the PLA grow larger the more it fought more in the War of Liberation?

Reorganization absorbed 3 million Nationalist soldiers
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DeepL Translation

Why did the PLA fight more and more in the War of Liberation? Reorganization
absorbed 3 million Nationalist soldiers
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Liberation fighters generally refer to "former soldiers of the Nationalist Army who were captured by
the People's Liberation Army (PLA) and liberated from the Kuomintang (IKMT) reactionaty army,
who were educated, and who joined the PLA" (Mao Zedong's Military Collected Works, Volume 5,
Military Science Publishing House, and the Central Literature Publishing House, 1993 edition, p. 61;
Zhou Enlai's Military Selected Writings, vol. 3, People's Publishing House, 1997 edition, p. 630.)
The name of the Chinese army was used by the Chinese government to refer to the Chinese army.
But in fact this designation existed before the Liberation War, and it referred generally to soldiers
from the former hostile camp who were captured by the CCP army and joined it. (According to the
March 1945 "Bulletin of the Political Department of the Jin-Hei-Lu-Yu Military Region on the
Political Work of a Field Hospital in the Taiyue Military Region," "A liberated soldier of the
Thirteenth Brigade was caught deserting, and, after a brewing process, he confessed his faults in
public and made a pledge. With the enthusiastic ideological support of the masses, he relieved some
of the liberation fighters of the doubt that we were afraid of them, and at the same time, stabilized
the minds of individual comrades who wanted to desert." (He Zhengging, editor-in-chief, Selected
Historical Materials on the Hygiene of the Liu Deng Army, Chengdu University of Science and

nn

Technology Press, 1991 edition, p. 38) This group also includes "liberated soldiers," "captive
components," "liberated fighters," "liberated fighters," "liberated fighters," "liberated fighters,"
"liberated fighters," and "liberated fighters. "("Captive soldiers" sometimes refers to liberation
fighters, i.e., captured soldiers formally integrated into the CCP army, but sometimes it refers to all
captives in general.) They have been called "captive soldiers" ("{%)35 J&") and other names. They
played an important role in the liberation war and even made up the majority of the CCP's army for
a certain period of time. However, over the years, little academic attention has been paid to this
group, and from a single point of view, they have mostly been studied in terms of the experience of

rehabilitating prisoners. How did the liberation fighters come into being? How large are they in the

CCP-led People's Army? This is the main focus of this paper.

The emergence of the group of "liberation fighters" was closely related to the CCP's policy of taking
prisoners. As early as February 18, 1928, Mao Zedong announced the prisoner policy of the
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Workers' and Peasants' Revolutionary Army at a general meeting of the people and the army held in
front of the Panlong Academy in Maoping, Ninggang County, that "prisoners will not be beaten or
scolded, those who are injured will be given medical treatment, those who wish to stay will be
integrated into the army, and those who want to leave will be given money for their journey." (Mao
Zedong's Chronicle (1893-1949), vol. 1, Central Literature Publishing House, 2002 edition, p. 235.)
It is thought that the practice of sending off prisoners who did not want to stay by paying for their
transportation originated here; between February and April 1928, the Red Army's policy of giving
preferential treatment to prisoners had already taken initial shape (see Zuo Shuangwen, "A Test of
the Red Army's Preferential Treatment of Prisoners of War", p. 23). (See Zuo Shuangwen, "The
Formation of the Red Army's Policy of Preferential Treatment of Prisoners after the Three Great
Uprisings," Journal of South China Normal University (Social Science Edition), No. 2, 1997). In
December 1929, the Resolution of the Ninth Congtress of the Fourth Army of the Red Army of the
Communist Party of China (CPC), made at the Gutian Conference, pointed out: "The method of
giving preferential treatment to captive soldiers is: firstly, not to search them for money and all other
objects, and in the past, the behavior of Red Army soldiers in searching for the belongings of
captive soldiers should be resolutely abolished. Secondly, we should welcome the captives with great
warmth and make them feel joyful in spirit, and should not insult the captives with any words or
actions. Thirdly, the captives should be given the same material equality as the veterans. Fourthly,
for those who do not wish to stay, after propaganda, they will be sent back with travel expenses so
that they can spread the influence of the Red Army among the White Army, and we are opposed to
the idea that those who do not wish to stay will be forced to stay because of greed for more soldiers.
All of the above applies to officers and chiefs who have been captured, except under special
circumstances." The prisoner policy of this period existed mainly as a part of the propaganda policy
against the enemy, which was elaborated in the Resolution under the subheading "Problems of
propaganda work of the Red Army", and it was held that "giving preferential treatment to enemy
prisoners is an extremely effective method of propagandizing against the enemy" (Collected
Documents of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of China). (Selected Documents of
the Central Committee of the Communist Party of China, vol. 5, 1989 edition of the Party School
Press of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of China, pp. 823-824). Of course, in the
absence of consolidated revolutionary bases and with a serious shortage of troops, replenishing

captives was also a contingency strategy to replenish the troops.
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At the end of 1928, Mao Zedong mentioned in his report to the Central Committee of the
Communist Party of China (CPC) that the soutce of the Red Army at the border "is the prisoners of
the enemy, and without such supplementation, the number of soldiers will become a big problem"
(Mao Zedong, Selected Works, Volume 1, People's Publishing House, 1991 edition, p. 63). On May
31, 1931, just after the end of the second anti-encirclement campaign, in order to cope with the
ensuing third encirclement campaign, the Provisional General Front Committee of the Red Army of
the Communist Party of China (CPC) decided that, in order to meet the urgent need of expanding
the Red Army, not a single captive soldier should be let go, so as to replenish the Red Army. In
order to expand the Red Army, it was decided that none of the captured soldiers would be let go, so
as to replenish the Red Army, organize them into divisions in time for training, and then pick out
the bad ones and send them away in the course of training. (See Mao Tse-tung's Chronicle (1893-
1949), vol. 1, p. 346.) However, "not letting any of them go" was a special case and did not become

a long-term policy of the Red Army.

Even though the CCP had financial difficulties, it still paid for the travel of prisoners who chose to
leave, but the exact amount varied. In May 1930, Xiong Shougqi, who was then a member of the Red
Army's military committee, acting secretary, and acting political commissar, said at a meeting of the
National Conference of Soviet Regional Representatives and a meeting of the National Conference
of Red Army Representatives, "Every time a captive was captured, the Political Department would
propagandize to the prisoner, saying, "If the prisoner wants to stay in the Red Army, then stay here.
If he was willing to stay in the Red Army, he would stay; if he was not, each person would be given
five yuan (or more if he traveled a long distance) for the journey, and a farewell meeting would be
held to send him back, and this was the propaganda for the captured soldiers. For captured and
wounded soldiers, they were each given ten yuan, plus travel expenses, and they were given medicine
and sent out by boat to comfort and publicize them." (Xiong Shougqi, "The Condition of the Red
Army's Fourth Army (from July 1929 to April 1930)," Party Literature, No. 2, 1999.) On May 3,
1931, Mao Zedong and Zhu De issued the "Instruction on Various Fixed Matters Before the War"
which mentioned, "With regard to the provisions for the repatriation of captive soldiers, it is
provisionally stipulated that 2 yuan be paid." (Mao Zedong's Economic Chronicle, edited by Gu
Longsheng, 1993 edition of the Party School Press of the Central Committee of the Communist
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Party of China, p. 54.) According to Xie Senfa, vice-chairman of the Ninggang County Soviet
Government at the time, in the fall of 1933, the local armed forces in Ninggang County, where he
was a member, "welcomed those who did not want to leave to join our army, and those who were
willing to go home were given three pieces of ocean for their travel expenses" (Xie Senfa,
"Footprints of Struggle, Difficult Course," Fuquan City Historical Records Compilation Committee
Office, p. 54). Office edited and printed The Long March of the Red Army across Pingyue, internal
edition 1999, p. 202) . At that time, the standard for feeding the soldiers of the Fourth Red Army
was "15 cents per person per day" (Xiong Shouqi, "The Condition of the Fourth Red Army (from
July 1929 to April 1930)", Party Literature, No. 2, 1999), and the soldiers who participated in the
"anti-Congress" campaign had to be fed by the Fourth Red Army, while the soldiers who
participated in the "anti-Congress" campaign had to be fed by the Fourth Red Army. The CCP's
"anti-Communist" troops were mostly from Jiangxi and its neighboring provinces, and it can be
inferred that the travel expenses paid to the captives were sufficient to allow them to go home or

return to their original units.

During the War of Resistance against Japan, the CCP's policy on prisoners remained basically
unchanged from that of the Agrarian Revolution, as Zhu De mentioned in a talk in May 1940: "Our
army's policy toward captured soldiers is that those who have no bad habits, are of good character,
and who voluntarily stay in our army can be taken in; the rest are all sent back home. In this regard,
it is better to have no prisoners than to have them." (At the Side of the Giants of History: Memoirs
of Shi Zhe (revised edition), compiled by Li Haiwen, Central Literature Publishing House, 1995
edition, p. 190.) Zhu De emphasized "voluntarily", and it was clear that prisoners who did not want
to stay could choose to leave. On October 12 of the same year, in order to retain the KMT officers
and soldiers captured during the Huangqiao Battle and the large number of intellectuals who had
been taken in, Mao Zedong, Zhu De, and Wang Jiaxiang sent a message to Chen Yi, saying, "Only a
few of the bad elements of the captured soldiers should be released, while the rest of the captured
soldiers should replenish themselves, be trained, and enhance the fighting strength of the troops.
Lower-level captive officers should also keep some of them with a little revolutionary spirit, and the
rest of the officers and chiefs should be released with favorable treatment, without killing any of
them (no matter how reactionary they may be)." (Mao Zedong's Chronicle (1893-1949), Middle
Volume, Central Literature Publishing House, 2002 edition, p. 210.) In this case, the decision on the
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retention of prisoners was not in one's hands. However, the fact that this instruction was issued to
the New Fourth Army and was only directed at the prisoners of the Battle of Huanggiao was still a
special case; on May 1, 1941, Mao Zedong's "Outline of the Administration of the Shanxi-Gansu-
Ningxia Border Region," which had been revised several times and approved by the Political Bureau
of the CCPB, was published, and Article 20 stipulated that: "The policy of leniency should be
applied to the enemy soldiers and pseudo-military officers and men who have been taken prisoner in
combat, irrespective of their situation. Those who are willing to participate in the war of resistance
shall be taken in and given preferential treatment, and those who are unwilling shall be released, and
shall not be killed, humiliated, forced to surrender, or compelled to write letters of repentance.
Those who are released and then continuously captured shall be treated accordingly, regardless of
the number of times they have been captured. If there are any attacks in China on the FEighth Route
Army, the New Fourth Army or any other anti-Japanese forces, they shall be dealt with in the same
way." (Mao Tse-tung's Collected Works) (Mao Zedong's Collected Works, vol. 2, People's
Publishing House, 1993 edition, p. 337.)

The above discussion shows that the CCP's policy of taking prisoners before the Liberation War was
mainly for the purpose of propagandizing itself and disintegrating the enemy forces. Although under
certain circumstances captured soldiers were used by the CCP to "replenish itself," in general,

captives were free to choose whether to stay or go.

The large number of liberation fighters and the large proportion of them in the CCP's army were the

result of the CCP's restructuring of its prisoner policy during the liberation war.

In October 1947, Mao Zedong petsonally drafted the Declaration of the Chinese People's
Liberation Army (PLA), announcing the policy of "those who ate the chief offenders will be dealt
with, those who are coercive will not be questioned, and those who have made meritorious
achievements will be rewarded," and at the same time declaring that "the army will not kill or

humiliate any Chiang officer or soldier who lays down his arms, and will accept those who wish to
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stay and send those who wish to go back to their homes. Those who wish to stay will be taken in,
and those who wish to go will be sent back". (Mao Zedong, Selected Works, vol. 4, People's
Publishing House, 1991 edition, p. 1238). Howevet, in the liberation war, "those who wish to go will

be sent back" was mainly a propaganda slogan, but the actual implementation was different.

In fact, the CCP's policy toward prisoners had already changed quietly, and on October 16, 1945, the
"Instructions of the Central Committee on the Handling of Prisoners of War" clarified for the first
time the CCP's policy toward prisoners of war during the War of Liberation: "In order to weaken
the Kuomintang army, to increase the replenishment of our army, and for the purpose of
exchanging our captured and arrested persons with the Kuomintang in the future, all Kuomintang
troops and prisoners captured in battle and those captured by the Kuomintang will be sent back to
the Kuomintang. (a) All able-bodied soldiers will be fought for and replenished to our troops. (b) All
officers and rank-and-file personnel will be fought for, and those who are willing to serve in our
army will be made to do so. Those who are unwilling to serve our troops or who are determined and
stubbornly opposed to us shall be placed under guard and educated, and ordered to produce, and
shall not be returned. If it is difficult to centralize the guards, they will be handed over to the local
government for guarding, education and production. (c) All old, infirm and disabled persons will be
exchanged with the Kuomintang at the end of the war. (c) All those who are old, weak, disabled, and
useless to us and the enemy will be released after being educated and publicized. (d) For individual
units whose soldiers have been deceived by recalcitrant officers and whose influence on our army is
still shallow, and who have not yet understood our policy of taking prisoners, after capturing their
officers and soldiers, they shall be given effective propaganda and education, and the best of them
shall be appropriately dispersed to their original units, so as to expand the influence of our army; and
reactionary officers and cadres may also be released to a few of their units after being taught to do
s0, so that they can prove the policy of our party of not killing prisoners." (Historical Materials on
Political Work in the Army, edited by the Political Work Teaching and Research Department of the
Political Academy of the Chinese People's Liberation Army, Vol. 10, Chinese People's Liberation
Army Warriors' Publishing House, 1982 edition, p. 49.)
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This captivity policy was very different from the CCP's captivity policy during the period of the
Land Revolution and the War of Resistance Against Japanese Aggression, whose basic foothold was
to replenish itself and weaken the enemy. A year later, in reviewing the previous yeat's prisoner
policy, the CCP summatized the characteristics of the policy by saying, "On the principle of the
usefulness of my people, I basically refrained from releasing them". "Basically not releasing" meant
that only a limited number of prisoners would be released, resulting in the enemy's arbitrary
distortion of the CCP's capture policy and the KMT soldiers' stubborn resistance out of fear of
being captured. This policy also meant that the CCP had to bear the burden of feeding, clothing,
housing, and using the captives. In addition, some captives, especially officers and cadres, were not
easy to reform, and the cost of their management and education was very large, which made them a
burden to the liberated areas and a burden to the people and their finances. In view of this, the CPC
Central Committee adjusted its previous prisoner policy: "General prisoners above brigade level will
be educated, given special privileges, and given publicity and appeal work, but basically not released.
Those above regiment and battalion level will be sent to military districts for education and training,
and some of them will be used by us. Those who are more progressive and willing to go back will be
given assignments and be released individually, except for those who are extremely stubborn and
reactionary or those who are of exchange value, and then they will be released by installments. After
a short period of training at company and platoon level, except for those who can be retained in
service, they will be given a mission and released immediately. The old, the weak, the disabled, the
soldier ruffians, and those with certain feudal ties who are not easy to educate are given preferential
treatment, and after a simple education and complaint campaign, they are still released with a simple
assignment; the rest of them are mostly sought to replenish our army, or a part of them is educated
and then released to do the work of disintegration." (The CCP Central Committee's Response to the
Capture of Soldiers). ("Instructions of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of China on
the Work with Prisoners" (November 14, 1946), Vol. 10 of Historical Matetials on the Political
Wortk of the Army, edited by the Political Work Teaching and Research Department of the Political
Academy of the Chinese People's Liberation Army, p. 421.)

This policy can be said to be the culmination of the CCP's historical captivity policy. On the one
hand, it inherited the essence of the policy of taking prisoners during the period of the Land

Revolution and the War of Resistance against Japanese Aggression, that is, using prisoners to
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propagandize against the enemy and disintegrate the enemy; on the other hand, it inherited the
policy of the early period of the War of Liberation, that is, using prisoners to replenish themselves
and strengthen the revolutionary forces. From this time onwards, the prisoners were mainly officers

who undertook the task of propaganda against the enemy, while the soldiers were used to replenish

the CCP army.

When the war progressed to 1948, the pressure to support the front was generally felt to be very
heavy in all the liberated areas because of the devastation of the war and the increasing demand for
manpower and material resources at the front. Peng Dehuai reflected that in the Northwest Military
Region, "the enemy's three-light policy had made it difficult for the people to recover from their
losses for five years" (quoted in Wang Zhengzhu, "Chairman Mao and We Were on the Same
Battlefield" ( «EFJEFIKNIFE—ME LAY ), in Memory of Mao Zedong ( <ZHMTEFELRY ),
Central Literature Publishing House (H19&3CHk HY iftAL), 1993 edition, p. 240. Nie Rongzhen also
reflected that the North China Military Region had "mobilized the maximum amount of manpower
and material resources" (Report on the Problems of Army Construction (February 16, 1948),
Selected Military Writings of Nie Rongzhen, PLA Press, 1992 edition, p. 280). Mao Zedong and
other central leaders also Mao Zedong and other leaders of the Central Committee also believed that
"the population of the countryside has been greatly reduced ...... and that the expansion of the army
in all districts (including the Northeast) has reached the saturation point”, and therefore issued the
following instruction: "This year, in addition to the original expansion plans of the districts in North,
East, Northeast and Northwest China, all districts will be allowed to expand their armies. This year,
North China, East China, Northeast China and Northwest China, with the exception of some places
where the original expansion plan is allowed to be completed, the rest should not be expanded. ......
In the future, the source of troops for the front line will rely entirely on prisoners and the upgrading
of certain local units." (Mao Zedong's Military Collected Works, Volume 4, Military Science
Publishing House, Central Literature Publishing House, 1993 edition, p. 530.)

At that time, the local CCP units were charged with the dual task of defending the liberated areas
and participating in production, and the upgrading of the local units to field armies heading for the

front line of combat inevitably demanded that a new source of soldiers be brought in to join the
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local units. The "front-line source of troops depends entirely on prisoners and on the upgrading of
certain local units", and ultimately it is necessary to plan for this group of prisoners. Therefore, the
"Instructions of the Central Military Commission on the Supplementation of Soldier Soutces" issued
in August 1948 adjusted the captive policy once again: "Except for the captive officers and soldiers
who are still handled in accordance with the guidelines decided by the Central Public Works
Committee, who are given good education and released in batches to disintegrate the enemy, the
captive soldiers should, in principle, not be released, and the majority of them should be used to
replenish the troops, and the smallest portion should be used in the rear for production. ...... Those
who cannot serve as combat soldiers can also be used as stretcher bearers, supply wagons, or
assigned to serve in the rear authorities, and young and strong men can be transferred to supplement
those in the front. Generally speaking, those who are unable to perform military service should be
assigned to employment in the liberated areas and participate in agricultural or other production, so
as to strengthen the labor force in the liberated areas and reduce the labor force in the enemy areas."
(Historical Materials on the Political Work of the Army, edited by the Political Work Teaching and
Research Department of the Political Academy of the People's Liberation Army, Vol. 12, People's
Liberation Army Warriors' Publishing House, 1982 edition, p. 85.)

From the above discussion, it is clear that in the War of Liberation, the "repatriation of those who
wished to go" was not really practiced, which is also evidenced by the demobilization payments for
prisoners. In the Northwest Military Region, for example, the "Standard of Provision for the
Northwest Field Army of the People's Liberation Army for the Month of August 1948" stipulated
that "the monthly average of prisoner severance pay for those who were sent out of the border area
was 50,000 yuan." (The document also states that the Northwest Field Army "paid 200,000 yuan for
each first-class casualty; 160,000 yuan for each second-class casualty; and 120,000 yuan for each
third-class casualty.") (Fang Zhongru, edited by the Party History Research Office of the Shaanxi
Provincial Committee of the Communist Party of China, Shaanxi People's Publishing House, 2002
edition, p. 172) According to some other sources, the supply standard of the Northwest Field Army
in 1948 was "160,000 yuan for each first-class casualty, 120,000 yuan for each second-class casualty,
and 80,000 yuan for each third-class casualty." The demobilization fee for prisoners was "30,000
yuan for each prisoner sent out of the border area." (Luochuan County Military Records, Sangin

Publishing House, 2009 edition, p. 148; Huanglong County Military Records, Sangin Publishing
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House, 2009 edition, p. 98)) This amount was calculated using the Northwest Farmers' Currency,
which had been issued after the merger of the Shanxi-Gansu-Ningxia Border Region Bank and the
Jinsui Border Region Peasants' Bank in January 1948, when the price of goods was "42,000 yuan for
1 catty of pork; Oil 1 catty 50,000 yuan; salt 1 catty 13,000 yuan; vegetables 1 catty 6,000 yuan; hard
firewood 1 catty 800 yuan. At that time, the food standard of the Northwest Field Army was "1
yuan, 291,500 yuan for a troubled broom; 2 yuan, 291,500 yuan for a pump dome mealybug spade; 3
yuan, 474,000 yuan for a dead = fomenting spade; 4 yuan, 549,000 yuan for a dead couch spade; 5
yuan, 785,250 yuan for a nightmare operated by my operative while a dead couch; 6 yuan, 675,000
yuan for each of the wounded above the shelter; 7 yuan, 7 yuan for the wounded of the dead Kan
Company; 7 yuan, 7 yuan for the wounded of the dead Kan Company; 7 yuan for the wounded of
the dead Kan Company. The wounded who were killed in the Suga Company were each given
405,000 yuan per month;8 the wounded in the Sheltered Lip Hospital were given 84,000 yuan per
injury;9 the wounded in the Bundu Nuns Coughing Ceremony were given 9,717 yuan;10 and the
wounded in the Coin Communist Rabbit Coughing Ceremony were given 3,240 yuan." (Fang
Zhongru, edited by the Party History Research Office of the CPC Shaanxi Provincial Committee,
pp. 173, 170.) Most of the Kuomintang soldiers who fought against the CCP in the northwest were
from the south Peng Dehuai mentioned in a document that "the absolute majority of the prisoners
of the Northwest Field Army were Sichuanese", and after they were added to the army, the
Northwest Field Army "basically became the army of the south. (See "Peng Dehuai's Message to
Mao Zedong on the Dynamics of the Enemy Army in the Northwest and the Deployment of the
Field Army" (February 8, 1949), First Field Army War History Compilation and Review Committee,
Selected Documents of the First Field Army of the Chinese People's Liberation Army, vol. 2, PLA
Publishing House, 2000 edition, p. 251.) , the distances traveled were so great that even by the
lowest standards of survival, there was no way for demobilized prisoners to return home on

severance pay.

How many prisoners actually joined the PLA? What was the proportion of liberation fighters in the
People's Liberation Army? It was very difficult to fully clarify these questions, because even the
leaders of the CPC Central Committee and the heads of the Central Bureaus and field armies in

most cases knew only approximations, and rarely had accurate statistics. In 1951, Zhou Enlai said
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helplessly at the national demobilization summary meeting: "Our troops have not been verified, and
there is a very large false number of them. ...... To this day the exact number of our troops cannot be
counted." (Speech by Premier Zhou Enlai at the National Demobilization Work Summary
Conference (February 12, 1951), Central Transitional Construction Committee, Compilation of
Documents on the Demobilization Work of the Chinese People's Liberation Army (1950 - 1954),
internal edition, 1958, p. 132.) Therefore, this paper can only try to grasp the general picture of the

above issue by interpreting various sources.

During the Liberation War, starting from March 1947, the Kuomintang army began a focused attack
after the all-out offensive. One key direction of attack was the northwest and the other was
Shandong. As a result, the Northwest Field Army and the East China Field Army were two of the
eatlier units that engaged in large-scale fierce battles with the Kuomintang Army. These two field
armies captured a large number of prisoners, and the composition of their units changed

significantly as a result.

The Northwest Field Army was one of the five major field armies that liberated more than half of its
fighters earlier. The land in the northwest was barren and sparsely populated, and the slightest war
mobilization would reach the limit of the affordability of the liberated areas. At the beginning of
1947, the Jinsui sub-bureau in the northwest had already "mobilized six or seven tenths of the
strongest soldiers" ("Decision of the Jinsui Sub-bureau on the Spring Expansion of Troops"
(February 15, 1947), The History of Political Work in the Military, edited by the Political Work
Department of the PLA Political Science College, vol. 10, p. 557), and from then on, "the new
elements were mobilized in the eatly half of the field wars". From then on, "the replenishment of
new components changed from relying mainly on the sons and daughters of soldiers in the past to
liberating almost all of them from captured soldiers" (Memoirs of Liao Hansheng, Eighty-first
Publishing House, 1993 edition, p. 392). In August 1947, He Long stated that "captive soldiers now
account for 80 percent of the total" ("He Long's Report to the Joint Meeting of County Committee
Secretaries of the Suide Sub-district" (August 10, 1947), First Field Army War History Compilation
and Review Committee, Selected Documents of the First Field Army of the Chinese People's

Liberation Army, vol. 3, PLA Publishing House, 2000 edition, p. 20) 2000 edition, p. 20.) In

22



November of the same year, Peng Dehuai was arrested. In November of the same year, Peng
Dehuai and Zhang Zongxun pointed out that "some of the troops had already taken more than 80
percent of the prisoners, some 60 percent, and the average should be about 70 percent." (Peng
Dehuai and Zhang Zongxun on the Attack on Yu and the Rest and Reorganization of the Troops to
the Military Commission and to He Long and Xi Zhongxun (November 27, 1947), First Field Army
War History Compilation and Review Committee, Selected Literature of the First Field Army of the
Chinese People's Liberation Army, vol. 1, PLA Press, 2000 edition, p. 576.) In February 1949, Peng
Dehuai reported to Mao Zedong that the Northwest Field Army "now has 95,000 men ...... Captive
soldiers accounted for about 80 percent of the army, the proportion of the company is even greater,
the vast majority of the squad leaders are captive soldiers, platoon commanders and deputy platoon
commanders are nearly half, company commanders and instructors in the various armies there are
individual " ("Peng Dehuai's Message to Mao Zedong on the Dynamics of the Enemy Army in the
Northwest and the Deployment of the Field Army" (February 8, 1949), First Field Army War
History Compilation and Review Committee, Selected Documents of the First Field Army of the

Chinese People's Liberation Army, vol. 2, p. 251.) .

East China was one of the country's key battlefields during the Liberation War, with frequent battles
that grew larger and larger, and the East China Field Army used prisoners to constantly replenish
itself. in July 1947, Chen Yi, Su Yu, and Tan Zhenlin mentioned in a report to the CCP Central
Committee that "the minimum estimate for participation in the Field Army of the four hundred and
forty thousand prisoners taken last year was one hundred thousand, which is equal to or exceeds the
number of those who voluntarily enlisted in the army, and the ratio of field army prisoners is
between forty and eighty percent. ratio of forty to eighty percent." (Chen Yi, Su Yu, and Tan
Zhenlin, "Report to the Central Committee on the Experience of Building the Army in East China"
(July 19, 1947), Book 11 of Historical Materials on Political Work in the Army, edited by the
Department of Political Work of the PLA Institute of Politics, PLA Warrior Press, 1982 edition, pp.
11-12.) A few months later, Chen Yi summarized, "Three-tenths of our replacement soldiers are

"

turned peasants, and seven-tenths are liberation fighters." ("Preliminary Summary of the One-Year
War of Self-Defense in Fast China" (December 30, 1947-January 1, 1948), Selected Military Writings
of Chen Yi, PLA Press, 1996 edition, p. 435.) In April 1948, Chen Yi introduced the situation of the

Northwest Field Army to the cadres of the East China Field Army: "For more than a yeat, the
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Northwest Field Army has not been replenished with new recruits from the liberated areas who have
joined the army, but has mainly absorbed liberated fighters, and the composition of liberated fighters
in the army now accounts for seventy to eighty percent. The experience of enlisting liberated fighters
in the army is similar to ours." ("Speech of Army Commander Chen Yi at a Meeting of Cadres
Above the Regiment Level" (April 5, 1948), Historical Materials on Army Political Work, edited by
the Political Work Teaching and Research Department of the Political Academy of the Chinese
People's Liberation Army, vol. 11, p. 428.) According to the word "also", the composition of
liberation fighters in the East China Field Army also reached 70 to 80 percent. During the Huaihai
Campaign, the East China Field Army practiced the policy of "capturing, mending, teaching, and
fighting", which achieved certain results. According to Su Yu, "At the beginning of the Huaihai
Campaign, there were 369,000 men in the East China Field, 105,000 casualties in the course of the
campaign, and 551,000 at the end of the campaign, except for a few local regiments which were
replenished, and those who were replenished were mainly liberation fighters." (Su Yu's Selected

Writings) (Su Yu's Selected Writings, Volume 3, Military Science Press, 2004 edition, p. 737.)

After the Central Plains Field Army's "Thousand-Mile Leap into the Dabie Mountains" and its
transition to external combat, it also implemented the policy of "immediate capture and
replacement," and the number and proportion of liberated fighters increased rapidly. now, about
seventy percent are liberation fighters." (Quoted in He Qijun, "Affection for Yan'an," Xinhua
Publishing House, 1998 edition, p. 137.) In July 1949, the Front Committee of the Central Plains
Field Army pointed out in its report to the Central Military Commission: "After the Huaihai Battle
last year, the composition of the troops was generally about sixty percent captives. Now it has
generally reached about 80 percent." (Comprehensive Report of the Second Field Front Committee
on the Situation of the Troops to the Central Military Commission (July 1949), The Historical
Materials on the Political Work of the Army, edited by the Department of Political Work of the
Political Academy of the Chinese People's Liberation Army, Vol. 13, People's Liberation Army
Wartiors' Publishing House, 1982 edition, p. 199.)

The Northeast Field Army's relatively small scale of liberation fighters during the first one or two

years of the liberation war was related to the fact that it had a vast base area and a rich source of
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reserve soldiers (turned peasants). Generals at all levels of the Northeast Field Army were not as
proactive as those of other field armies on the issue of absorbing prisoners into the army, resulting
in a large loss of prisoners in the Northeast.In October 1947, Luo Ronghuan lamented, "There wete
a total of 50,000 prisoners taken in the summer offensive, but now only 8,000 have been replenished
to the army, and 8,000 are being trained in the reat, while the rest have gone who knows where. "
("Some Problems Concerning Troop Construction" (October 1947), Luo Ronghuan's Selected
Military Writings, People's Liberation Army Publishing House, 1997 edition, p. 389; "The Troops'
Training" (Matrch 25 to March 31, 1948), p. 389) ) From March 25 to April 16, 1948, Luo Ronghuan
attended the Northeast Military Region Staff Work Conference held in Harbin, pointing out that one
of the major problems in the army was that it was "not enough to fight for the liberation of the
soldiers, not enough to study the experience and methods, and not enough to raise the awareness of
the situation to the extent that it could be regarded as a political task" (Huang Yao, edited by Luo
Ronghuan). (Huang Yao, edited by Luo Ronghuan, People's Publishing House, 2002 edition, p.
538). . In September of the same year, he pointed out in the Special Report of the Army Party
Organization Conference that "the composition of the captives has generally accounted for ten
percent." (Luo Ronghuan's Selected Military Writings, p. 458.) This proportion was the smallest
among the field armies at that time, but the ensuing Liao-Shen Battle caused it to rise sharply. In the
Liao-Shen Battle, which lasted 52 days, almost all the main forces suffered nearly 10,000 casualties,
except for the first column, which suffered fewer. (See Ma Yunpeng, The Battle of Pingjin, Liaoning
People's Publishing House, 1998 edition, p. 22.) After the battle, the Northeast Field Army had a
total of 170,000 new recruits, including 110,000 liberated fighters and 60,000 turned peasants. (See
Reference Materials for Teaching the History of the CPC (During the New Democratic Revolution)
(IV), compiled and printed by the Department of History of the CPC of Beijing Normal University,
1975 internal edition, p. 446.) The composition of the troops then changed considerably. In the case
of the three columns, for example, the liberated fighters of the average company accounted for
about 54 percent, and in some cases even as high as 60 percent. (See Selected Historical Materials of
the Shenyang Military Region (1945-1985), compiled and printed by the Research Office of the
Political Department of the Shenyang Military Region, 1985 internal edition, p. 103.)

The North China Field Army also initially did not go all out to absorb prisoners into its ranks; in

March 1947, Luo Ruiqing even demanded at the political work conference of the Jinchahi Military
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Region that "the supplementation of liberated fighters should be limited to no more than forty to
fifty percent." (The Political Work Teaching and Research Department of the Chinese People's
Liberation Army Political Academy, Vol. 10, p. 627, Historical Materials on the Political Work of the
Army.) In June of the same year, Zhu De reported to the Central Committee that in the Jinchahi
Military Region "the composition of the fighters is good, and the captives account for only one-
twelfth of one percent”" (Report to the Central Committee on the Handling of Military Work in the
Jinchahi Region (June 1, 1947), Selected Military Writings of Zhu De, People's Liberation Army
Publishing House, 1997 edition, p. 591). . However, as the war intensified, the demand for soldiers
grew. in February 1948, Yang Chengwu reflected, "In the past, too few prisoners were sought for
enlistment." (Yang Chengwu, "On the Question of Rectifying Discipline and Rectifying the System"
(February 12, 1948), Book 11 of Historical Materials on Political Work in the Army, edited by the
Department of Political Work of the Political Academy of the Chinese People's Liberation Army, p.
341.) In March of the same year, the North China Military Region set up a supplementary training
corps specializing in the training of turned peasants and liberation fighters. By July 1949, a total of
83,000 farmers and 61,900 liberation fighters had been trained. (See Report of the North China
Military Region to the General Political Department of the Military Commission and the North
China Bureau on the Situation of the Mending Training Corps (November 1949), edited by the
Political Work Teaching and Research Department of the PLA Political Science Institute, Historical

Materials on the Political Work of the Army, vol. 11, p. 318.)

As far as the size of the liberation fighters within the scope of the whole army is concerned, on
August 23, 1948, Zhu De pointed out at a briefing on the war situation by the Operations Bureau of
the PLA Headquarters, "Now sixty to seventy percent of our army are liberation fighters." (Zhu
De's Annals (New Edition) (in Chinese), Central Literature Publishing House, 20006 edition, p.
1309.) According to statistics, in June 1948, the total military strength of the PLA had grown to
neatrly 2.8 million, including 1.49 million field troops. (History of the National Liberation War of the
Chinese People's Liberation Army, edited by the Military History Research Department of the
Academy of Military Sciences, vol. 4, Military Science Press, 1997 edition, p. 5.) If "our army" refers
to the entire CCP army, there should be between 1.68 million and 1.96 million liberation fighters; if
it refers only to the field army, there should be between 894,000 and 1.043 million liberation
tighters. According to other statistics, in the two years from July 1946 to June 1948, the CCP
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captured 1.63 million KMT soldiers. (See "Statistics on the Comparison of Enemy Losses in the
Four Years of the National Liberation War (July 1946-June 1950)," Research Department of the
Academy of Military Sciences, "History of the Chinese People's Liberation Army: The Period of the
National Liberation War," Military Science Publishing House, 2000 edition, Appendix "Statistical
Tables of Battle Achievements" (viii)). It is assumed that "our army" refers to the field army. Mao
Zedong pointed out in the Notice of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of China on
the September Meeting, issued on October 10, 1948, that "within two years ...... had dissolved about
800,000 captive soldiers from the Kuomintang army, turning them into liberation fighters and
turning their guns to fight the Kuomintang. " (Mao Tse-tung's Military Collected Works, vol. 5, p.
56.) The phrase "within two years," judging from the context, refers to the two years from July 1946
to June 1948, after the outbreak of the all-out civil war. Although both Mao and Zhu used
approximations, it at least shows that by 1948, more than half of the field army had been liberated
fighters, and for the army as a whole, the liberated fighters accounted for about 30 percent of the

total.

With the successive victories in the three wars, the size of the liberated fighters in the CCP-led
People's Army expanded further, and in April 1949, Zhou Enlai pointed out, "A large proportion of
our fighters were captured and called liberated fighters, and in some units, liberated fighters
accounted for as much as 80 percent of the fighters, and in some cases, the lesser ones accounted
for 50-60 percent, with an average of about 65-70 percent. The average was about sixty-five to
seventy percent." (Zhou Enlai's Selected Works, People's Publishing House, 1980 edition, p. 315.) In
July of the same year, Zhou Enlai also introduced to the crowd: "In these three years ...... among the
five million six hundred and ninety-nine million people lost by the enemy, the number of people
captured by us amounted to seventy percent, that is, four million one hundred and fifteen thousand
people, and among the captives there are two million eight hundred thousand people who have
become the People's Liberation Army. " (Selected Works of Zhou Enlai, vol. 1, pp. 346-347. In
January 1949, the total strength of the PLA increased to over 3,580,000 men, of whom over
2,180,000 were in the field army. (History of the National Liberation War of the Chinese People's
Liberation Army, edited by the Military History Research Department of the Academy of Military
Sciences, vol. 5, Military Science Press, 1997 edition, p. 8). If the proportion mentioned by Zhou

Enlai in April is applied to January, the number of liberation fighters for the whole army would be
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2,327,000 to 2,506,000 according to the calculation of "an average of about 65% to 70%", which,
together with the room for increase in the first half of the year, would roughly coincide with the
number of 2,800,000 mentioned by Zhou Enlai in July. It can be judged from this that by the first
half of 1949, liberation fighters had accounted for 65 to 70 percent of the total number of fighters in
the whole army. After that, the number continued to rise. After the end of the War of Liberation, in
June 1950, Zhou Enlai said at a political conference, "In terms of the composition of the army,
liberation fighters account for 70 to 80 percent." (Quoted in Zhou Enlai's Biography (1898-1976)
(below), Central Literature Publishing House, 2008 edition, p. 884.)

Since the period of the Agrarian Revolution, the CCP had already absorbed soldiers from captives
into the army to make up for the shortage of soldiers. Generally speaking, however, during the
Agrarian Revolution and the War of Resistance Against Japan, the CCP's policy on prisoners was
focused on propaganda and dismantling the enemy, and prisoners were generally free to choose
whether to stay or go. During the War of Liberation, the CCP replaced free choice of stay with
"basically no release," meaning that the CCP's prisoner policy had increasingly developed into a
relatively independent policy of military expansion. As the scale of the war expanded and the
tighting continued, the CCP increasingly emphasized the need to obtain additional soldiers from
captives, which made the military expansion nature of the captivity policy even more pronounced.
Against this background, the number of liberation fighters continued to expand, and their
proportion in the CCP-led People's Army also rose. In the middle and late stages of the War of
Liberation, the proportion of liberation fighters in the people's army under the leadership of the
CCP increased the further down the line one went. Some squads and platoons even consisted
entirely of liberation fighters, the only difference being between "old liberation fighters" and "new
liberation fighters". The addition of liberation fighters enriched the PLA's strength. They made their

own contribution to the CCP's winning of national power and the liberation of the Chinese people.

[Author Jiang Linping, Master's Degree Candidate, School of History, Wuhan University, Wuhan
430072, Hubei, China].
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