[edited by] Shafir, G., and Y. Peled, The new Israel. Peacemaking and liberalisation, Westview Press, 2000.  

(Shafir 2000).

The work edited from Gershon Shafir and Yoav Peled offers a more structural approach to the analysis of the Israeli reality. It does not pose the questions of a too small State (and incapable of Roman Empire- or British Empire-style political/State integration and federation indispensable for becoming of at least relatively sufficient dimensions and power for being accepted in the area) and too dependent from the US strategic cover. It presents nevertheless valuable contributions to a deeper understanding of the prodigy represented from the small but powerful Israeli State in an inhospitable land and area.  

The Shafir and Peled Introduction analyses the Israel evolution from a State economy to a more competitive and opener one realised from the mid-1980s. What produced, as reaction, an anti-liberal opposition catalysed overall and more openly from religiously fundamentalist political movements. The Israel more liberal currents pursued the pacification with Arabs, while the more Statist ones prospered on the continuation and aggravation of the confrontation against them.  

Deborah S. Bernstein offers an historical representation of the creation of a Jew labour movement in mandatory Palestine. 

Dov Khenin analyses the 1950s transformation of the Israeli Labours, the Mapai, in a middle class party. 

Michael Shalev discusses causes, consequences and problems of the Israel transformations and of its 1990s rapid growth. 

Ran Hirschl represents the interaction of the Israeli legal frame with liberalisations. 

Uri Ram analyses the redefinition of an Israeli identity in an opener world. 

Gershon Shafir and Yoav Peled explain the Israeli developmentalism, against all immediate market logic, as typical of all developmental State, where specific incentive systems create the conditions of the accumulation and strengthening indispensable for future competitive development. In Palestine, the Zionist colonisation, with consequent techniques of non-market mechanisms in land acquisition and labour regulation, was indispensable for the same conditions’ creation for the establishment of the Israeli State. The liberalisation process started in the mid-1980s was the passage to a further development phase. 

The Jonathan Paris essay deal with questions of regional cooperation of the area. 

[edited by] Shafir, G., and Y. Peled, The new Israel. Peacemaking and liberalisation, Westview Press, 2000.

Suvorov, Viktor, Stalin, Hitler. La rivoluzione bolscevica mondiale, [Stalin, Hitler. The world Bolshevik revolution], Spirali, Milan, Italy, 2000.

(Suvorov 2000).
With massive direct and accessory evidence, Suvorov explores the immediately defensive nature of the 22 June 1941 German attack to Soviet Union. According the Soviet military theory, for preparing a surprise attack one should concentrate troops and airports nearest than possible to the future front. It was what Soviet Union was rapidly doing when an unprepared Germany preceded of a couple of weeks the 1941 Soviet occupation of Europe. 

On 1 September 1939, Germany aggressed Poland. On 18 September 1939, the Soviet government declared that responsible of the war was Poland: what seems historically very doubtful. Anyway this assertion justified the Soviet occupation of eastern parts of Poland and the German-Soviet sharing of Poland. On 17 September 1939, Soviet Union had suddenly attacked Poland. On 30 November 1939, Stalin wrote on the Pravda that England and France had attacked Germany, so becoming responsible of the war: what was historically true since Germany had no intention to lead a western war and only the British and French declaration of war obliged Germany to such a war. The Stalin assertion was anyway a tactical alignment from the German side, even if the removal of an intermediary States as Poland was and the consequent direct bordering between Germany and Soviet Union could only lead, from a strategic point of view, either to forms of integration or to direct confrontation. 

Inside the dialectic conflict-cooperation historically characterised the Russian and Germanic spaces, the post-WW1 phase saw the prevailing of cooperation. For instance, Soviet Union accorded to the German Armed Forces all the facilities it could not enjoy on the German territory as consequence on the treaties of the end of WWI. In addition, Soviet Union had favoured in all possible way the triumph of the national-socialist movement. What had the strategic meaning of favouring the overcoming of the situation created in Europe as consequent as WW1. Hitler was secretly defined in Soviet Union, even before he was in office, icebreaker of the revolution. The meaning of “revolution” was clearly, not differently from other metaphors, the Soviet expansion. 

The elements (Suvorov 2000) provides show a pre-WW2 Soviet military industry of high technological level (even with US licences), considerable results, impressive productive potentials and, overall, concentrated on offensive corps and weapons. For instance, armoured tanks were specific for the western roads instead than for the Soviet lands for which they were absolutely useless. Also the Soviet military air force had a net technological and fire superiority on the German and western ones. Not casually, the Soviet pilots were not trained for air fighting but only for striking land targets: the background hypothesis was in fact, again, a surprise attack with the immediate destruction of all the German [or other enemy power] aeroplanes. In 1941 the whole Soviet air force was concentrate on the western borders. It was clear that the now prevailing element was conflict.   

When Germany was far (without common borders with Soviet Union) there were, in Soviet Union, huge defensive works. When Germany was bordering [after the 1939 Polish war], the previous defensive works were demolished. Landmines were typical defensive weapons. The Soviet landmines production was traditionally enormous. It was suspended just Soviet Union bordered with Germany. 

A week after the signature of the pact Molotov-Ribbentrop, Stalin played his first nasty trick. Germany attacked Poland, while Soviet Union declared it was not ready. In this way, the UK and France declared war to the only Germany, which was anyway the only British target and real obsession of the first half of the twentieth century. On the contrary Poland’s partition had been decided in Kremlin, present Stalin and not Hitler. 

For (Suvorov 2000), Stalin estimated that the year of the destruction of Germany would have been 1942. The German rapid occupation of France and the decision of not landing to England, since the too strong resistance of the British militarism (decision Soviet Union knew at the end 1940), induced Stalin to anticipate his plans to the summer 1941.

On 1 September 1939, the German Army stated the occupation of “its” portion of Poland. On 1 September 1939, the USSR Supreme Soviet approved the general conscription. Some deputies needed 7-10, even 12, days to reach Moscow. Consequently the deputies should have been convoked perhaps even before the signature of the pact Molotov-Ribbentrop. For (Suvorov 2000), on 19 August 1939, during the meeting of the Politburo, the Soviet occupation of Europe was decided. On 13 March 1940, the Politburo approved the full militarisation of the party. The members of the Party Committees were obliged to follow courses of military training. In such way, from May 1940 to February 1941, 90,000 political instructors, included 63,000 functionaries of the Party Committees, were “riqualified” by exams and checking from Commissions. On 17 June 1941, 3,700 exponents of the nomenclature were asked to be at disposal of the Army. 

In occasion of the occupation of Estonia, Lithuania, Latvia, occidental Ukraine and Byelorussia, Bessarabia and Bucovina, the first to pass borders had been the Nkvd frontier guards. When Germany attacked Soviet Union, on the bridges near borders there were the Nkvd frontier guards in attack attitude. In fact they were absolutely unprepared for defence. Not only 47 land units and 6 naval units of the frontier guards, and 11 operational regiments of Nkvd troops were along the borders for a total of about 100,000 men. Also a multiplicity of other units, included divisions, had been rapidly moved on the borders, and an impressive quantity of other ones were rapidly and hurriedly moving in the moment of the German attack. Nkvd, as previously ČK and GPU, were punitive troops. They were also barrage troops behind the Army, then one Regiment of motorised infantry each Army. And practically all these troops were then near or on the western borders. The Nkvd barrage troops grew rapidly from 1939. The 6 border districts had become 18, and the troops for each district grew rapidly. 

The Soviet Osnaz were very aggressive and pitiless assault units. They had replaced the traditional frontier guards. One of these Osnaz units, a battalion of only 502 men, was used from G. K. Žukov for purging the territories near the front when he attacked Japan. The Osnaz battalions were the first ones to pass the frontiers, preceding the other troops and occupying bridges, cutting communications and terrorising population, when Poland, Latvia, Lithuania and Finland were attacked. When the army units overtake the Osnaz units, these passed to the task of purging the occupied territories. On 14 June 1941, the Osnaz battalions had deported the frontier citizens for freeing the frontier area for the attack. On the other side of the borders, the SS had realised the same operation, on 2 June 1941. There was a difference of about 2 weeks in the respective [German and Soviet] attack plans.      

In preparation of the 1941 Soviet attack, all the Soviet protection-defensive zones had been removed. The same offensive infrastructures built from Germans (bridges, railways, airports, roads) were built from Soviet Union on his side of the common frontier. On the Soviet side, the Nkvd had already started to remove all form of barrage, even the barbed wire. 

Actually, who was unprepared for a real long-term occupation of lands which were too cold during the winter and too marshy during the summer were Germans. They had not lubricants for the Soviet temperatures, what blocked both arms and engines and other mechanical parts just the cold season arrived. While in the warm season there were problems since the bogginess of earth. About these key [even if apparently irrelevant] “details”, see also war testimonies. I found extraordinary, also since its spontaneity and naïveness (a virtue in this kind of literature), Guy Sajer, Le soldat oublié, Robert Laffond, 1967, the war memories of a francophone soldier forcedly enlisted in the “Russian” German army as consequence of the German annexation of francophone zones of the Franco-German frontier.      

In Soviet Union, the productions of defensive weapons and defensive fortification devices were nearly totally stopped, anti-tank canons included. The [defensive] Stalin-line was totally destroyed and replaced from a merely formal Molotov-line built just for being seen from Germans, but without any real defensive strength. It was exactly what did the German troops while preparing for the attack: to build fake defensive structures. In 1939, the German parachutists were about 5,000. Soviet Union had started to train parachutists in 1930 and, at the imminence of WW2, they were about 1,000,000. In April 1941, 5 corps of parachutists were created and all them in the western regions of Soviet Union. Each commander parachutist, overall at level of colonels and generals, had, in his entourage, a soldier or sergeant of German origins, and the learning of the German language diffused, being clear [in Soviet Union] the direction of the war. Before WW2, the USA had sold to the USSR the licence for building the C-47, which, under the acronym Li-2, became the basic aeroplane of the Soviet air force. Some hundreds of old strategic bombers TB-3 were converted in military transport aeroplanes. For using 1,000,000 parachutists, it was indispensable a sudden attack with the total destruction of the enemy air force. In June 1940, the Soviet marines were born. 

Germany depended on Rumanian oil. In June 1940, while Germany was fighting in France, Soviet Union occupied a piece of Romania, Bessarabia, and its warships arrived to the Danube delta. For saving its Rumanian oil, Germany ought to attack Soviet Union in another point of the frontline, in addition to the Polish one. 

For (Suvorov 2000), the German theory of the Blitzkrieg and the Soviet theory of the deep operation were absolutely identical. There were however scale differences. A Soviet assault Army included an armoured corps of 1,031 tanks. Such an Army was superior to a German armoured group. By 21 June 1941, all the Soviet Armies on the German, Rumanian and the 32nd army on the Finland border corresponded to the standards of the assault Armies, even if formally they were not called such. Germany had 4 groups of tanks, Soviet Union 16 assault armies. Once completed their ranks [the troops and weapons were in rapid moving toward the frontier], the 6th, 9th and 10th Armies near the German and Rumanian borders, and oriented toward the German borders, should have, each one, at least 2,350 tanks, 698 armoured vehicles, more than 4,000 canons and mortars, and more than 250,000 soldiers.  The 9th Army should totalise 3,341 tanks. For (Suvorov 2000), it would have been equivalent to the whole Wehrmacht and qualitatively better. The 9th Army were on the Rumanian border. On 13 June 1941, the soldiers of the 9th Army corps received manuals of conversation Russian-Rumanian. Rumania was the main source of the German oil. Without it, Germany would have been annihilated. So, the most powerful Soviet army was on the Rumanian border. Two mountain Armies were ready to participate to the isolation of Rumania and of its oil from Germany. 

On 13 June 1941, a TASS communiqué informed that Soviet Union had not intention to attack Germany and that the massive movements of troops were just military exercises. Just emitted this communiqué, the first strategic Echelon, formed by 170 divisions, about 3,000,000 soldiers, accelerated its moving towards the German borders. When, on 13 June 1941, the transfer of the troops started, all the railway traffic was monopolised from that, but the trucks and wagons were insufficient. The transfers were not exactly of the kind consistent with simple military exercises. And reservists were called during harvesting, instead than after it as usual. With the males’ mobilisation before harvesting, Soviet Union would have been condemned to famine in 1942, without an attack to west. 56 of the 170 divisions were already near the borders, while the other 114 began to move in the moment of the TASS Communiqué. The transfer of the Soviet troops had started in February 1941, had increased in March and had reached grandiose dimensions in April-May. At the beginning of July there were 47,000 wagons running filled with military transportations. The full accomplishment of the transfer had been planned for 10 July 1941. All the Soviet Armies were lining up on the borders were without defensive plans, what explains the dramatic disbanding and surrender followed the German attach. During the war years, Soviet Union produced 100,000 tanks, what may indicate a since far planned war economy. 

In its declaration to the Soviet government at the start of the war, Germany justified the attack with the unjustified concentration of Soviet assault troops at the Rumanian borders. What seems supported by massive historical evidence. The German attack ruined the Soviet plans obliging it to move towards Byelorussia all the troops were lining up on the South borders. 

The [planned] Soviet attack to Germany was a replication of the Soviet attack to Japan. In August 1939, Žukov suddenly attacked Japan. So, the 6th Japanese Army was defeated, in Mongolia, by a surprise factor. On 19 August 1939, Žukov informed Stalin of the success against Japan. And Stalin gave his consent to operate for common borders with Germany, the prologue of the war against Germany. On 13 April 1941, a treaty of reciprocal neutrality with Japan was signed. At the end of WWII, on 9 August 1945, when Japan was weakened from the war, USSR attacked again Japan. 

From 24 April 1941, the German diplomatic sources in Moscow officially informed Berlin on insistent rumours, but also on evidence, on a near Soviet attach to Germany. On 5 May 1941, Stalin, speaking to the neo-officers of the military academies, had unequivocally referred to the German Army as the most probable enemy. On 6 May 1941, for the first time, Stalin became the Soviet Prime Minister. Until then, he had always refused all State charges. For (Suvorov 2000), that happened because Stalin wanted that the order of the attack to Germany came from himself. On 15 June 1941, the Soviet Generals of the border districts received a reserved order of being ready to pass to the offensive in whatever moment. 

The possibility of a German surprise attack to Soviet Union had been excluded from the Soviet vertexes. When Stalin was informed on the already started German attack, he did not believe that. 11 days after that Hitler definitely approved the war plans against Soviet Union (18 December 1940), the Soviet military espionage knew that. However, Germany was not yet prepared for an eastern war. The GRU Head, the Tenant-General F. I. Golikov, had defined that only when the German Army had started to use lubricants and fuels for Russian temperatures, and to provide his soldiers of ram fur coats, the German Army would have been ready for fighting against Soviet Union. In this way, the GRU knew that on 22 June 1941 there was no German unit ready for an Eastern war. German attacked without the most elementary devices for the normal working of his soldiers and his Army in the Soviet winters. On 17 June 1945, Feldmarschall-General W. Keitel declared, under interrogatory, that the German spring 1941 preparation was essentially defensive in the perspective of an aggression from the Red Army, that all the eastern war was de facto preventive relatively to the in practice already running Soviet aggression. The same declarations came from the interrogatory of Colonel-General A. Jodl, the main author of the German war plans. The Soviet inquirers tried, in all possible way, to get from them a different version. They were unsuccessful. Both were hanged with the accusation of having triggered a war without provocation. Later, Soviet very qualified sources quoted from (Suvorov 2000) confirmed the running Soviet aggression against Germany and that Germany anticipated the Soviet attach exactly of two weeks. For (Suvorov 2000) the planned date for the Soviet attach might have been 6 July 1941.

= These are links where I found details on arms quoted by (Suvorov 2000): 

http://www.inf.upol.cz/~stepanos/museum/bt.html ; 

http://www.skalman.nu/soviet/ww2-equipment-tank-bt2.htm ;  

http://www.skalman.nu/soviet/ww2-equipment-fast-tanks.htm ;  

http://www.nzfpm.co.nz/aircraft/i16.htm ; 

http://216.219.216.110/polikarpov/i16.html ; 

Suvorov, Viktor, Stalin, Hitler. La rivoluzione bolscevica mondiale, [Stalin, Hitler. The world Bolshevik revolution], Spirali, Milan, Italy, 2000. 
Ho, S. P. S., Economic development of Taiwan, 1860-1970, Yale University Press, 1978. 

(Ho 1978). 

(Ho 1978) well represents a century of Taiwan’s economic history. When, in 1895, Taiwan became a Japanese colony, purpose of the colonial government was its development as an agricultural appendage of Japan. That was successfully realised, with Taiwan exporting rice and sugar to Japan. In this way, Taiwan’s agricultural structure in the colonial period was more or less the continuation of its traditional structure, although with an impressive and regular development of the agricultural production. In parallel, Taiwan built a small, but significant, industrial base both for agriculture products processing and in other sectors. In the mid-1930, the Japan preparation to war was a further chance for the industrial development in Taiwan. When, at the end of 1949, the KMT retreated to Taiwan and operated there a developmentalist option, the background for its success had already been perfectly created since half a century of Japanese colonisation.  

Ho, S. P. S., Economic development of Taiwan, 1860-1970, Yale University Press, 1978. 

Cartier, C., Globalizing South China, Blackwell Publishers, 2001.

(Cartier 2001). 

(Cartier 2001) is a contribution in the field of regional studies. The whole post-WW2 Southeast Asia progressively became a magic space from the point of view of developmentalism. The same People’s China, after some decades of “freezing”, joined this long and diffusive wave. North China was historically dominant inside the Chinese space. In the developmental China of the economic and political reform, its South early emerged as the leading space. In a context, not only of rapid economic growth, but also of power decentralisation to the provinces, “regionalism” [in the western meaning of the word] became an important force of new local identities’ formation around this developmentalist process. What means, for China’s local entities, new ways of looking at themselves, at the outside world and at themselves inside this outside [“global”] world.   

For (Cartier 2001, p. 261/262): “On the basis of a geographical specific cultural and economic history, the south China coast has emerged as a globally significant transboundary region, where historic regional characteristics have transformed and reemerged in new regional entities, unbounded and multiscalar, the contemporary world order.” Not differently from the Western world, the new internationalisation wave produced also in the developmental China the emergence of local (“regional”) entities identifiable around criteria of socio-economic and cultural homogeneity different from the simple formal belonging to political [State] spaces. In a context of rapid economic growth, they inevitably are elements of de facto and formal State restructuring.   

In the Western world, regionalism has not transformed until now in a radical alternative to the nationally [from “nation”: ethnic-cultural concept] dominated States [what is improperly called nation-State]. For (Cartier 2001, p. 267): “Transboundary and unbounded regions are antithetical to the state in that they do not uphold the nation-state ideal, and, critically, reveal it as a particular rather than as a general historical form.” Conceptually, it is certainly true. Practically, State is a very resilient and also self-regenerating device. 

In addition, despite images of “new middle ages” [for instance a tautological work on this is: Tanaka Akihiko, The new Middle Ages. The world system in the 21st century, LTCB International Library Selection No. 12, Tokyo, Japan, 2002; decidedly more solid historical knowledge and personal freedom from Western and para-Western idiosyncrasies and stereotypes would be necessary for a really analytic discourse on this point], actually not impossible in a magmatic space as the continental European one is from the point of view of State formation and existence, everything becomes more complex and improbable in State spaces as the Chinese one. With Karl August Wittfogel (1896-1988), what in continental Europe has been called “modern State” has a tradition of thousand years in spaces as the Chinese one, since ecological factors: specifically the imperative of the waters’ government in many areas analysed from Wittfogel. Even now, waters’ great works, essential for the further development of the whole China, as the Yangtze dam is on the way to be built in the area of Chongqing municipality, would be impossible in a fractioned China. These ecological-historical permanencies are decidedly stronger than current internationalisation phenomena. In cases as the Chinese one, the existence of a strong central State is one of the preconditions for success in a world where militarism (see the Anglophone cases) remains key factor of economic and technological progress and domination. The same presently so exalted “globalisation” is not at all such an extraordinary and intense phenomenon, if seen in an economic history perspective [see, for instance: O’Rourke, K. H., and J. G. Williamson, Globalisation and history. The evolution of a nineteenth-century Atlantic economy, The MIT Press, 1999]. Also regionalism and localism, now re-growing in a world made smaller from easier trade and information communications, are immanent in human history and follow a cyclical movement opposed to cyclical phases seeing the prevailing of macro-spaces’ confrontations.        

(Cartier 2001) is anyway a precious analytical contribution for understanding China and its future.

Cartier, C., Globalizing South China, Blackwell Publishers, 2001. 

Keiji Furuya, [abridged English edition by Chun-ming Chang], Chiang Kai-shek: his life and times, St. John’s University, 1981.  

(Keiji Furuya 1981).

Despite (Keiji Furuya 1981) be an abridged edition, it is a monumental biography of Chiang Kai-shek. 

Chiang Kai-shek was born on 31 October 1887, in Chikow. In April 1906, he went to Japan where he remained six months for studying Japanese. His initial intention was studying military science, in a Military Academy. But he discovered it was impossible to apply for the admission without having previously got a recommendation of the Board of War of the Chinese government in Peking.  

In 1894, in Hawaii, the Chinese Revolutionary Party, the Nationalist Party of China, was created as a secret revolutionary organisation under the name of Hsing Chung Hui (Revive China Society). In 1905, it was reorganised as Tung Meng Hui, in 1912 as Kuo-min-tang, and in 1914 as Chung-hua Ke-ming-tang (the Chinese Revolutionary Party). On 10 October 1919, dr. Sun finally reorganized the Chinese Revolutionary Party into Chung-kuo Kuo-min-tang, the Nationalist Party of China. The Chinese Communist Party [CCP] was founded in July 1921, in a meeting in the French Concession in Shanghai. 

The decision to transform the Kuomintang [KMT] into a well-organized and highly disciplined political party was taken in 1922, while dr. Sun was still in Shanghai. On 20 January 1924, the First National Congress of the KMT was held. On 24 January 1924, Chiang Kai-shek was appointed Chairman of the Preparatory Committee of the Military Academy. On 3 February 1924, he was appointed to the KMT’s Military Council. On 12 March 1925, dr. Sun died.  

Japan judged the Manchuria’s coal, iron and agricultural resources as indispensable for its further development and for continuing to be a world power. On 18 September 1931, Japan began the occupation of Manchuria, a China’s territory. The imperatives of an eventual patriotic war against Japan were complicated from the already running “communist” peasant and urban revolutionary movements against the legal government of the KMT. 

For Chang Kai-shek, the liquidation of the “communist” forces was the precondition for the war against Japan. Despite perhaps the senseless of a war against Japan, actually Chinese “communism” was not defeatable without realising its bourgeois democratic revolutionary programme, what the KMT was incapable to do. On 12 December 1936, Chang Kai-shek was arrested from officers wanted the suspension of the anti-Communist campaign in name of the immediate war against Japan. On 14 December 1936 afternoon, Stalin instructed the CCP to get the release of Chiang Kai-shek within ten days, because for him China could conduct an effective war against Japan only under the Chiang Kai-shek leadership. And Russia was evidently interested in such option. On 25 December 1936, Chiang Kai-shek was freed and sent to Nanking. On 29 December 1936, in Nanking, Chiang Kai-shek submitted his resignation from the position of President of the Executive Yuan and Chairman of the National Military Council. His resignation was immediately and unanimously rejected. In January 1937, the Chinese government suspended its Communist-suppression campaign.  

In practice, inside the United Front KMT-CCP was created, the KMT forces fought against Japan, while the CCP ones reinforced and deployed in the perspective of the final confrontation against the KMT. Certainly, there were more basic reasons for the KMT strategic weakening and the CCP strategic strengthening. The KMT and the Mao Zedong fraction (the non-Comintern fraction) of the CCP were both nationalist forces. The nationalists were prisoners of the landlords’ obstruction to the land reform were aligned with the KMT. The nationalists wanting a real land reform, the CCP actually realised in its controlled areas, were aligned with the Mao Zedong fraction of the CCP. Undoubtedly, China was and is a very extended and extremely diversified country, pervaded more by anarchic-style protests and insurrections than by western social-democratic-style organised movements. But finally these two parties were the two great and irreducibly antagonist coalitions of forces. The same mostly authentically nationalist KMT forces, which were not subordinated to the landlords and their conditioning, and free from their previous history (in real history there are inevitably actors who, whatever their personal feelings, remain prisoners of their past), progressively aligned with the Mao Zedong CCP. For instance, if “communists”, in China, conquered intellectuals already well before their final success, it was because they interpreted decidedly better than the KMT the basic needs of the Chinese society at the times of the bourgeoisie revolution, alias of the imperatives of the land reform. Different question is the successive condemnation of China to decades of freezing since the US and pro-Western imperialisms embargo and its assignation [from the US and pro-Western imperialisms] to the area of the Soviet sub-imperialism. As different question is the success of the KMT in Taiwan, where the KMT social base of landlords had not any more the paralysing power it could exercise when the Republic of China yet extended to the mainland.   
In practice, in Yalta, Roosevelt left Manchuria under Russian influence. On 5 April 1945, in Japan, the Koiso Cabinet tendered its resignation. The same day, Molotov received Sato Naotake, the Japanese Ambassador, informing him of his government’s desire to denounce the pact of neutrality concluded on 13 April 1941 between Soviet Union and Japan. On 8 August 1941, Soviet Union declared war to Japan and the Red Army crossed the Manchurian frontier. A Japan annihilated from the first US atomic bomb opposed no real resistance to the Soviet attack. The Soviet Red Army rapidly occupied Manchuria. On 9 August 1945, the USA launched their second atomic bomb over Japan. Japan surrendered, while the Soviet troops continued to occupy Chinese territories even outside Manchuria. 

In November 1947, in China, there were general elections. The National Assembly met on 29 March 1948 for the election of the President and vice-President of China. Chang Kai-shek became the first President of China under the 1946 Constitution. He was sworn in on 20 May 1948. On 8 November 1948, the greatest engagements of the entire civil war began. On 11 January 1949, at the end of the 65-day battle, the Chinese government army had suffered 300,000 casualties. The CCP forces had had even greater losses, although they succeeded in controlling north from the Yangtze and expanded in the whole north. On 7 December 1949, the executive Yuan voted to move the capital to Taipei, Taiwan. On 10 December 1949, 2 p.m. the Chang plane took off for Taipei. The only relevant troops he left behind him were those under the command of Hu Tsung-nan. Hu led his troops in the direction of Sichang, capital of Sikang. On 28 March 1950, Sikiang too fell.  

On 5 April 1975, at the age of 87 years, Chang Kai-shek died in Taiwan. 

Keiji Furuya, [abridged English edition by Chun-ming Chang], Chiang Kai-shek: his life and times, St. John’s University, 1981.

Nathan, A. J., and B. Gilley, China’s New Rulers. The Secret Files, NYRB, 2002. 

(Nathan 2002). 

Nathan, A. J., and B. Gilley, China's New Rulers: The Path to Power, The New York Review of Books, 26 September 2002.

Nathan, A. J., and B. Gilley, China's New Rulers: What They Want, The New York Review of Books, 10 October 2002.

(Nathan, 26 September 2002 and 10 October 2002). 

(Nathan 2002) and (Nathan, 26 September 2002 and 10 October 2002) are the former the book-length version and the latter the relatively shorter essay version of the same NYRB report written immediately before of the November 2002 CCP 16th Congress when new leaders replaced the old ones, exactly as expected when the NYRB report was published. Presented inside and outside China as a generational renewal, it was actually an alignment of the CCP to the needs of the capitalism development in People’s China and guarantee of its irreversibility. The NYRB report is founded on the Chinese book Disidai [The Fourth Generation] (published by Mirror Books, a US-based Chinese-language publisher) whose sources are the secret files of the CCP Organization Department, which assists the CCP Politburo in considering candidates for the highest offices. 

There are always reasons when secret materials are diffused, overall where there is an authentic cult of absolute secrecy, although finally the “secret materials” are a first-hand and very useful para-journalistic political information of news would be openly accessible in different cultural spaces. Nothing of really astonishing is revealed on the new and old People’s China leaders. The provided information helps to “humanise” in same way the enigmatic faces of the leaders of People’s China. Actually, without further information on their representativeness of economic, military and bureaucratic lobbies, it is not even sufficient for determining the real direction of the China’s development eventually inferable in very general terms, on the basis of a plurality of considerations, as the irreversibility (if catastrophic events will not interfere) of the developmentalist choice operated with the option of the accelerated capitalist development.     

The information on positions expressed by the new leaders reveals concern for the People’s China stability, the consciousness of the bottlenecks hampering further development, a not new prudence on strategic questions combined with the deducible awareness that China will finally occupy the space in world affairs now occupied from United States [for me] in irreversible crisis but well decided to try to preserve certain their primacy (for me, really not at all so absolute as sometimes supposed if they, after the Afghanistan failure, are again demonising as their absolute and terrifying enemy a weak even if obstinate and perhaps hard country as Iraq, rich only of oil and just strategically threatening, not alone, some regional superiority of another strategically weak country, but under US cover, of the order of only six million citizens).   

It does not seem to me that the age and the formal education of leaders are by themselves key elements for judging them. Even the publicly or privately expressed points of view are not so key elements for defining which anxieties and social forces certain leaders will express relatively to other ones once in power positions. It seems to me that “ethnic” elements emerged in occasions of the November 2002 CCP 16th Congress, as the emergence or re-emergence of Shanghai political personnel strength or reinforcement in key central power positions are a bit more indicative of current trends if one considers the present and traditional Shanghai role in continental China. 

(Nathan 2002) and (Nathan, 26 September 2002 and 10 October 2002) are anyway very precious sources of information on present People’s China and also on US idiosyncrasies on it. For instance, no Chinese Gorbachev (the final and former destroyer of Soviet Union, and for these reasons so exalted as past Statesman and so well paid as lecturer from Western countries as ex-Statesman) is identified from the report/research. Also the delusion that China will not pass to a Latin America- or Central Africa-style political system (but actually it will conserve a political system whose spirit and in part forms are more similar to the Anglophone countries ones, if one looks at them without ideological spectacles) is perceptible. Decidedly more interesting, and fully understandable if put in the context of the China’s State history, are details on the capability of self-regeneration of the People’s China political direction and bureaucracy. If interested in comparative politics and culture, it would be perhaps interesting some comparison with the Franco-German European Union frequently so prisoner of obscurantist Masonic/”mafia”-style clans of profiteers dominating economy, politics and culture and pursuing just their immediate survival whatever the collective costs. People’s China seems, on the contrary, well decided to pursue its collective welfare and greatness.     
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(Chen 2000).

(Chen 2000) explains the key points of the success of the People’s China way to market concurrency. It indirectly shows why the privatisation way to market failed everywhere in the world: privatisations do not mean creation of competition but they simply superpose to the pre-existing situation. The conceptual and practical differences between competition and privatisation should be evident, although an insistent propaganda for selling the latter as it were automatically the former was accessory to the destabilisation of relevant world areas, destabilisation was successfully achieved by the apparent panacea of privatisations. It is sufficient to look at the Russian case, but also at the 1990s Italian one. 

The way to the economic [self-]destruction was tried from world dominant powers also relatively China. (Chen 2000) remembers that: “[…] the Chinese communist government […] has rejected the foreign advisors’ suggestions for sweeping privatisations as its fundamental reform strategy.” [Chen 2000, p. 213]. 

For (Chen 2000): “In the reforming practice, the problem in many transitional and developing economies is perhaps that much faith was put on the pursuit of ideal market and governing institutions, but not much attention was paid to the reality of the given existing institutional environment (Ce and Qian, 1998)” [Chen 2000, p. 237]. 

Aspect generally removed from analysts is that these “ideal market and governing institutions” are not at all what really exists, or tendencially exists, in the centres of economic development and success, the Anglophone area. The same (Chen 2000) seem astonished that the ideal way does not work while a different one does, and it seems to assume privatisations as central instead of accessory aspects of the passage from underdevelopmentalism to developmentalism. In fact it seems to justify that anyway privatisations are achieved: if the point is development, one should check whether development is achieved be it without or with privatisations. China is the exception relatively to the privatisations wave. Not casually, it is the only relevant successful passage from practically stagnating State economy to sustained development and without foreign serfage and colonisation.  

Instead of beginning with privatisations, People’s China began creating and developing competition. People’s China created institutions, including markets, and these institutions led, with proper incentives, to greater competitive pressures: 

“[…] many small changes induced by the competition may cumulate to result in an ‘endogenous reform’ in the economy. When fiscal constraints are hard, actors in China’s economy have an incentive to innovate. One important way in which they have innovated is by changing the property rights of the firm.  

“The co-existence of various organizational forms and property rights in a prolonged period during the reform era in fact serves as a kind of lubricant to reduce the friction caused by replacing one economic system for another. As illustrated in this book, when local community government leaders and firm managers make their decision to select a more appropriate contractual form for a given firm in the various stages of the reform, they are actually making rational response to a changing economic environment with unambiguous objective of efficiency improvement and transaction cost reduction. […] The difference in the economic performance of China versus the rest of the reforming world is in some part related to this fundamental difference in reform strategy.” (Chen 2000, p. 209).

Market development leads also to privatisations (where collective property is overwhelming), instead of the opposite. Privatisations are consequently not the illusory way to market but a useful way for overcoming the inefficiencies of direct State and collective management of enterprises, where these inefficiencies verify. Privatisations are not the negation of State and collective intervention in economic development. They are simply the removal of a function not really proper of State and other public entities, function frequently States and other public entities exercises badly. A State has, if it wants, better range of tools for leading economic development than the direct property of enterprises.     

Evidently, Chinese developmental centres well understood [or anyway empirically well deal with] these aspects. So, they followed, according (Chen 2000) the way of:

1) creation of institutions (market included), with 

2) consequent greater competitive pressure, by:

2a) hard fiscal constraints, which produced incentive to innovate,

2b) the change of the property rights of the firm, change which was an

important way of  innovation.

For (Chen 2000), in China, a series of cumulative small changes resulted in an endogenous reform. Actually, also massive privatisations are an “endogenous reform”, although at different level, and with different meaning and results.    

For (Chen 2000): “Privatization or other fundamental property rights reform has never been the core reform objective of the Chinese leaders. On the contrary, they were resisted by the central government, at least explicitly. To safeguard the authority of the communist government and political stabilisation, the central government affirmed on the dominance of public ownership (state ownership and collective ownership) against private ownership. They declared that markets must function within the socialist framework. Therefore, the substantial rapid growth of the collective ownership dominated TVE sector is a unique experience of China, since ‘in no other transitional economy has public ownership played such a dynamic role’ (Naughton, 1994b). 

“Furthermore, in Eastern Europe and the former republics of the Soviet Union, property rights privatization is a reform strategy pursued by the governments, and in many cases opposed by economic agents at the ground level. This is because the ‘insiders’ fear loss of income, power, or benefit during such institutional innovation (Brada, 1996). Whereas in China’s reform practice, as demonstrated in this book, the property rights innovation in rural collective enterprises is in fact initiated at the ground level by rural community government leaders and firm managers.” [Chen 2000, p. 211]. 

In China, one sees “[…] the property rights structure of TVEs as the rationale of local communities in response to the institutional environment with imperfections both in market and in government. During this process, it was the central government which played a passive role. […] The central government’s original reform pursuit of letting market forces play a role in stimulating production increase while defending the fundamental features of the socialist system (i.e., keeping the public ownership dominance) was forced to gradually give way to permitting non-publicly owned economic entities compete with publicly owned ones. In the meantime, the government had to reluctantly accept the fact of an evolving organizational form in the direction of privatization in the collective ownership dominated TVE sector.” [Chen 2000, p. 212].

“Due to the hierarchy existing in China’s domestic industrial sector, enterprises are heterogeneous and exhibit systematic difference in technological capabilities, cost structures, and institutional arrangements. State-owned enterprises enjoying favorable treatment under the centrally planned system have superior technical capacities, but are subject to greater restriction from institutional constraints; at the same time, collective enterprises as TVEs are generally at a disadvantage in technology, but are least affected by institutional limitations. When the Chinese government implements partial reform measures that reduce entry barriers and lower the cost of many types of transactions as observed in China’s reform practice, these initiatives have a differential impact on the opportunity sets available to different groups of firms. The state-owned enterprises, on the other hand, were allowed to keep a portion of their profit to augment their efforts in taking full advantage of available resources. Meanwhile collective urban enterprises or TVEs, on the other hand, were enabled to obtain inputs and other resources to adopt new technologies and to produce substitutes that could compete with state-owned enterprises’ products on the markets. This is due to the relaxation of restrictions on resources allocation throughout the enterprise hierarchy.” [Chen 2000, p. 215].

The relevance and complexity of these questions, and the influx policy decisions have on the evolution of an economic system needing to overcome its backwardness, permit to reflect on the essentiality of preserving political stability and strength. Without it, interested advisors and agents can easily destroy development possibilities, and even the previous levels of welfare reached from countries and world areas, as western colonialism generally did. 
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