adopted with Beijing and explained that an
internal lack of productivity and organization was to blame. East Berlin continued
to invest resources into its relations with Beijing, and in mid-1959, an East German
delegation, this time led by SED Politburo member Herrman Matern, visited Beijing
(from the end of April until mid-May 1959) (SAPMO-BArch, ZPA NL 76/180).
During that visit the delegation met with Mao, who said that Beijing is currently not
able to change the what he called ‘situation’ in Taiwan, i.e. is not able to reunify
Taiwan with Mainland China. The what Mao called ‘US occupation of Taiwan’
continues to stand in the way of Beijing’s attempt to reunify Taiwan with Mainland
China. Washington conspires to guarantee what Mao feared would be the ‘eternal
occupation of Taiwan’.?” For what it was worth—as it turned out very little—East
Berlin supported the Chinese request to urge Washington to withdraw its ‘aggressive
military troops’®” from Taiwan. The USA would withdraw its troops from Taiwan
only in 1979 when Washington and Beijing established diplomatic relations.

2.5 Dictatorship Lessons from China

SED leader Walter Ulbricht had to wait 11 years for ‘his’ wall to be built, but the
records show that he always had a plan on how to separate friends and families

become more outspoken about Chinese human rights violations and China violating an international
treaty (by interfering in Hong Kong’s judicial affairs)—also because it has indeed become much
harder to ignore these and other Chinese repressive and aggressive policies while at the same time
hoping that economic engagement will automatically and by default facilitate and promote political
engagement. It does not in the case of China.

29 In the late 1950s, roughly 40,000 US troops were stationed in Taiwan. In the 1970s, the number
of US military stationed in Taiwan was reduced to 4,000-7,000. US soldiers left Taiwan in 1979
completely when Washington terminated the Sino-US Mutual Defense Treaty.

30 The term in German is Aggressionstruppen, a term invented and frequently used by East German
propaganda to describe West German and US military troops.
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indefinitely from each other in Berlin and the GDR. Indeed, what Ulbricht had in
the early 1950s in mind was not necessarily the Berlin Wall he had erected in 1961,
but he had nonetheless plans to permanently separate East from West Berlin long
before 1961. In fact, the German historian Gerhard Wettig confirms that already
in May 1952 Ulbricht asked Stalin for support to close the inner-Berlin border for
good (Wettig 2011; Harrison 2012). Stalin, however, at the time did not react to
Ulbricht panicking about East German citizens leaving the GDR en masse. Ulbricht
tried again in the autumn of 1952, again to no avail. It was Khrushchev in 1961,
who gave in to Ulbricht’s demand to erect a wall between East and West Berlin.
Ironically, East Berlin did not even have the material to build the Berlin Wall without
outside help and was—out of all countries—obliged to buy the barbed wire needed
for the wall in West Germany (Dassler 2009). While in mid-June 1961 Ulbricht still
lied about not having any plans to close the border between East and West Berlin,
it emerged that already in the 1950s Ulbricht and the SED envisioned to solve the
Berlin Question with a wall which was dubbed ‘Operation Chinese Wall.” That wall
foresaw to seal off West Berlin from the GDR, completely and indefinitely (Radio
Aref Kalenderblatt 2016). Ulbricht’s ‘Operation Chinese Wall’—and the operation’s
name gave it away—might have emerged during Ulbricht’s visit to Beijing and his
meeting with Mao in 1956. During that meeting Mao wanted to know whether the
SED had cracked down hard enough on the ‘rebellious’ East German workers who
demonstrated against the regime in 1953: “Have you locked up many insurgents
after June 17 (1953)?”, Mao asked Ulbricht back then. Then Mao proposed, Jung
and Halliday write, the ‘Chinese model’ to Ulbricht: an East German version of the
Chinese Wall. “A wall is very helpful to keep certain people away from one’s territory,
fascists for example”, Mao informed Ulbricht at the time (Chang and Halliday 2005,
p- 501). With ‘fascists’ Mao—Ilike Ulbricht too—obviously meant West German
‘fascists’, who without a wall would sooner or later seek to invade the GDR. Almost
needless to say that neither Mao nor Ulbricht mentioned the fact that dividing East
from West Berlin would not so much keep West German ‘fascists’ from sneaking
into the GDR but rather keep ordinary East Germans from leaving the country.

2.6 Officially Friends

In a letter to Wilhelm Pieck,’! then president of the GDR, dated 9 January 1955,
Mao promised East Berlin his support for its opposition against the Paris Agree-
ments/Paris Treaties®? (of October 1954), which in Mao’s view were aimed at facil-
itating West Germany’s plan to return to World War II-style militarism (Dokumente
zur Aufenpolitik der Regierung der Deutschen Demokratischen Republik 1955 C).

31 From 1949 to 1960, the GDR’s only president. In 1960, the GDR changed its constitution and
abolished the office of president. Instead, the so-called Staatsrat (roughly to be translated as privy
council) became the GDR'’s formal head of state.

32 Through which West Germany again became a fully sovereign country. The agreement went into
force on 5 May 1955.
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In reality, the Paris Agreements/Paris Treaties adopted between West Germany,
the USA, France and the UK merely and formally ended West Germany’s mili-
tary occupation by terminating the so-called Statute of Occupation.>® Furthermore,
the Paris Treaties authorized Germany’s NATO and West European Union (WEU)
membership. In return, West Germany at the time governed by Konrad Adenauer
officially renounced the right to reunify Germany with military means. Although
Adenauer insisted that West Germany had after the signing of the Paris Treaties
become an independent country with the right to conduct internal and external poli-
cies without any outside interference, the Paris Treaties nonetheless stipulated that
West Germany would until reunification remain a state with restricted sovereignty.
Although West Germany was since 1955 treated as a de facto fully sovereign state by
its allies in the West, it legally and formally became fully sovereign only in March
1991 with the adoption of the Two-Plus-Four Treaty. What Mao in 1955 must have
been concerned about was West Germany’s NATO membership as ‘evidence’ that
Bonn was once again becoming an aggressive and militarist country. However, West
German NATO membership was arguably the very opposite of a return to German
militarism but instead a quasi-guarantee that Germany as a semi-sovereign country
and part of the Western defence alliance would no longer able to adopt aggressive
go-it-alone policies.** All of this got lost on Mao and East Berlin where the state-
controlled government mouthpiece newspapers ordered to outdo each other with
warnings that West German NATO membership made an aggressive, militarist and
nuclear-armed out of West Germany in no time.3> While East Berlin, of course, knew
that West German NATO membership would not result in the revival of German mili-
tarism, in view of Mao’s aforementioned profound ignorance on international affairs
and global history, it can probably not be taken for granted that he did not know
that NATO membership was an obstacle as opposed to facilitator for a replay of
German World War II-style militarism. Either way, warning of West German NATO
membership as the foreplay of West German militarism was what East German and
Chinese propaganda (unsurprisingly) opted for.

On 7 April 1955 Mao officially declared the end of the state war between China
and the GDR. In December 1955, GDR Prime Minister Otto Grotewohl visited China
and during that visit Grotewohl claimed that not only the East but the West German
industry too is eager to establish trade and commercial relations with China (Doku-
mente zur Aufenpolitik der Regierung der Deutschen Demokratischen Republik,
1955 D). To be sure, Grotewohl did not provide his audience with any evidence
pointing to an interest of West German industry in establishing trade and commer-
cial relations with China. The West German government at the time did not have
such interest either. Bonn under Chancellor Adenauer had just adopted the Hallstein
Doctrine®® as the guiding principle of West German foreign policy and diplomacy.

33 Besatzungsstatut in German.

34 Until a certain extent comparable with Japan as a partner of the US—Japan bilateral security
alliance treaty adopted in 1951.

35 In 1955, the East German press alone published more than one thousand articles on that topic.
36 Adopted in September 1955.
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As mentioned earlier, the doctrine stipulated that Bonn will not maintain diplomatic
relations with countries which have diplomatic relations with the GDR. Beijing,
however, tried in 1955 all the same to convince Bonn to consider negotiating diplo-
matic relations—unsuccessfully. As mentioned above, the exception was the Soviet
Union, with which Bonn established diplomatic relations in June 1955, a few months
before the adoption of the Hallstein Doctrine. Bonn made that exception as Bonn was
counting on Moscow as future facilitator of German reunification (Schifer 2014).
In December 1955, Beijing and East Berlin further institutionalized their rela-
tions through the adoption of the bilateral Treaty on Friendship and Cooperation.”’
While both Beijing and East Berlin at the time claimed that the treaty was the result
of the already excellent and steadily improving relations (the parties’ propaganda
departments went into high-gear in both countries at the time praising the treaty in
grandiose language), the treaty did in reality not say very much and did not instruct
or indeed oblige East Berlin and Beijing to do much together in international politics.
In fact, the treaty (composed of eight articles) is hardly making more than a series
of general-sounding statements about expanding economic, scientific and cultural
ties.’® Furthermore, the treaty does not contain any concrete agreements or commit-
ments to militarily cooperate or defend each other. The closest the treaty comes to
expressing a joint commitment to cooperate with each other in international politics
and security is formulated in Article 2 of the treaty. That article stipulated that East
Berlin and Beijing will consult with each other on ‘important international issues
which concern both states. In that context particular importance will be assigned to
the necessity to protect the invulnerability of the integrity of their respective territo-
ries and security as well as the consolidation of world peace.” That article, however,
does not specify in any way how East Berlin and Beijing were planning to actively
contribute to world peace and security, not least as neither East Berlin nor Beijing
were in the business of contributing to global peace and security. In fact, the very
opposite was the case: Beijing under Mao supported violent self-declared revolu-
tionary movements all over the globe, while East Berlin supported various terrorist
organizations, among them the West German Red Army Faction. No bilateral cooper-
ation whatsoever that went beyond joint declarations of solidarity during the Korean
or Vietnam Wars and joint condemnation of US involvement in hostilities on the
Korea Peninsula (1950-1953) and Vietnam (from the mid-1960s until then end of the
war and the US defeat in 1975) materialised. As will be shown further below, Beijing
had without doubt from East Berlin’s perspective violated the bilateral treaty when
in 1965 it rendered the transport of East German supplies (including ammunition)
through China destined for Vietnam deliberately difficult. Finally, worth mentioning
is also Article 7 of the treaty, which stipulated that the treaty ceases to exist in the
case of German reunification. ‘The treaty will endure until German reunification and
the existence of a peaceful and democratic German state or until both parties of the
treaty agree to change or revise the treaty.” That Article 7 is indeed remarkable as it

37 In German: Vertrag iiber Freundschaft und Zusammenarbeit zwischen der Deutschen Demokratis-
chen Republik und der Volksrepublik China.

38 Admittedly like many other similar treaties between states.
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suggested that East Berlin was not—at least on paper—excluding the possibility of
reunification with a country that in 1955 was the very definition of an arch-enemy
and in the eyes of East Berlin a militarist and revanchist country conspiring to reunify
Germany with military force.

2.7 Two Germanys but Only One China

In December 1955, two East German delegations visited China—both of which
were led by East German Prime Minister Otto Grotewohl. During these visits, East
Berlin confirmed in a joint declaration® its support for Beijing’s objective to end
what Beijing referred to as the ‘illegal occupation’ of Taiwan. What Berlin meant
with ‘illegal occupation” was the presence of US military in Taiwan. For what
is was worth—little or indeed nothing as the GDR like West Germany became a
member of the United Nations only in September 1973—East Berlin called upon the
United Nations to grant Mainland China (and not Taiwan) its (allegedly) rightful
place as permanent member of the UN Security Council (UNSC) (Dokumente
zur AuPenpolitik der Regierung der Deutschen Demokratischen Republik 1955 E).
Against the background of the fact that the GDR was not a member of the UN at
the time, that was hardly more than a symbolic favour without consequences East
Berlin was doing Beijing. East Berlin supporting China’s quest for UN membership
was not—to put it simply—relevant to any of the interested parties, i.e. the Western
Allies led by the USA. In fact, if East Berlin’s voice in international relations had
been in any way relevant, East Berlin calling for an end of the aforementioned ‘illegal
occupation’ of Taiwan would have been counterproductive in the sense that the more
an influential socialist/communist country urged Washington to withdraw its military
troops from Taiwan, the more Washington would probably have been inclined not to
withdraw them. However, because East Berlin’s international influence in the mid-
1950s was all but completely non-existent, what it did and did not say did not even
have—to put it that way—the potential to be counterproductive. In other words, the
GDR’s relevance in international affairs was simply not there to promote or damage
what China (or any other socialist country for that matter) was aiming at achieving
(in this case international support for the withdrawal of US military from Taiwan).
Certainly, all involved and interested parties knew just that.

2.8 Reporting to Mao

In September 1956, SED leader Walter Ulbricht himself headed a GDR delegation
visit to Beijing, where the delegation had a two-hour meeting with Mao (SAPMO-
BArch, ZPA NL 182/220). The record shows that Mao did all the asking and Walter

39 Grotewohl’s Chinese counterpart signing the joint declaration was Zhou Enlai.
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Ulbricht had all the answers ready.* Ulbricht was on a good news propaganda roll and
displayed a near-obsession wanting to explain when and how the GDR will overtake
West Germany in terms of agricultural and industrial production. However, Ulbricht
then turned to the bad news part of his presentation when he warned that the GDR will
have to have higher living standards than West Germany by 1960. Otherwise, he said,
things could be become ‘dangerous’ as he put it. What he meant was the ‘danger’ of
even more East German citizens leaving the GDR to settle in West Germany—moti-
vated by economic hardship and equally importantly political oppression. This in
turn, Ulbricht warned, would lead to West Germany seeking to invade and ‘absorb’
the GDR on West German terms. During their meeting Mao and Ulbricht shared
the concern that 90,000 soldiers of the GDR’s National Peoples’ Army*' would be
no match for what Ulbricht and Mao both claimed would be 500,000 West German
soldiers equipped with nuclear weapons*? (Zank 1996; Wiegrefe 2018). In particular
Mao was concerned that if the USA, France and Great Britain decided to withdraw
their military troops from West Germany, the Soviet Union would have to do the
same in the GDR, which in turn would leave the GDR exposed to Western German
aggression. This was a clear indication that East Berlin (and the Soviet Union for
that matter) were never—as analysed elsewhere in this book—serious about turning
the whole of Berlin into what East Berlin and Moscow in 1958 falsely called a
‘demilitarized’ city. At the time, the Western Allies’ military troops were asked
to leave West Berlin while the withdrawal of Soviet troops from East Berlin was
never on East Berlin and Moscow’s policy agendas (for further details, see below).
Furthermore, Ulbricht assured Mao that the GDR authorities in general and the
Staatssicherheitsdienst (Stasi) in particular had been able to identify and punish the
conspirators of the 17 June 1953 demonstrations. Most of them, Ulbricht claimed,
were not counter-revolutionary GDR citizens but instead ‘foreign agents.”** Ulbricht

40 The German translation of the questions Mao raised is not always of good quality. This could
mean that parts of the translation do not always fully and accurately reflect what Mao said and asked
during the encounter with Ulbricht.

41 Nationale Volksarmee in German.

“2 In reality, the West German Bundeswehr was never 500,000 soldiers strong, and West Germany
was not equipped with nuclear bombs either. To be sure, at the end of the 1950s, German Chancellor
Konrad Adenauer was—together with France and also Italy—talking about jointly developing and
deploying nuclear weapons. In November of 1957 Paris and Bonn held secret talks about the
possibility of jointly developing a nuclear weapons programme. During the secret meeting in Bonn
on 17 November between Adenauer and French Undersecretary of State Maurice Faure, France
and Germany agreed to undertake efforts to jointly develop a nuclear weapons programme. The
bilateral plan to develop and deploy nuclear weapons became a trilateral one when Italy too became
interested in such a joint programme. Six months later in June 1958, however, French President
Charles de Gaulle called it off and decided that France would not be part of any joint nuclear
weapons programme with West Germany.

43 A standard ‘explanation’ and assignment of guilt by dictators then and now in times of rebellion
and demonstrations against them. The student demonstrations on Tiananmen Square in Beijing
in 1989 is another case in point—according to Beijing until today a ‘counter-revolution’ spon-
sored by the CIA and other ‘foreign agents.” More recent cases are the demonstrations in Hong
Kong (2019/2020) against Mainland Chinese interference in Hong Kong’s judicial affairs (and the
adoption of Hong Kong’s new National Security Law), regular demonstrations against Russian
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furthermore claimed that West German agents and agencies—Ulbricht called them
members of the ‘old Hitler clique’—were working towards sabotaging the GDR.
Ulbricht then went into overdrive and overboard when he also claimed in his conver-
sation with Mao that West German militarists** could not only seek to attack the GDR
but also—Ilike in World War II—again invade France and Belgium. That assessment
was arguably as absurd as it gets, and it cannot not be verified whether Ulbricht
really and sincerely believed that West Germany in the mid-1950s was considering a
replay of German World War II militarism. At some point during their conversation
Mao mentioned—as mentioned above—the Chinese Wall, which according to Mao
was built to keep the Mongols out of China. It can today obviously not be verified
whether Mao bragging about the Chinese Wall provided Ulbricht with the inspiration
to build the Berlin Wall, but Ulbricht warning more than once during his meeting
with Mao that East Germans will continue to escape to West Germany unless the
GDR is able to raise the standard of living does allow for the conclusion that Ulbricht
already had a plan for how to keep dissatisfied East German citizens from leaving
the socialist GDR to seek refuge in Adenauer’s ‘fascist’ West Germany. The idea of
separating East from West Berlin with a wall might therefore indeed have been some-
thing Ulbricht returned back to East Berlin with. Mao furthermore advised Ulbricht
to work with the Social-Democratic Party in the GDR to convince its party members
to join the socialist cause, and both Mao and Ulbricht concluded that Adenauer in
West Germany prohibiting the Communist Party* was taking away ‘freedom’ from
the West German people. Ulbricht added that Adenauer does not have any political
capital in West Germany but only ‘butter.” Ulbricht was wrong on the political capital
but right on the butter: West Germany had—unlike the GDR—consumer goods (the
‘butter’ Ulbricht mentioned) on offer in abundance, while Adenauer had due to his
firm commitment to defend West German interests in the framework and with the
help of the Western defence alliance also quite a bit of political capital in West
Germany*®, and did not feel obliged—like Ulbricht in 1953—to call for help from
allies to end demonstrations with violent means (like it happened in East Berlin on
June 17, 1953). Adenauer for sure was no saint and his ambitions to develop and
deploy nuclear weapons in West Germany in the 1950s certainly made him vulnerable

president Putin’s domestic policies and most recently (August 2020) demonstrations against rigged
Belarussian presidential elections of 2020—all of which was encouraged and financed by ‘foreign
agents’/‘outside forces’, as far as Beijing, Moscow and Minsk are concerned.

44 He meant the West German government.
45 In German: Kommunistische Partei Deutschlands (KPD).

46 The Iron Chancellor Adenauer was not uncontroversial, but during his 14-year long reign (1949—
1963), he enjoyed overall broad public support for his foreign and economic policy choices.
Adenauer’s determination to make West Germany a reliable and firm partner and ally of the alliance
of Western countries led by the USA in particular was considered to have paved the way for West
Germany’s quick economic and political recovery after World War 1. However, the building of the
Berlin Wall in 1961 made him vulnerable at the time to criticism that his commitment to the US-led
Western bloc of countries had turned out to be an obstacle to German reunification. To be sure,
the GDR under Walter Ulbricht was never in any way interested in reunification and dividing West
from East Berlin has been on his agenda de facto since the foundation of the GDR in 1949.
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to criticism of being a ‘militarist’ and/or going too far with West German rearma-
ment. However, he was governing a democratic country that was very quickly—with
the help of the Western Allies—recovering economically from World War I1.

2.9 Agreeing on Ideology, in Parts and for a While

Parts of the literature suggest that in the mid-1950s China and the GDR increas-
ingly agreed on ideology and issues related to domestic and international policies.
That is not least noteworthy as East Berlin and Beijing agreed—at least sometimes
and temporarily—on issues Moscow had different views on. Both East Berlin and
Beijing, e.g., were very sceptical about or indeed strongly opposed to Khrushchev’s
de-Stalinization policies of the mid-1950s. Furthermore, East Berlin was without
doubt relieved when Mao in 1957 decided to end his Hundred Flowers Campaign
with violence, arresting and torturing thousands of intellectuals and ordinary citi-
zens in the course of the so-called Anti-Rightist Campaign following the Hundred
Flowers Campaign. Inviting intellectuals, writers and artists to criticize the govern-
ment and its governance the way Mao did in 1956, Ulbricht concluded from the
very beginning, would open up Pandora’s Box in the GDR, encouraging citizens to
give it another try after 1953 to seek to topple his dictatorship.*’ Ulbricht certainly
still remembered very vividly what happened in June 1953 in East Berlin and other
parts of the country and encouraging citizens to express their frustrations with the
regime like Mao did in China in 1956 (well, pretended to do as it would turn out,
for details see below) was without doubt the very last thing on Ulbricht’s mind. The
difference between the GDR in 1953 and China in 1956 obviously was that East
German leaders did not encourage East German workers to criticize the government
and protest against the government’s inability to pay salaries in time—while Mao in
1956 actively encouraged intellectuals to criticize the government, i.e. provide the
party with what Mao hoped would be ‘constructive criticism.’

Martin Esslin argued in the journal China Quarterly in 1960 that parts of the radical
agricultural collectivization that took place in East Germany in the 1950s had been
inspired by Mao’s plan to increase agricultural production by obliging peasants to
eat and live together like prisoners and/or slaves in Mao’s People’s Communes during
the Great Leap Forward.*® “In recent months, there have even been indications that
the East Germans are toying with the idea of copying such radical Chinese devices
as the communes. The suddenness and brutality of the recent collectivisation drive
in the East Zone* was attributed by some observers to the Chinese example. More

47 For details on that campaign followed by purges of thousands of intellectuals, students and
ordinary citizens see elsewhere in this book.

8 For details on East German initial support for the Great Leap Forward and the People’s Communes
see elsewhere in this book.
49 The term for East Germany that was widely used in German (in West Germany) was for many

years Ostzone (East Zone). A term that was to imply that the GDR was not to be recognized as a
legitimate and sovereign second German state.
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to the point perhaps is the recent drive in East Germany for the establishment of the
so-called Socialist House Communities,”® in which the families occupying a block
of tenements are grouped together by sharing cooking and eating facilities, even
bathrooms.>' Other practices that appear to have been copied from the precepts of
Mao Tse-tung are the workers’ meetings (Rote Treffs>?) held after the day’s work
in factories, which are said to have been introduced by Mao Tse-tung as early as
1942, and the method of nationalising the remaining private business and industrial
undertakings by the government’s acquisition of shares”, Martin Esslin writes (Esslin
1960, p. 87). As will be further discussed in detail below, when Ulbricht sounded
enthusiastic about the Chinese People’s Communes established during the Great
Leap Forward, East German farmers rebelled immediately and made it very clear
that the Chinese communes are a folly that they were not planning to copy and be
tortured with in East Germany. When Ulbricht was later asked about the communes
and whether he considered the possibility of introducing them in the GDR, he claimed
that he never deemed them suitable for East German collectivized farming. As will be
shown below, the official record of what Ulbricht said about the Chinese communes,
however, says something else.

Walter Ulbricht’s support for Chinese domestic and foreign policies was not
entirely—or maybe not all—genuine or sustainable but rather a result of shared East
German—Chinese fears of regime change, Martin Esslin concludes. “There certainly
have been at times indications that Ulbricht and the Chinese leaders have been on
the same side in disputes on tactics and ideology, particularly since the emergence
of Khrushchev as undisputed leader of the Soviet Union. In the sphere of interna-
tional relations the reasons for this were clear enough: at times when Khrushchev
was working for a détente it was in the interests both of Peking and of Pankow to
keep the tensions high. If Communist China fears the consequences of a rapproche-
ment between the Soviet Union and the United States, Ulbricht has every reason to
dread the spectre (however remote it may be) of a settlement of the German problem
through free elections or any other method of self-determination” (Esslin 1960, p. 85).
As Esslin accurately concluded in 1960, the chances of free and democratic elec-
tions taking place in East Germany in the mid-1950s followed by regime change
had been indeed next to non-existent, but the East German political leadership under
Ulbricht (like the one under Erich Honecker after him) was paranoid enough to smell
conspiracy when Khrushchev in 1956 talked about Peaceful Co-Existence with the
West. Peaceful Co-Existence, together with De-Stalinization and later Détente were
from Mao’s perspective directed at damaging and containing China and therefore
East Berlin’s scepticism about Peaceful Co-Existence must have been very welcome
in Beijing at the time. However, joint opposition to Moscow’s attempts to de-escalate
tensions with the West never led to any actual joint East German-Chinese policies
opposing what the Soviet Union pursued internationally (and ordered its socialist East

0 Sozialistische Hausgemeinschaften in German.

51 Such ‘Socialist House Communities’, however, were not—at least to the best of this author’s
knowledge—established in the GDR (while they existed in the Soviet Union).

32 Literally Red Meetings.
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European vassal states to endorse and follow). Agreeing on paper with each other
on how and why Détente and Peaceful Co-Existence with the West were allegedly
endangering global socialism is one thing, adopting and implementing joint policies
opposing both quite another as it turned out. A number of obstacles stood in the way,
among others priorities and autonomy, or the lack thereof. While Mao was in the
process of unleashing the disastrous Great Leap Forward campaign in China, East
Berlin under Ulbricht was far less free to adopt its foreign policies autonomously
than his political rhetoric and propaganda suggested. Furthermore, China was from
an East German perspective culturally and geographically too distant and the Soviet
Union’s influence on and authority over East German foreign policies was (far) too
strong and comprehensive for East Berlin to embark on adopting policies running
counter to Moscow’s policies and interests. Finally, even if East Berlin had been able
to adopt foreign policies not aligned with those of Moscow, it would—in view of East
Berlin’s near non-existent global reach and influence—not have mattered much—
or indeed not at all. In other words: what East Berlin thought and did in international
politics—if it had been allowed to do so independently—would arguably not have
interested many outside East German policymaking circles.

2.10 Flowers in Beijing and Pest Plants in East Berlin

In May 1956, Mao gave a speech during which he said: “Let a hundred flowers bloom,
let a hundred schools of thought contend.” The beginning of his Hundred Flowers
Campaign, which initially looked a semi-sincere invitation extended to the country’s
intellectuals to provide Beijing with constructive criticism. However, it turned into
a violent campaign against intellectuals, students and others who falsely believed
that Mao really wanted to hear their opinions on politics and governance in China.
What he was planning to do at the time was to invite intellectuals, artists, students,
etc., to put forward constructive criticism aimed at improving the governance of the
CCP. At the time Mao, parts of the literature suggest, believed that (constructive)
criticism brought forward by intellectuals and artists would improve and strengthen
socialism in China. As it turned out fairly quickly, however, what he meant with
‘constructive’ criticism was not the kind of criticism the country’s intellectuals had
in mind and voiced: calls for alternative forms of governance and regime change
in China. Mao, however, was initially optimistic that the intellectuals would opt for
improving as opposed to replacing Chinese-style socialism. The intellectuals and the
Chinese people, Mao concluded, will come to realize that socialism is superior over
all other forms of governance. These aspirations, however, did not become reality
and the campaign turned into a crusade against intellectuals, artists, students and
others, resulting in torture, imprisonment and executions when Chinese intellectuals
concluded that Chinese-style socialism is instead not superior over all other forms of
governance. In fact, the campaign to identify those who in any way disagreed with
what Mao had in mind in terms of governance turned out to be very comprehensive
and well-organized, which led (non-Chinese) scholars to suspect that Mao had never
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been sincere about asking intellectuals to provide the party with constructive criti-
cism, but instead had from the very beginning planned to use the campaign to identify
and ‘neutralize’ any kind of opposition among China’s intellectuals, writers, artists
and students. That probably also explains the fact that it took Chinese intellectuals,
writers and artists several months to come forward with their contributions and criti-
cism. There had been too many violent purges in China earlier in the 1950s, resulting
in punishment for any kind of dissent—real or trumped-up—for the intellectuals to
believe that Mao was in any way sincere when he invited them to criticize his way
of governing China (with an iron first, accompanied by purges and killings). Indeed,
Chinese intellectuals must have concluded that Mao’s invitation to criticize the party
was too good to be true—which in fact it was, as it turned out. Initially, the Hundred
Flowers Campaign received some support from East German intellectuals and from
parts of the SED as the campaign was perceived as an opportunity to begin to write
and think more independently. In December 1956, Karl Schirdewan member of the
SED Politburo’? and later a victim of a purge ordered by Walter Ulbricht, praised the
Hundred Flowers Campaign in an article in which he explained that the government’s
invitation to criticize the governance of the Communist Party meant “for research
work in literature, art and science... freedom to think independently, freedom of
debate, freedom of creation, freedom of criticism”. “Mao Tse-tung’s pronounce-
ment on ‘contradictions’ also led to