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Abstract 
 
Explanations for Chinese institutional success and regime persistence in the post-communist has 
posted its adoption and adaptation of its own history, but the point of view that the CCP is 
learning from Russia’s mistakes is another key element for its success. Especially, the CCP’s 
selectively rejection of the Russian model sheds additional light on the history of China’s reform 
and opening up which hasn’t been widely told. Using China’s warning of state capture by 
business elites in Russia as an example, this paper shows an active learning mechanism of the 
CCP that is often hidden from view but is transpiring in its everyday decision making. It argues 
that the CCP’s reverse learning from the post-Soviet experience led to crucial difference in the 
speed and scope of market liberalization which restrained the origin of Russian-style oligarchs. It 
also finds that while watching the oligarchs entered politics in Russia, the CCP heightened their 
vigilance against business elites in the market transformation which prevented state capture in 
China. I base these claims on a variety of sources including 2,048 articles of Chinese scholars’ 
analysis on the Russian lessons in the 1990s, 23 in-depth interviews with Chinese Russia experts, 
and selected works of Chinese leaders. This study answers why did the CCP closely monitor, co-
opt, and control the rising super-rich in China, despite the communist ideology. It also provides a 
new perspective for understanding authoritarian resilience and durability.   
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Introduction  
 
“The Soviet Union’s cancer had grown from the inefficiency and rigidity of totalitarianism. In 
such a weakened state, Gorbachev’s early experiments in political reform opened a process that 
he could not control, accelerating the regime’s demise. In retrospect, China’s neighbor to the 
north had offered a case study in how not to run a Communist dictatorship.”  

---- William J. Dobson, The Dictator’s Learning Curve, 2012, p.260 
 
In 2018 July, I found myself sitting in a conference room at Renmin University of China in 
Beijing. It was an international symposium on “Forty-Years of China’s Reform and Opening-up” 
sponsored by the School of Marxism and the History Research Institution of the Chinese 
Communist Party (CCP) of Renmin University. The two-day symposium brought together top 
international and Chinese scholars to discuss the extraordinary course and experience of China’s 
reform since the 1980s. Although the theme of the conference was about the Chinese case, the 
focus of the discussions was on China’s drawing of past experience, especially of the collapse of 
the Soviet Union. The intense speeches among the participants indicated that, after 30 years, the 
shadow of the disintegration of the Soviet Union still haunted the Chinese scholars. As Dobson 
(2012) pointed out in his book, the CCP’s close attention and learning about the Soviet Union 
and the post-Soviet states might have never stopped. 

In fact, China closely followed events in the Soviet and post-Soviet states. Chinese 
leaders carefully studied the fall of communism in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union 
(Rozman 1987; Dittmer 1992; Pepper 1996; MacFarquhar 1997; Shambaugh 2008; Guan 2010; 
Dimitrov 2013; Perry 2019). The CCP, like many other authoritarian ruling parties, feared the 
loss of its hegemony while witnessing the disintegration of the Soviet Union in a flash. Such fear 
encouraged them to learn, not only from the successful cases but also, incomparably more 
importantly, from the failures of others. Using China’s warning of state capture in the 1990s as 
an example, this paper shows an active learning mechanism of the CCP that is often hidden from 
view but is transpiring in its everyday decision making. It argues that the CCP’s reverse learning 
from the post-Soviet experience led to a crucial difference in the speed and scope of market 
liberalization which restrained the origin of Russian-style oligarchs. It also finds that while 
watching the oligarchs who entered politics in Russia, the CCP heightened their vigilance against 
business elites in the market transformation, which prevented state capture in China. I base these 
claims on a variety of sources, including 2,048 articles of Chinese scholars’ analysis on the 
Russian lessons in the 1990s, 23 in-depth interviews with Chinese Russia experts, and selected 
works of Chinese leaders. This study answers the question why and how the CCP has prevented 
state capture by private business elites with the emergence of capitalism in China.  

This paper makes three major empirical and theoretical contributions to the research on 
state capture in China as well as a correlation of the CCP’s learning and regime persistence. 
First, the study of China’s learning from Russia presents a new approach for China-Russia 
comparison. Scholars often compare China and Russia based on their differences and 
similarities. But they often overlook an important connection among the two, which is the 
learning and self-correcting interactions between the two. Especially as a follower of the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU), the CCP was anxious to determine where the 
Soviet Union was heading. This new approach to China-Russia comparison helps to understand 
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further the importance of the existing analysis on where China was heading and what policies 
might lead in a more promising direction.  

Second, this study also extends the content and scope of China’s learning from the Soviet 
and post-Soviet experience based on new archival data and a more systematic analysis of the 
dataset. Existing studies only focus on China’s learning from the collapse of the Soviet Union 
and its political impact (Rozman 1987; Shambaugh 2008). Few studies have been done with a 
focus on China’s ongoing learning from the post-Soviet states in the 1990s and its impact beyond 
political reform. The lessons of the collapse of the Soviet Union played a significant role in re-
enforcing the longstanding current in Chinses policies, which opposed political liberalization, 
such as the freeing up of the media and broadening public participation. Yet, the influence of the 
lessons goes far beyond that. It has also impacted the CCP’s decision making in the fields of 
economy, culture, education, etc. The new dataset allows me to examine the issue is necessary 
because of the large increase in the documentation that became available from the early 1990s to 
the present, and which previous studies were not able to use.  

Third, since the fall of the Berlin Wall, many scholars have sought to explain the collapse 
of communism (Huntington 1991; Stokes 1993; Dimitrov 2013; Fukuyama 2015). Yet, more 
than three decades on, communist regimes continue to rule in a diverse set of countries 
including, China, Cuba, North Korea, Laos, and Vietnam. Explanations for Chinese institutional 
success and regime persistence in the post-communist has focused on its adoption and adaptation 
of its own history, but the point of view that the CCP is learning from Russia’s mistakes was 
another key element for its success. Especially the CCP’s selective rejection of the Russian 
model sheds additional light on the history of China’s reform and opening up. This element of 
the Chinese story hasn’t been widely told. Thus, instead of assuming that the resilience of 
communism rested on internal characteristics of these regimes and their domestic performance, 
this paper argues that external factors such as learning from others provide an alternative 
explanation of the durability of communist regimes.  

This paper begins by briefly reviewing the trajectories of China’s leaning from the Soviet 
and post-Soviet states and its major shift from positive to reverse learning.1 Section II describes 
the dataset and discusses the attributes and validity of the data. Section III provides an overview 
of the articles of Chinese Russian scholars’ writing on market transformation in the post-Soviet 
states. Section IV analyzes Chinese Russia experts’ views regarding state capture by oligarchs in 
the 1990s. It also distills four major points about the lessons that the scholars summarized for the 
CCP leaders. The concluding section explains why this reverse learning might help the CCP to 
prevent state capture in China with the rising of the super-rich from the private sector.  
 
 
Section I: China’s Learning from the Soviet and post-Soviet States  
The Soviet legacy has always been in the blood of the CCP. Without a doubt, the collapse of the 
Soviet Union greatly influenced Chinese leaders and their political choices. But China’s learning 
from the Soviet states started long before the 1990s. In fact, during the Soviet period, the 
evolution of Sino-Soviet relations strongly influenced Chinese attitudes toward the Soviet 
experience. The Soviet model entered China fitfully as the CCP gained guerrilla havens and 

 
1 In this paper, I define that positive learning means China intensively emulated Soviet experience, while 
reverse learning means China strategically rejected the Soviet model and made judgments when 
implementing the model in practice. 
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expanded control over base areas until it succeeded in proclaiming the People’s Republic of 
China (PRC) in 1949. In the first half of the 1950s, the Chinese were firmly in favor of leaning 
from the Soviet advanced model. Especially when the CCP came to power in 1949, it was 
determined to learn from the Soviet Union. In 1950, Mao stated that “the CPSU is our best 
teacher, and we must learn from it” (Mao 1961, p.423). Meanwhile, between 1949-1956, China 
intensively emulated the Soviet model in its quest to establish socialism. In the 1950s, about 
11,000 Soviet advisors were sent to the PRC to help the CCP in this quest and to teach them the 
methods of the CPSU has used in its transition (Shen 2003). As the “big brother” for the 
newborn communist China in the 1950s, the Soviet Union also sent money and industrial 
production machines. Based on their shared ideology, the CCP adopted and adapted the model of 
the Soviet Union in terms of socialist construction and governance in all aspects. 

However, the honeymoon of the Sino-Soviet relation ended very soon in the later 1950s. 
The split led to a major shift in China’s attitude toward the learning of the Soviet model. In the 
1960s, the Soviet Union was treated mainly as “negative” teaching material (fanmian jiaocai 反
面教材). The primary debate contained detailed prescriptions for China on how to avoid falling 
into the Soviet revisionist abyss. This negative view persisted until the later 1970s. Since the 
Sino-Soviet relationship fell as a result of interpretive disagreement only about ideology, the 
established Soviet-like political and economic structure was preserved. For example, the Five-
Year Plan borrowed from the Soviet model still constitutes a key characteristic of the socialist 
market economy in today’s China.2 Although the Soviet advisors were involved heavily in China 
for only a few years, the early learning impact was profound and long-lasting, as were the effects 
of China’s dependence on the Soviet model. The initial learning experiences provided not only 
important help for institutional construction for the young CCP, but also offered critical 
experiences for more rational learning and a summary of lessons later.  

During the late 1970s and early 1980s, the CCP’s interest in the Soviet experience 
revived, but not always quite as uncritically as in the early 1950s. In the 1980s, as Gorbachev’s 
openness and restructuring increasingly undermined the CPSU’s monopoly of power, the CCP 
observers became seriously alarmed. After the collapse and disintegration of the Soviet Union in 
1991, numerous specialized studies arose as Chinese Soviet specialists were mobilized by the 
Party to provide explanations for this catastrophic outcome and of its implications for China. 
Remarkably, according to Chinese scholars’ writing, after the end of Communist rule and the 
disintegration of the Soviet Union, China turned harshly against the Gorbachev reforms, 
especially against his pursuit of political liberalization. Bernstein and Li (2010) state, “This 
stance has continued to this day. China thus once again regards the Soviet Union as a teacher by 
negative example.” Arguably, the CCP’s active learning from the Soviet Union to avoid mistakes 
constitutes a critical juncture. 

These remarkable ups and downs in the Chinese view of the value of the Soviet 
experience reflected the relevance of the Soviet Union to China’s own course. Especially in the 
1990s, China’s domestic contradictions and changes explain the second time when Chinese 
treated the Soviet Union and Russia as “negative” cases. Domestically, the political system of 

 
2 The Five-Year Plans are a series of social and economic development initiatives issued since 1953 in 
China. They have impacted the economy and policymaking in China through the plenary sessions of the 
Central Committee and National People’s Congresses. The Soviet approach to economic development 
was manifested in the First Five-Year Plan (1953-1957).   
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China continues to exhibit strong structural and institutional similarities to the Soviet Union even 
after its collapse. Under the dual shadow of the June 4 shock and the Soviet heresy, the CCP was 
eager to find a new way to stay in power while continuing economic reform. Yet, since China 
absorbed much from the Soviet Union’s political, economic, and cultural systems, what to keep 
and what to reform has become a crucial question. Thus, the Soviet and Russian models cannot 
be simply copied or rejected. With China’s reform and opening up, the CCP was increasingly 
aware of the importance of reform that should combine the Soviet and Russian lessons with its 
own needs.  

Internationally, the failure of the CPSU has made China the largest of the few communist 
countries that survived. On the one hand, China lost a longtime model for its learning as a 
socialist country. On the other hand, greatly changing Russia has also made China curious and 
anxious. Particularly, the new Russia under Yeltsin loomed as a more developed market 
economy country ready to enter a new stage of capitalism that would likely show the way for 
China’s opening up. However, Yeltsin’s economic shock therapy and nationwide privatization 
that led to a growth in income inequality combined with weak legal and political institutions 
were immediately criticized by Chinese scholars. Especially during Yeltsin’s second term, the 
fragility of democratic institutions and the state’s poor accountability to the public made the 
governments in Russia easily susceptible to “capture” by its new oligarchy. This phenomenon 
became a novel warning for the CCP while China was liberalizing its market.  

Overall, China’s interest in the Soviet and post-Soviet states has not stopped after the 
collapse of the Soviet Union. Instead, the Soviet collapse solidified the determination of Chinese 
leaders not to risk potentially destabilizing moves to open up the political system and instead to 
confine political reforms to non-threatening realms. More importantly, the CCP’s close attention 
and learning continue to the Yeltsin and Putin period since China was also undertaking economic 
reform and market liberalization at the same time. China, to some extent, was facing a similar 
challenge from the rising business elites in the private sector brought by its rapid economic 
development. Thus, the Russian lessons including its state-business interaction, had and continue 
to have incredible value for the CCP.  

 
 

Section II: The Two Flagship Journals on the Soviet and post-Soviet Studies 
This paper relies primarily on a dataset I constructed by compiling and coding all articles that 
appeared in two Chinese flagship journals in the field of the Soviet and post-Soviet studies 
between 1991 and 2001 (a total of 2,048 articles, with 595 of the articles focusing on economic 
reform and policies). The 595 articles were produced by 238 Chinese Soviet studies specialists 
from China’s top research institutes and universities. The two journals are based in the Institute 
of Russian, East European & Central Asian Studies (IEERCAS) under the auspices of the 
Chinese Academy of Social Sciences (CASS) in Beijing and the Center for Russian Studies of 
East China Normal University (CRS) in Shanghai respectively. Both of the centers are national 
level, state-led, think-tank-like positions for scholars to study the political and economic reforms 
of the Soviet and post-Soviet systems.  

In the CASS, the IEERCAS was formally established in 1965 and was called the Institute 
of Soviet and East European Studies. Since it is located in Beijing and also is the oldest and 
largest Soviet studies institute in China, the center has a pivotal position and influence among 
scholars. Its flagship bimonthly periodical, Russian, East European, and Central Asian Studies, 
(《俄罗斯中亚东欧研究》) had its first issue in August 1981. From 1981 to 1992, the Journal 
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was called Problems of Soviet and Eastern European, (《苏联东欧问题》). In 1992 April, the 
name of the Journal was changed into Eastern European and Central Asian Studies, (《东欧中
亚研究》) due to the collapse of the Soviet Union. In 1993, it began to use its current name. The 
Journal was not opened for public review and served only for internal distribution and 
communication in the CASS until 1993.  

Another key national-level research center on Soviet studies located in Shanghai was 
founded May 1981 by Shanghai Academy of Social Sciences (SASS) and East China Normal 
University, named as “Shanghai Soviet and Eastern European Institute.” From 1981 to 1989, its 
flagship bimonthly periodical, The Soviet Union and Eastern Europe Today, (《今日苏联东
欧》) was a result of the cooperation of the two institutes.3 Stating in 1989, East China Normal 
University became the single host of the Journal. It also changed its title in 1992 to Former 
Soviet Union Eastern Europe Today, (《今日前苏联东欧》) and then used the title, Eastern 
Europe and Central Asia Today (《今日东欧中亚》) from 1995 to 1999. In 2000, after the 
formal establishment of the CRS, it was renamed again as Russian Studies (《俄罗斯研究》). 
Similar to the IEERCAS, the CRS journal was for internal distribution only before 1995.  

The content of these scholarly writings covers an extensive range of research interests 
and regions.4 Both journals published comprehensive research on the general situation, the 
political and economic systems, nationality relations, foreign policies, historical review, and 
cultural customs in the Soviet and post-Soviet states. Especially after the drastic changes in the 
late 1980s and early 1990s, the IEERCAS and CRS have emphasized systematic studies of the 
changes in political and economic situation as well as the transformations taking place in these 
countries and the regions. Obviously, the main focus of the problems was on political reform and 
the lessons from the fall of the Soviet Union, but there are also a large number of articles 
focusing on the economy. As Figure One shows, between 1991 and 2001, about 29% of the 
articles studied economic policies in general. More specifically, 143 articles addressed the issues 
of economic reform and market transformation in the post-Soviet states.5 More importantly, most 
of the articles compared and contrasted the post-Soviet states’ plight with China’s own economic 
reform and market liberalization and made policy recommendations. In addition, the articles and 
content published in both journals do not overlap, although the research objectives and 
composition of the two are similar. Therefore, these two journals can complement each other as 
reference materials.  
  

[Figure One About Here] 
 

Since Russia is one of the key subjects of learning for China, the two journals are not the 
only periodicals that publish research papers on the Soviet and post-Soviet states. The IEERCAS 
started to publish another bi-monthly periodical, Russian, East European, and Central Asian 

 
3 Between 2001 and 2006, the Journal was a quarterly periodical.  
4 Both journals have sections of Politics, Economy, International Relations, History, Celebrity Biography, 
Academic Exchange Activities, Inspections and Insights, Newspaper Abstract, Newsletter, New 
Reference, and Data Index, etc.  
5 See, Appendix A for a comprehensive list of the title of the articles on economic reform and market 
transformation in the post-Soviet states from the IEERCAS and CRS.  
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Market (《俄罗斯中亚东欧市场》) in 1996.6 The Chinese Russian specialists also published a 
few articles in non-regional studies yet important (national level) journals including 
Contemporary World (《当代世界》), Contemporary World and Socialism (《当代世界与社
会主义》), Beijing Cultural Review (《文化纵横》), etc. But I only focus on these two flagship 
journals in this paper mainly due to their important role among Chinese Russian scholars as well 
as their value of being internal references (neican 内参) for CCP leaders. As noted above, both 
journals were marked as “internal communication” (neibujiaoliu 内部交流) in the early 1990s. 
Therefore, the articles on the IEERCAS and CRS can be considered as an alternative to the 
classified internal references.  

The articles published by the two journals have a specific impact on not only academic 
research but also policymaking. First, both of the journals are based in the top research institutes 
in China: the CASS, the CRS, and the SASS. Moreover, these institutes are state-led and policy-
driven leading think tanks.7 Especially the CASS is affiliated with the PRC’s State Council and 
provides policymaking advice and suggestions (Interview RS-18-14 and RS-18-15). Second, the 
members of the editorial board of both journals are not only prestigious Chinese Russian 
scholars, but also serving in the government and the CCP organs. For example, Professor Xu Kui 
(徐葵), editor-in-chief of the IEERCAS in the 1990s, was a member of the National Committee 
of the Chinese People’s Political Consultative Conference (NCPPCC). In fact, most of the 
members of the editorial board were researchers and professors in the units under the CCP 
Central Committee. These units include the International Liaison Department of the CCP, the 
Policy Research Office of the CCP, the Central Compilation and Translation Bureau of the CCP, 
the Party School of the CCP, etc. The governmental background of the editors indicates that 
these articles highly likely have been reviewed and studied among the high-level advisory board 
of the CCP. Third, the authors of these research papers are highly valued by both academics and 
politicians. Many of them are recipients of the renowned special government allowance granted 
by the State Council (guowuyuan teshu jintie 国务院特殊津贴).8 Also, according to my 
interviews with some of the authors, they are often invited by the State Council and the Party 
School to give lectures for the top leaders and cadres of the CCP (Interview RS-18-17, RS-18-19 
and RS-18-20). Different from scholars in the West, Chinese scholars are regime insiders. Thus, 
analyzing their writing helps to understand better how the CCP leaders studied the post-Soviet 
experience.   

As I showed above, the data collected from the IEERCAS and the CRS reveals a great 
deal about the influence of the Chinese scholars in policymaking, but it misses direct evidence 
that the CCP leaders read these articles by themselves. It also lacks information about how much 
impact these researches have on the CCP’s leaders’ decision making. To fill these gaps, I 

 
6 The IEERCAS of CASS also regularly publishes books and Study Reports such as the General Survey 
of the Soviet Union and the General Survey of Eastern Europe and a series of monographs have been 
published including, An Outline of the Soviet Economy, The Development of Theories of Soviet Economic 
Construction and Economic Reform, Comparative Research of the Economic System Reforms in the 
Soviet Union and East European Countries, A Study on Soviet and East European Political Systems.  
7 The Soviet collapse gave rise to many years of intensive state-directed research in the CASS as well as 
many other research institutions and universities across China.  
8 The special government allowance is an incentive allowance granted by the State Council for experts, 
scholars, and technical personnel who make prominent contributions. In 2019, there were 4,000 recipients 
in the PRC.  
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conducted 23 in-depth interviews with Chinese scholars in 2018.9 Among the interviewees, 7 of 
them are Chinese Russian studies experts. Coincidentally, all of them have published papers on 
the IEERCAS or the CRS. The inquiries for these scholars focused on their interpretations and 
experience of China’s learning from the Soviet and post-Soviet experience and how China’s 
market liberalization and economic reform is different from the post-Soviet states. The evidence 
collected from the interviews does enhance my observation on the relationship between scholars’ 
research writing and policy advice.  

The most important evidence comes from these scholars’ dual mission: publishing 
academic papers and writing internal reference reports. In fact, most of the scholars that I 
interviewed write both research papers and internal reference reports. Interestingly, according to 
these scholars, writing internal reference reports plays a more important role in their academic 
career. Especially, they will get bonuses and promotions if their reference reports got reviewed 
and commented (pishi 批示) by the CCP leadership (Interview RS-18-09, RS-18-14, RS-18-17, 
RS-18-18, and RS-18-19). In addition, the government also provided considerable funds to 
support the studies of CPSU’s failure and the lessons that China should take (Interview RS-18-01 
and RS-18-02). Although the actual internal reference reports are not available for the public, 
their academic research does reflect their views and suggestions in a different format.10 In terms 
of the level of impact of their works, although the interviewees have a different conclusion, they 
agreed in general that their works have certain functions in policy suggestions.   

Overall, the data used in this paper is drawn from my full dataset of the two flagship 
journals on Soviet and post-Soviet studies that I collected from the CASS and the SASS 
archives. It is also supplemented by 23 in-depth interviews of Chinese scholars and Soviet 
studies specialists. Since I am only interested in the period of the learning about economic issues 
in the 1990s, I extracted 143 articles that focus on market transformation and then used a detailed 
coding of all the articles between 1991 to 2001 from the IEERCAS and the CRS. Further 
analysis of these textual data allows me to discuss the key issues that the CCP was most 
concerned about and also the scholar’s advisory views regarding the problems that might occur 
in China with the rise of capitalism.  

 
 

Section III: Overview of Chinese Scholars Opinions on Market Transformation 
In this section, I provide an overview of the articles of Chinese Russia scholars’ writing on 
market transformation in the post-Soviet states. Rather than focus on the lessons they drew in 
earlier years, which has been ably done elsewhere, this paper takes us to the pivotal juncture in 
history when the Chinese were reacting to ongoing developments in China’s market economy 
and private business. In this way, we can assess how their interpretations reflected emerging 
thinking about comparative socialism and state-business relations in China after 1989.  

The Chinese debate on the Soviet and post-Soviet states in 1991-2001 was markedly 
different from the debate of 1978-1990. After 1991, although the majority of the scholarship was 
about lessons of the CPSU’s defects and the collapse of the Soviet Union, the attention shifted to 
the consequence of privatization and the problems of market transformation in the 1990s. 
Especially with China’s own market reform and liberalization, the Russian lessons for China 
began to involve issues of privatization and state capture by private business elites. Table One 

 
9 See, Appendix B for a summary of personal interviews. 
10 According to the interviews with these 23 scholars, compared with standard research papers, internal 
inference reports are much shorter and more concise. 
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offers a word frequency summary of the titles of 143 articles on the economy. It shows that the 
topics that mostly concerned Chinese scholars in the 1990s were economic reform, market 
transition issues, and privatization.  

 
[Table One About Here] 

 
Given the background of China’s economic challenges in the 1990s, the summary of the 

most frequent topics should not be shocking. By the end of 1980s and early 1990s, China’s 
economic reform and opening up faced serious dilemmas and lacked new theories. First, 
economic development was nearing stagnation. The profit of China’s SOEs dropped from 14% 
of GDP in 1978 to 2% in 1990 (Naughton 2006).  Also, the reform of the economic system was 
stuck or even partially regressed. This meant that the “Three-Step Development Strategy” 
(sanbuzou 三步走) goal might not be achieved.11 Second, in terms of guiding ideology, it also 
faced threats from the old school of “class struggle,” which fundamentally shook the CCP’s rule. 
To some extent, the debate over taking the capitalist road or socialist road scattered the Party’s 
core strength. Third, the leftists saw a new opportunity to get back to the stage after June 4th and 
the collapse of the Soviet Union and East European socialist countries. Thus, China at that time 
was at a crossroads of choosing a direction for advance. Once again, China turned its eyes to the 
new Russia and Eastern European countries as part of its exploration and learning.  

Starting in 1991, the CCP sponsored a series of studies on the new directions of Russia 
under Yeltsin. As for the CCP, terms such as president, election, and liberalism in Russia were 
fresh. And so were privatization, property rights, and market economy. Although the CPSU fell, 
the experience of economic liberalization in the post-Soviet states has brought excellent 
reference value to China. At that time, China was eager to try new methods of economic reform. 
Of course, the CCP needs to solve its own problem of how socialism and capitalism coexist first. 
But it was quickly resolved by Deng Xiaoping’s theory of “socialism with Chinese 
characteristics” (Deng 1988). During his southern tour in 1992, Deng stressed the importance of 
economic reform in China. Deng said, “to get rich is glorious,” which unleashed a wave of 
personal entrepreneurship that continues to drive China’s economy today. Overall, the increasing 
concern about how to run a market economy encourages Chinese scholars to study the post-
Soviet cases carefully. 

In the early 1990s, scholars started to learn these new terms by simply introducing the 
post-Soviet cases. In these earlier papers, first of all, some of the research was still reviewing the 
issues of the rise of capitalism in the Soviet states and how they reconciled the market economy 
and socialism. The research also compared countries in the Eastern Bloc and explained why 
some of them were more successful in market transformation.12 The key lessons emphasized by 
the scholars concerned the causal relationship between economic reform, political turmoil, and 
regime change in the Eastern Bloc in the late 1980s. Second, the research also discussed some 

 
11 China’s overall economic construction objectives were clearly stated in the “Three-Step Development 
Strategy” set out in 1987: Step One: to double the 1980 GNP and ensure that the people have enough food 
and clothing—was attained by the end of the 1980s; Step Two: to quadruple the 1980 GNP by the end of 
the 20th century—was achieved in 1995 ahead of schedule; Step Three: to increase per capita GNP to the 
level of the medium-developed countries by the mid-21st century—at which point, the Chinese people 
will be fairly well-off and modernization will be basically realized. 
12 For example, article I-4, I-5, II-3 on the list of articles in Appendix A. (“I” denotes articles published in 
the IEERCAS and “II” denotes articles in the CRS). 
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specific measures and the status of market liberalization in the post-Soviet states. A large number 
of papers specifically studied how these countries privatized their state-owned enterprises 
(SOEs) and what the challenges were.13 In these papers, the process and details of the 
privatization in the post-Soviet states were mainly explained. For instance, Romania established 
a Bureau of Privatization to advance the process. Yet, scholars did not offer much comment or 
policy reference for China. Third, scholars also made some predictions about trends in the post-
Soviet states.14 In their writings, we can read Chinese scholars’ concerns about the radical 
economic reform in Russia, Yugoslavia, and Poland.   

Soon after, the scholars’ bland interpretive intonation changed. In October 1991, Russia 
launched a series of economic reforms for privatization and price liberalization. In 1992, Chinese 
researchers began to discuss problems of radical economic reform and criticized Russia’s “shock 
therapy.”15 The Chinese response to the “shock therapy” was swift which also confirms that 
China has been studying Russia’s new development closely. According to the articles, Chinese 
scholars began to express their views regarding Russian economic reform in 1993 clearly. They 
have drawn three key lessons regarding the “shock therapy” from Russia’s failure: 1) Countries 
like Russia and China need to adopt gradual reforms when they transform from a planned 
economy to a market economy; 2) China should be advised that it might take more than 15 years 
for Russia to recover from “shock therapy” 3) China should not rely entirely on western 
economic thought. These views have been repeatedly mentioned and emphasized by Chinese 
scholars in the following years.   

Another growing concern along with the “shock therapy” was the methods and speed of 
privatization. After 1993, “privatization” became one of the most controversial topics among the 
scholars since China was undergoing enterprise reform.16 Between 1994 and 1996, the discussion 
focused on the denationalization of SOEs in the post-Soviet states and the lessons for China’s 
reform.17 The purpose of these articles was different from the ones published in 1991. Both 
journals had already opened for public review in 1995. Therefore, the articles were read not only 
by experts but also by the masses. Many scholars wrote articles as a response to public doubts 
and to dominate the mainstream thinking of the reform required by the CCP. By introducing the 
post-Soviet model, they pointed out that the East Bloc countries’ perception of privatization was 
inaccurate.18 They emphasized that China and the post-Soviet states had different goals for 
economic reform. Therefore, China should take a different path of reforming SOEs in terms of 
the scope, method, timeline, and goals. In the mid-1990s, these scholars basically agreed that it 
would take a longer time to find out whether privatization would have a positive effect on the 
Russian national economy.  

In the mid-term discussion of privatization in the post-Soviet states and China, one 
crucial topic that originated during the debate focused on the ownership of the reformed SOEs. 
In fact, Chinese scholars were very concerned about who would own the privatized enterprises.19 
While watching the Russian style of “rigidly uniform ownership” (yidaoqie 一刀切), China’s 
experts pointed out that whether the ownership structure is reasonable is not determined by the 

 
13 For example, article I-7, I-9, I-10, I-11, II-4, II-6, II-7. 
14 For example, article I-1, II-36. 
15 For example, article I-15, I-17, I-21, I-32, I-60, II-9, II-13, II-44, II-79. 
16 See, article I-36.  
17 For example, article I-19, I-20, I-27, I-35, II-12. 
18 See, article I-27, I-28, I-36. 
19 For example, article I-27, II-27. 
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type of dominant ownership (private or state), but by whether such an institution is adapted to the 
conditions and characteristics of its capacity. Thus, they proposed that China should not follow 
the Russian model. Instead, China should rely on a mixed management method and diversified 
forms of ownership during the transition process. Building on these post-Soviet lessons, they 
strongly encouraged the operation and success of the “minor privatization” (xiaosiyouhua 小私
有化) of small SOEs and criticized the “major privatization” (dasiyouhua 大私有化) of large 
SOEs.  

In 1997 and 1998, the number of studies of privatization in the post-Soviet states 
continued to rise and reached a peak. Experts began to examine the issues of privatization in 
more specialized categories, including types of industry, country, and regions.20  Some scholars 
began to study Russia’s privatization of education, finance, and agriculture. This research shows 
that Chinese experts had begun to realize the difference and importance of industry categories. 
On the one hand, they pointed out that different types of industries needed to use different 
privatization methods, including public sales, internal purchase, and stock grants. On the other 
hand, they also emphasized that some strategic sectors such as mining, energy, transportation, 
telecommunications, natural gas extraction should remain a state-owned monopoly.21 
Furthermore, some scholars began to engage with the comparative study of the post-Soviet states 
and East European countries. These studies helped Chinese experts to define the key 
organizational structure of privatization.22 Additionally, both journals began to publish some 
translated articles written by international scholars that brought a much broader perspective for 
Chinese scholars. For example, the 6th issue of 1999 CRS, published Martin C. Spechler’s article 
“Privatization Is Not the Key to Successful Transition.”23 

In the late 1990s, most of the research focused on summarizing the cause of Russia’s 
transition crisis and its reaction to the 1997 Asian financial crisis. By that time, Chinese scholars 
were more confident in their judgments and evaluations of privatization in the post-Soviet states. 
They affirmed Russia’s adjustment from radical “shock therapy” to a gradual reform in the later 
1990s. The trends of Russia’s adjustment during this period could be summarized as 1) from 
“rapid privatization” to “effective privatization”; 2) from “donated privatization” to 
“compensated privatization”; 3) from “comprehensive privatization” to “hybrid economic 
structure.” Although Chinese Russian specialists had a wait-and-see attitude towards the Russian 
market, especially after Putin came to power in 2000, they had approved these changes in Russia.  

In short, the reforms and market transformation in the 1990s is critical for China and the 
resilience of the CCP rule. Experts and officials alike were anxious to assess the historical 
experience of socialism and its prospects in the competition with capitalism. Also, others’ 
success and failure during the market transformation provided valuable lessons for the CCP. 
Their prime objective was to draw lessons for setting the direction of China’s reforms. From the 

 
20 For example, article I-44, I-47, I-50, I-53, I-54, II-27, II-41, II-48, II-56, II-58, II-59, II-61, II-67, II-69.  
21 See, article I-47. 
22 For example, article II-75 discussed the role of attracting foreign investment in promoting their 
privatization process in Eastern European countries. It pointed out that while foreign capital has greatly 
facilitated the process, a large number of companies were sold for foreigners, which led to a loss of 
independence of the state economy.  
23 Martin C. Spechler is professor of economics, and faculty affiliate of the Inner Asian and Uralic 
National Resource Center, Indiana University. This article was first published on Challenge (Volume 39) 
in1996.  
 



Page 12 of 31 
 

insights of these Chinese scholars, combined with China’s economic policies in the 1990s and 
2000s, we can see that the Party-state did learn from the post-Soviet states and aimed to avoid 
mistakes. Based on learning and adaptation, the CCP also developed a unique path for its own 
reform with Chinese characteristics.  

 
 

Section IV: Chinese Scholars Views on State Capture and the Lessons 
In this section, I address, more specifically, Chinese scholars’ views on “State Capture” in the 
post-Soviet states (especially in Russia) and its influence on the Party-state to embrace and 
control the rising private business elites in China.  

In the first half of the 1990s scholarship of the Chinese Russian specialists, the scholars 
did not pay much attention to the issues of Russian business oligarchs. I assume that Chinese 
leaders did not predict that business elites such as Boris Berezovsky could capture the state and 
seize the direction of the 1996 presidential election in Russia. The leaders also did not expect 
that China’s non-public economy had developed so rapidly and extensively, even though the 
reform and opening up was incremental thanks to their previous learning of the “shock therapy” 
and privatization in Russia. Yet, in the 1996 election, business oligarchs became increasingly 
influential in politics. They played a significant role in financing and campaigning for the re-
election of Yeltsin for his second term. Meanwhile, China’s private enterprises began to flourish. 
As Figure two shows, the non-public sector economy was catching up fast with the public ones. 
Although the CCP had no worries about elections, its top leaders had to consider similar 
potential challenges from the new wealthy class. In addition, a gap between the rich and the poor 
emerged. The accumulation and distribution of wealth brought by market transformation have 
become an increasing concern for socialist China.  

 
[Figure Two About Here] 

 
Since 1996, Chinese scholars’ writing showed how sensitive they were to avoid the 

Russian-style state capture by business elites. In my collected archives from the IEERCAS and 
the CRS, nine articles (including one translated article) specifically researched on Russian 
oligarchs and their role in politics.24 Experts discussed the background, origin, impact, and 
consequences of the oligarchs for the Chinese readers. In these scholars’ opinion, the lessons of 
state capture in Russia manifested in the following four aspects.  

Scholars first explored the background of these rising oligarchs and showed how they 
started to accumulate wealth during the market transformation. They found out that many of the 
oligarchs started with their business by “embezzlement” of state property. Chinese scholars 
pointed out that, even before the introduction of Russia’s privatization program, some former 
Soviet business leaders and government officials used their power extensively to control and 
embezzle state-owned assets. Among those business leaders, Chinese scholars also pointed out 
that many of them were “Red Directors” from the Soviet CPSU and its SOEs. As Table Two 
shows, according to an analysis of the social elites in Russia in 1997, about 41% of the business 
elites came from the former ruling class in the Soviet time. Relying on the advantage of ties with 
the government, they were able to obtain preferential treatments, including special quotas, 
permits, low-tariffs, and loans. They bought Russian SOEs’ shares at very low prices and turned 

 
24 See, article I-38, I-43, I-46, I-48, II-64, II-66, II-70, II-71, II-77  
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them into their personal wealth quickly.25 Chinese scholars criticized and warned about this 
phenomenon immediately. They also emphasized the danger of significant loss of state-owned 
assets and corruption problems during China’s market transformation.  

 
[Table Two About Here] 

 
Second, Chinese scholars also studied the origins of the Russian oligarchs. They pointed 

out that the rapid socio-economic transformation, especially Russia’s nationwide privatization, 
provided an opportunity for the oligarchs to progress. Different from the studies of Russia’s 
privatization mentioned in Section III, in the studies of oligarchs, Chinese scholars focused on a 
new point of view that is related to state capture by business elites. They clearly stated the 
importance of the speed and scope of privatization for preventing state capture. Many scholars 
believed that Russia’s powerful business elites were the product of its radical privatization 
process. The purpose of such radical reform was politically oriented rather than aimed to 
improving the productivity and economy. In order to achieve the political goal, their political 
leaders unscientifically and simply sped up the progress of privatization. For instance, Russia 
adopted a forced approach to reform SOEs. It exaggeratedly determined the progress of reducing 
the proportion of state-owned economic components in the entire national economy. In order to 
cultivate a broad private and entrepreneurial class and form a bourgeoisie as soon as possible, the 
government also privatized the securities. Every citizen of Russia received 10,000 rubles of 
securities which was equivalent to one-third of Russia’s state-owned assets at that time. It led to 
severe inflation, and then the majority of the securities went to the Nomenklatura, thus creating a 
gateway for those Nomenklatura to embezzle large amounts of state assets. Scholars warned that 
China should be very cautious about the speed of its own economic reform.  

Another vital lesson from Russia emphasized by Chinese scholars was about the scope of 
privatization. They believed that the scope of privatization is a critical variable that would make 
the Chinese case different. In the study of Semibankirshchina, a group of seven Russian business 
oligarchs in the 1990s, Chinese scholars analyzed their fields of industry. Those oligarchs 
coming from fields including petroleum, precious metals, banking, construction, real estate, and 
media, controlled 50% of the Russian economy and most of the media.26 These areas are the 
lifeblood of one country’s economy and politics. While other countries were attempting to 
privatize their oil, water, heavy industries and banks, the privatization that occurred in China 
involved all kinds of hybrids. For example, China’s 1994 Regulations on the Implementation of 
Mineral Resources stipulate that qualified individuals may apply for mining and allow the 
property rights of mining to be conditionally transferred, which provides an important asset for 
private capital. But the Regulations also specify the types of minerals that can be mined and the 
ownership of the individual mining. Basically, the CCP used a variety of models such as selling 
shares through the public stock market or to the managers to spin off state companies. Chinese 
scholars also encouraged these methods. 

More importantly, in order to further control the scope of marketized SOEs, the CCP 
drew a line in the sand saying it would control the strategic sectors, including energy, 

 
25 On January 1st, 1992, Russia’s state-owned assets were sold and transferred based on the value of the 
financial statements of that day without the taking into account inflation. For instance, the Moscow car 
factory “ZiL” had assets of one billion US dollars and was sold to a private consortium for only 4 million 
US dollars. 
26 See, article II-64, II-77.  
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transportation, and basic commodities (Deng 1982). Although the CCP has been gradually 
opening its scope of privatization, they retain majority stakes in those industries. For instance, 
the Chinese government has announced it will continue to hold majority stakes in its four largest 
state-owned banks for at least another decade. According to a report by Financial Times China 
from August 16th, 2005, “China Considers Privatization of State-Owned Banks for the First 
Time.” The report states that the nation’s banks have also been selling shares to outsiders, but 
they remain weighed down by huge portfolios of non-performing loans. In some other industries 
such as the media, the CCP took an alternative way that allowed commercialization instead of 
privatization which helped regime stability (Stockmann 2013). As a result, the Chinese 
government was able to promote market transformation while still maintaining control over its 
key SOEs and industries.   

Third, Chinese scholars also found out that Russia’s increasingly severe problems of rent-
seeking and corruption were closely associated with the oligarchs. One Chinese expert included a 
translated survey report in her article on Russian public opinions on oligarchs. This report was 
alarming.27 According to this survey in Russia in 1998, when asked what factors were necessary 
to become richer, 88% of Russian respondents chose bribery, 76% chose fraud, and only 39% 
chose hard work. This article also reported, based on a Russian classified document, that one-
third of the 14,000 bribery cases in Russia between 1994-1997 involved top-down government 
agencies, including SOE management committees, major banks, medical and health departments, 
customs, taxation bureaus, the Ministry of Internal Affairs, etc. Ever more distressing, 50% of 
Russian official incomes came from taking bribes. Given the similar challenge in China and the 
anti-corruption efforts of the 1990s, the Russian case must be equally astonishing and urgent for 
the Chinese leaders.  

Furthermore, Chinese scholars also warned that Russian rent-seeking activities along 
with bribery would lose support from the masses. They pointed out that, the entanglement of 
political and business relations had damaged the economic influence as well as the political 
support of the Yeltsin government. Chinese scholars were especially concerned about having 
oligarchs such as Berezovsky as the deputy secretary of the National Security Council or Potanin 
as the First Deputy Prime Minister in charge of the economy under Yeltsin.28 Generally, Chinese 
scholars agreed that the widespread corruption and rent-seeking in Russia had caused the public 
to lose confidence in its government. It was also a major constraint on Russia’s move towards a 
regulated free-market economy, of which China should be aware of as well.  

Fourth, in the late 1990s, Chinese scholars focused their work more on the issues of 
oligarchs in politics. Russian oligarchs were not only preying on the state, but also having 
vigorous political ambitions. In particular, many oligarchs were able to use the media they 
controlled to direct public opinion in order to serve the interest of the oligarchs and interfere with 
government decisions.29 Chinese scholars pointed out that Russian oligarchs set their political 

 
27 See, article II-71.  
28 Boris Berezovsky was a Russian business oligarch. He entered the Kremlin’s inner circle in 1993 
through arranging for the publication of Yeltsin’s memoirs. In 1996, he had emerged as a key advisor to 
Yeltsin and played a critical role in 1996 presidential election. Vladimir Olegovich Potanin was another 
famous Russian billionaire, entrepreneur and oligarch. In 1995, Potanin was instrumental in the creation 
of the “loans for shares” auctions that became a fundamental pillar of Russia’s post-Soviet economic 
reform. From 14 August 1996 until 17 March 1997 he worked as First Deputy Prime Minister Russia.  
29 See, article I-48.  
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ambitions first and business interests second.30 This reflected the desire of these business 
oligarchs to squeeze into the core of political power. This lesson was extremely cautionary for 
the CCP as a single-party authoritarian regime. Such Russian style capturing of the state by 
business elites could also appear in China during or after the market transformation, which will 
significantly challenge the CCP’s hegemony. This lesson continues to affect today’s China. For 
instance, McGregor 2017 argues, “Fearing the rise of Russia-style oligarchs, Xi Jinping looks to 
remind China’s wealthy class of entrepreneurs who is really in charge.”  

The Chinese learning was implemented in practice. As a result, in order to avoid the 
emergence of Russian-style oligarchs and the massive loss of state-owned assets, China took a 
more gradual and prudent approach to market liberalization and SOEs reform. Unlike Russia, 
China’s goal for market transformation only targeted economic development which is critical for 
the legitimacy of the CCP. Moreover, although market liberalization and some level of 
privatization were necessary, the role of the Party-state in China has never been eliminated. 
Although the rise of Chinese business elites coincided with the privatization of state property as 
in the post-Soviet case, the CCP’s active learning from the post-Soviet experience led to a crucial 
difference in the speed and scope of privatization which prevented state capture.  

More importantly, with rapid economic development, the CCP took corruption and 
business elites involved in politics very seriously.31 Under the guidance of Jiang Zemin’s “Three 
Represents” (sangedaibiao 三个代表), although the channels between the business and politics 
were opened with restriction (such as joining the CCP and taking seats in the NCPPCC), 
business elites’ involvement in politics was highly regulated and limited.32 In the transition from 
a planned economy to a market economy, the business oligarchy has become an inevitable 
problem for China. In this regard, China is not much different from other post-Communist 
transition countries such as Russia and Ukraine. Also, business oligarchs are a common issue 
faced by most countries in the world such as the United States, Japan, and South Korea. As for 
China, however, one thing is different. Based on its learning from state capture in Russia in the 
1990s, the CCP deeply understood that China should not allow a transformation of its business 
oligarchs into political oligarchs. This is critical for preventing state capture as well as for the 
CCP’s persistence.   

In short, the debate over state capture in Russia helped Chinese leaders backed by 
academic subordinates to articulate a revised version of modernization theory distinct in 
important respects from theories once popular in the West. As it emphasized borrowing and 
experimentation in strategic areas to find the best results to show the country the way, it also 
stressed state direction and control as the key to success.  

 
 
Section V: Conclusion  

 
30 See, article I-43, I-46, II-47.   
31 For further discussion on the relationship between corruption and development in China, see Yuen 
Yuen Ang, China’s Gilded Age (Cambridge University Press, 2020); Christopher Carothers, Cleaning 
House with an Iron Fist, book manuscript.  
32 “The Three Represents” is a guiding socio-political theory credited to Jiang Zemin. It was summarized 
as follows: “The CCP must always represent the requirements for developing China’s advanced 
productive forces, the orientation of China’s advanced culture and the fundamental interests of the 
overwhelming majority of the Chinese people.” 
 



Page 16 of 31 
 

Since the 1980s, the CCP has closely studied economic reform and market liberalization in the 
Soviet and post-Soviet states and has been extremely cautious about the political and economic 
consequences caused by reforms. Although China and the post-Soviet states have transitioned 
from a planned economy to a market economy under completely different political prerequisites, 
both faced a lot of common problems due to their similar political and economic structure in the 
past. While the CCP persists in China after the upheaval in the Soviet states and Eastern Europe, 
China was at risk of political unrest. The CCP leaders believe that economic development is one 
of the means to enhance their legitimacy after 1989. Thus, scornful of the Soviet and post-Soviet 
alleged alternative theory combining “convergence,” “shock therapy,” and “democratization,” 
China’s leaders anticipated a test between Russia and their own state in the 1990s over which 
would gain the advantage in economic development and international status in the emerging 
world order. Looking back now, most observers would conclude that China prevailed in this test.  

In this paper, using Chinese Russian scholars’ writing as evidence, I show how the CCP 
was actively learning from Russia in terms of rapid reform and SOEs privatization to avoid 
mistakes during market transformation. As a result, the Chinese government was able to confront 
the mistakes not by replacing the state apparatus with market forces but by encouraging their 
coexistence. In addition, this paper also offers lessons that Chinese scholars and the CCP leaders 
have learned from Russian-style state capture. I conclude that the CCP’s active learning from the 
post-Soviet experience led to crucial differences in the speed and scope of market liberalization 
which prevented Russian-style state capture in China. Meanwhile, the CCP heightened their 
vigilance against business elites in the market transformation based on their learning from 
Russia. The findings in this paper provide an additional answer to the literature on authoritarian 
adoption and resilience.  
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Figures and Tables 
 
Figure One: Numbers of Chinese Scholars’ Papers in the IEERCAS and CRS (1991-2001) 

 
 
 
Figure Two: Proportion of Employment by Type of Employee in China (1993-2010) 
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Source: China Statistical Yearbook 1994-2011 
Table One: Topics of Issues of Economic Reform in the post-Soviet states (1991-2001) 
 
Topics (English) Topics (Chinese) No. As % of all Articles on 

Economic Reform   
Economic Reform 经济改革 76 53.52% 
Transition Issues 转轨问题 62 43.66% 
Privatization 私有化 41 28.87% 
State-owned Enterprise 国有企业 22 15.49% 
Progress Rate 进度问题 18 12.68% 
Lessons 代价教训 12 8.45% 
Ownership 所有制 11 7.75% 
Market Economy 市场经济 9 6.34% 
Economic Model 经济模式 9 6.34% 
Shock Therapy 休克疗法 8 5.63% 
Financial Group 金融集团 5 3.52% 
Interest Group  利益集团 3 2.11% 
Property Rights 产权问题 3 2.11% 
Foreign Capital 外资情况 3 2.11% 
Financial Crisis 经济危机 2 1.41% 

 
 
Table Two: Proportion of Old Elites in the New Russia (%) 
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Top 
Leadership 

Political 
Leader 

Parliamentary 
Leader 

Government 
Department 
Leader 

Local 
Government 
Leader 

Business 
Elite 

最高领导层 政治首领 议会领导 政府部门 地方领导 商界精英 
75.0 57.2 60.2 74.3 82.3 41.0 

Source: Zhang, Shuhua. 1997. shui zai zhangguan eluosi [Who is in Charge of Russia] In 
Eastern Europe and Central Asia Today (pp. 5-10) 
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Appendix  
 
Appendix A: List of the Title of the Articles on Economic Reform (1991-2001) 

I. 《苏联东欧问题》《东欧中亚研究》《俄罗斯中亚东欧研究》(CASS) 
Russian, East European, and Central Asian Studies; Problems of Soviet and Eastern European; 
Eastern European and Central Asian Studies. 
 

1. 东欧国家转向市场经济的做法和前景 （王义祥），1991年，第一期 
The Practice and Prospects of Eastern European Countries’ Transition to Market 
Economy (Wang Yixiang), 1991, Issue No.1. 

2. 剧变后的东欧经济（王梦华），1991年，第一期 
The Eastern European Economy after the Upheaval (Wang Menghua), 1991, Issue No.1 

3. 关于苏联东欧的经济体制改革（李仁峰），1991年，第二期 
On the Reform of the Economic System of the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe (Li 
Renfeng), 1991, Issue No.2 

4. 谈谈苏联向市场经济过渡的几个问题（张础），1991年，第二期 
On the Problems of the Soviet Union’s Transition to a Market Economy (Zhang Chu), 
1991, Issue No.2 

5. 东欧经济改革：模式选择与体制转轨（孔田平），1991年，第二期 
Economic Reforms in Eastern Europe: Mode Selection and Institutional Transition (Kong 
Tianping), 1991, Issue No.2 

6. 东欧向市场经济过渡面临的五大经济难题 （何国乾），1991年，第三期 
Five Economic Difficulties Faced by Eastern Europe’s Transition to a Market Economy 
(He Guogan), 1991, Issue No.3 

7. 原民主德国地区的国营经济私有化 （高德平），1991年，第五期 
Privatization of the State Economy in Former Democratic Germany (Gao Deping), 1991, 
Issue No. 5 

8. 东欧国家关于向市场经济过渡的论述及措施（孙祖荫），1992年，第一期 
Discussions and Measures of Eastern European Countries on Transition to Market 
Economy (Sun Zuyin), 1992, Issue No.1 

9. 罗马尼亚的私有化措施及问题 （李秀环），1992年，第二期 
Privatization Measures and Problems in Romania (Li Xiuhuan), 1992, Issue No.2 

10. 匈牙利私有化进程探视（马一凌），1992年，第二期 
A Probe into the Privatization Process in Hungary (Ma Yiling), 1992, Issue No.2 
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Appendix B: Summary of Personal Interviews  
 
 Interview No. Location Specialty Date 
1 RS-18-01 Shanghai World History 4/2018 
2 RS-18-02 Shanghai Russian History 4/2018 
3 RS-18-03 Shanghai  World History 4/2018 
4 RS-18-04 Wuhan  Law and Business  5/2018 
5 RS-18-05 Wuhan Marxism and Soviet Studies  5/2018 
6 RS-18-06 Wuhan Management 5/2018 
7 RS-18-07 Wuhan Business 5/2018 
8 RS-18-08 Shanghai Political Science 5/2018 
9 RS-18-09 Shanghai Sociology and Internal Reference Research 6/2018 
10 RS-18-10 Shanghai Business and Management 6/2018 
11 RS-18-11 Shanghai Entrepreneurship 6/2018 
12 RS-18-12 Shanghai Economy 6/2018 
13 RS-18-13 Beijing Finance 6/2018 
14 RS-18-14 Beijing Russian Politics 6/2018 
15 RS-18-15 Beijing Private Enterprise 6/2018 
16 RS-18-16 Shanghai Management 7/2018 
17 RS-18-17 Beijing Russian Politics 7/2018 
18 RS-18-18 Beijing CCP History 7/2018 
19 RS-18-19 Shanghai Russian Studies 7/2018 
20 RS-18-20 Shanghai Political Science and Russian Studies  7/2018 
21 RS-18-21 Shanghai Russian Studies  8/2018 
22 RS-18-22 Qingdao Finance and Economics 8/2018 
23 RS-18-23 Shanghai  Marxism 8/2018 

 


