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INTRODUCTION
History of science in (former) communist countries is often characterized by political and ideological intervention. While the historiography of post-war Soviet sciences has accumulated a rich body of literature,1 its Chinese counterpart remains relatively meager. When the Chinese context is concerned, the Cultural Revolution (1966-1976) stands out as the most disastrous event when a single-party government thwarted most scientific researches.2 This arresting calamity dwarfs a few preceding events and makes them less visible in the historiography of science: the Learning-from-the-Soviet-Union Campaign, the Hundred Flowers Campaign, and the Anti-Rightist Campaign in the 1950s. However, I argue that these three preceding events worth attention because they displayed much richer historical complexity and dynamics than the meanings we tend to attach to the Cultural Revolution.
     In the early 1950s, with its “leaning to one side” policy, the newly established government of the People’s Republic of China promoted a massive Learning-from-the-Soviet-Union Campaign. As a result, Ivan Pavlov’s (1849 – 1936) theory of reflexology3 became the political-academic orthodoxy in three disciplines: physiology, medical science, and psychology. In the late 1950s, these disciplines were subjected to another political movement: the Anti-Rightist Campaign. However, this time Pavlov’s theory had drastically disparate fates across these three disciplines. In physiology and medical science, Pavlov’s theory was reasserted as being politically correct in opposition to bourgeois orientation. In psychology, however, it suffered vehement criticism and was associated with the bourgeois ideology. How was it possible for such a sheer contrast to happen? What made the fate of Pavlovianism to differentiate across disciplines within only a few years? Under what conditions were local intellectual, professional and discursive practices capable of defecting grand political environment and creating divergent historical trajectories? The celebrated historian of Soviet sciences Ivan London warns that historians should not reify the widespread belief that Soviet sciences are uniformly patterned after one of its disciplines, genetics, by free use of selected quotations from Soviet sources in the mapping of an over-all pattern in Soviet sciences. According to London, “The only way out is to proceed to make an analysis in depth, discipline by discipline, until the whole range of the sciences has been covered”.4 This article responds to Ivan London’s call in the Chinese context. It sets out to solve this historical puzzle by situating Pavlovian sciences within international relations, politics-science relations, intellectual/professional practices and discursive performances. 
     The 1950s is the first decade after the People’s Republic of China was established within the cold war context. The Chinese Communist Party (CCP) was facing extraordinary challenges in its efforts to secure and develop the new regime: it had to put together limited resources available to repair the war-damaged society, to maintain the communist alliance in front of the hostile western countries as well as the uprisings within the communist world, to educate the mass for labor productivity and political loyalty, to channel the scarce academic and professional resources to meet urgent social needs and at the same time keep the intellectuals compliant, and so on. In the broadest scope, I situate this history within the evolving Sino-Soviet relations, which conditioned both the import and partial dissolution of Pavlovianism in(to) the Chinese human sciences. While many intellectual, practical and political parallels can be found in Pavlovian sciences in the Chinese and the Soviet contexts, there also existed important distinctions that became more apparent in the late 1950s when the Sino-Soviet split began. In its exploratory stage of governance, the CCP leadership kept revising its policies toward the intellectuals, creating not only repression and confusion, but also opportunities for the intellectuals to pronounce different voices, or to undermine the political pressure with outward compliance. The changing international relation, compounded with the shifting CCP policies, made the status of Pavlovianism ambivalent in the late 1950s: some people still perceived it as a politically correct doctrine that may protect the scientific community; some mildly restrained their support of it; some cautiously circumvented it; and others who were slow in catching up with political changes continued advocating it with naivety and resolution. Such an indeterminate state of affairs conditioned the differentiation of Pavlovianism’s fate across disciplines. 
     By discussing Pavlovianism in physiology, medical science and psychology, I do not imply that its influence was exclusively found in these three disciplines. There is evidence that Pavlov’s theory was applied to, or at least demanded to be applied to, psychiatry, animal husbandry, and education.5 Nor do I suggest that Pavlov’s theory was the only school that dominated these three disciplines; Michurinism-Lysenkoism, for example, was another doctrine imposed on physiology and medical science.6 However, it is safe to argue that Pavlov’s theory, rather than other theories, had greater impact on physiology, medical sciences and psychology, rather than other disciplines. A history focusing on these three disciplines would be the one most representative of the Pavlovian sciences in China; it also offers a unique opportunity for exploring the trans-disciplinary parallels and differentiations across sciences. Nonetheless, I discuss related disciplines and doctrines when appropriate to contextualize the current investigation. 
     Methodologically, I corroborate historical evidence from Chinese and English sources. Due to language and geographical barriers, English sources are less based on original texts/observations so that their reliability and comprehensiveness are both limited. In addition, although western scholars are rarely affected by the Chinese Communist ideology, they sometimes write in a way that reifies cultural/political stereotypes popular in western discourses. As for sources written in Chinese, I situate primary historical evidence in its political context to challenge works written by contemporary historians of psychology. I break away from the latter’s treatment of original texts as authentic representation of what “actually”  happened; instead, I read these texts as historical actors’ expressions that are more performative than genuine, more expedient than truthful.
     Among all the books, journal articles, official documents, newspapers, public speeches, school curricula, biographies and oral histories that I have consulted, I give particular attention to four important journals. Acta Physiologica Sinica, created in 1927, was sponsored by the Chinese Association for Physiological Sciences. The Chinese Journal of Medicine was created in 1951 under the directorship of the Ministry of Health. Acta Psychologica Sinica was established by the Chinese Psychological Society.7 Chinese Science Bulletin, created in 1950, was sponsored by the Chinese Academy of Sciences. While the three former journals respectively represent the three disciplines under discussion, the fourth is more comprehensive and situates the three disciplines within academia as a whole. All these four journals are the leading and most impactful journals in these disciplines under discussion. Being more or less directed by the CCP,8 they published not only theoretical discussions, reviews, experimental findings, clinical reports, but also correspondences, news, conference summaries, and addresses made by the disciplinary leaders, who often held government official positions at the same time. By tracing all articles published in these journals in the ten-year span, I reconstruct how the academic community received the continuities, disruptions, and ebb and flow of official policies. Considering that publications in these journals may not fully represent the opinions and practices of “lower-level” researchers and professionals, and that the journal Acta Psychologica Sinica did not inaugurate until 1956, I use other sources for complementary and contrastive reading. 
     I approach these historical sources with the assumption that many of them are likely to have gone through censorship. There is abundant evidence indicating prevailing censorship in the Soviet and Chinese sciences in this period.9 One of the examples relevant to the current discussion is that Pavlov’s speech on “Communist Dogmatism and the Autonomy of Science” in 1923 was suppressed for decades.10 Ivan London points out cases when historical sources are falsified through deliberate omission and modification and warns historians to be cautious in their use of historical materials.11 In the Chinese context, media were regarded as a weapon for class struggle; not only publishers had to obey the CCP’s policies, but also the editors and reporters had to go through thought reform. When undesirable voices were already made public, criticism and self-criticism became the remedy for rectification.12 Even Chairman Mao himself acknowledged that the leftist politics dissuaded people from speaking out.13 The practice of censorship may create an illusion of harmony between politics and science; it requires historians to be attentive to the political pressure surrounding the creation of the text and the associated contradictions within the text.  
    My reading of primary historical evidence with the assumption of censorship led me to conclude that conventional historical accounts have misinterpreted the criticism of psychology in 1958. Most historians concur that the 1958 criticism was directed against the western bourgeois schools; I contend that this view is based on a way of interpreting historical texts at face value, i.e., taking historical actors’ claims as being truthful or at least genuine expressions. Instead, I situate these historical voices within the 1950s political contexts, exploring contradictions between texts created by different authors, written in different years, and publicized under different circumstances even by the same author. With this approach, I reconstruct these texts less as claims of truth or expressions of genuine intentions than discursive performances utilized by the authors to achieve certain ends. This reconstruction suggests that the 1958 criticism was de facto targeted primarily at Pavlovian psychology instead of western psychologies, even though it rarely acknowledged so.14 This key argument provides the entry point into the question why the fate of Pavlovianism differentiated across disciplines within one grand political environment. 
1. PAVLOVIAN SESSIONS IN CHINA AND THE SOVIET UNION
On 21 August 1953, the Ministry of Health of the People’s Republic of China directed the Chinese Academy of Sciences and the All-China Federation of Natural Science Societies to hold an advanced “Learning Pavlov’s Theory Workshop” in Beijing.15 This workshop was momentous in terms of scale, length, prestige, and meticulousness. The opening speeches were given by the leaders of the above mentioned organizing institutions; it involved over one hundred leading psychologists, physiologists and medical scientists representing many universities and research institutes across the country.16 With a carefully planned curriculum, it required scientists to have group discussions, attend keynote speeches, write reports, and visit conditioning laboratories. In a manner close to warship, the workshop held two ceremonies, one celebrating Pavlov’s one hundred and fourth birthday, the other mourning Pavlov’s death seventeen years ago.17 The intensive training lasted for forty days. It was reported that the attendants achieved the consensus that it was necessary to guide physiological, medical and psychological research, teaching and practice with Pavlov’s theory, which was construed as an embodiment of Marxism. A number of scientists confessed that they had misunderstood Pavlov’s theory and now they were determined to make corrections.18 
     In many aspects, this event is reminiscent of the Pavlov Session in the Soviet Union held three years ago. Between June 28 and July 4, 1950, the USSR Academy of Sciences and the USSR Academy of Medical Sciences jointly sponsored a conference to combat western influences on Russian disciplines related to Pavlov’s theory.19 Costing nearly half million rubles, this conference was attended by 1,400 physiologists, medical scientists, psychologists, and others. Under Stalin’s guidance, this conference granted the highest authority to Pavlov’s reflexology and relentlessly criticized scientists who deviated from it. What historical processes connected these two events across the nations? 
2. LEARNING FROM THE SOVIET UNION IN THE EARLY 1950S
In the late 1940s and the early 1950s, Joseph Stalin heavily intervened in the Soviet sciences, which became a component of cold war. Besides serving national security and industrialization, the Soviet sciences also became the battle ground of ideological struggle.20 In order to maintain the legitimacy of the Soviet government and the people’s worldview, it was necessary for scientific research to conform to communism. Scientific accomplishments, once made, can be said to demonstrate the superiority of the Soviet social system. The life and behavioral sciences in particular were further enmeshed with the Soviet aspiration that human development can be fully transformed and revolutionized when the environment is fully controlled, thus Michurinism-Lysenkoism, in a sense similar to Lamarckism, and Pavlov’s reflex conditioning, promised to create the Soviet man.21 In the Soviet science wars, Stalin and his trusted lieutenants directly intervened in six important scientific debates concerning philosophy, biology, physics, linguistics, physiology, and political economy. In these debates, western theories were rejected in favor of the ideologically correct theories developed by the “comrade scientists”: Trofim Lysenko’s genetic theory and Ivan Pavlov’s reflexology for instance. The famous Pavlov Session was but one of the episodes when the Soviet sciences were subjected to the state control. New textbooks were systematically designed to educate various populations.22 Another example can be found in the establishment of the “Scientific Council on Problem of the Physiological Theory of Academician I. P. Pavlov” in 1950, which served as a “watchdog” to facilitate and guarantee the Pavlovianization of physiology and the relevant sciences.23 
     Newborn in the communist world, the People’s Republic of China adopted the “leaning to one side” foreign policy in alliance with the Soviet Union and against capitalism. By then China had been severely devastated by wars over the previous decades, and it had too few scientists and technicians to rebuild the society.24 In addition to request for direct technological aid from the Soviet Union, China initiated a massive Learning-from-the-Soviet-Union Campaign in the early 1950s that had wide impacts on Chinese politics, economy, culture, military, education as well as science.25 Against this background, Soviet doctrines were imposed on most Chinese natural and social sciences. Pavlov’s theory, with its focus on higher neural activity and classical conditioning, had a major impact on Chinese physiology, medical science and psychology through translation, scholar visit, guest lecture, workshop, educational reform, and criticism and self-criticism regarding one’s adherence to Pavlov’s theory.26 For instance, in 1953 the Chinese central government required all military medical universities, medical science research institutes, military medical middle schools, the highest-level military hospitals and the China Union Medical College to study Pavlov’s theory. The official document not only provided a detailed curriculum, but also required supervising committees to be established and completion reports to be submitted.27 By 1954, the majority of scientists in the Chinese Academy of Sciences already learnt to read Russian language; meanwhile, scientists from over twenty cities had systematically studied Pavlov’s theory.28 
     Before the People’s Republic of China was established in 1949, many Chinese intellectuals did not have a favorable view of the Soviet Union.29 In a few years, the CCP’s painstaking efforts to promote the Soviet model paid off: they converted many scientists and silenced the rest. Pavlov’s theory had become the absolute authority in Chinese physiology, medical science and psychology. In physiology, the Ministry of Education of the People’s Republic of China regulated the high school and undergraduate curricula to promote Pavlov’s theory.30 The journal Bulletin of Biology created a special column where Yibing Zhao wrote thirteen articles between 1955 and 1956 introducing systematically Pavlov’s theory.31 Accepting K. M. Bykov’s declaration that “we have to divide all physiology into two stages – the pre-Pavlovian stage and the Pavlovian one”32, many Chinese physiologists attempted to apply Pavlov’s theory to varied areas such as neurology, immunology, human anatomy and pathophysiology.33 Scholars were criticized for neglecting or deviating from Pavlov’s doctrines.34
     Pavlov’s theory also took hold in Chinese medical science. According to AnElissa Lucas, the Soviet model influenced “the [Chinese] Communist Party’s manoeuvres to gain political control over medical professionals by reorganizing their associations, journals, teaching curricula, research institutes and health institutions at all levels”.35 Within this reformation, it was suggested that Pavlov’s theory should be applied to diverse areas such as immunology, public health, pediatrics, nursing, veterinary medicine, and Chinese medicine.36 As early as 1952 the Chinese Journal of Medicine created a “Soviet Medical Science” column to introduce Pavlov’s works. Another special column invited Guolong Liu to write thirty articles between 1954 and 1956 to introduce Pavlov’s theory.37 Doctors of traditional Chinese medicine attempted to identify connections between Pavlov’s theory and traditional Chinese medicine in order to legitimatize their profession.38 Researchers were criticized for not using Pavlov’s theory to explain medical phenomena.39
     Pavlov’s theory dominated Chinese psychology as well, restructuring psychological research on a physiological foundation.40 Upon its communist restructuration in 1955, Chinese Psychological Society made Pavlov’s theory the core principle for guiding psychological research and teaching.41 Liru Zhao Points out that the Institute of Psychology, Chinese Academy of Sciences primarily focused on “studying Marxism-Leninism and Pavlov’s theory, criticizing the bourgeois idealism in the old psychology, learning from Soviet psychology, and develop research in accordance with the reality of communism construction”.42 Chinese psychologists used to apply a variety of western approaches in their research, yet now they dismissed all western schools without genuine argumentation.43 Instead, they used Pavlov’s theory to define their research methods, objectives, and topics such as higher neural activity, memory, psychological development, and language.44
     It should be noted that Pavlovianism did not completely purge western schools, especially in the case of physiology and medical science. Soviet and Chinese physiologists still acknowledged Darwin’s theory though with certain reservation, and doctors never fully gave up on western diagnostic and treatment knowledge and practices. Nor did Pavlov’s theory become the sole representative of the Soviet comrade sciences; K. N. Kornilov and Aleksei N. Leontiev’s works were occasionally taught in Chinese psychology as well. Further, readers should not be given the impression that Chinese scientists and practitioners readily submitted themselves to Pavlovianism without any resistance. Fei Peng modestly criticized that Pavlovian psychology does not take into account of the social and linguistic aspects of psychological phenomena.45 Shu Pan subtly criticized the Pavlovian ontological assumption of psychological phenomena, and pointed out the limits of Pavlovian methods in psychology.46 However, these arguments did not receive positive response. Some Chinese medical doctors used Soviet theoretical terms to market their indigenous knowledge and practice.47 As I will argue later on, the lingering of western schools as well as Chinese scholars’ lip service to Pavlovianism partially conditioned the differentiation of Pavlovianism across discrepant disciplines in the late 1950s. 
3. INTERLUDE: DE-STALINIZATION AND THE HUNDRED FLOWERS CAMPAIGN
Things changed in the mid-1950s, when the CCP became critical of the Soviet model.48 Since the early 1950s, the Soviet industrial and agricultural productivity had slowed down, and the de-Stalinization movement in the mid-1950s exposed a number of legal, economic, agricultural and scientific problems existing in the Soviet model. The Hungarian uprising also alerted the CCP. Worrying that China might repeat the same mistakes made by the Soviet Union, during 1955 and 1956 Chairman Mao developed the idea of “learning the lessons from the Soviet Union”, warning that China should not blindly adopt every element in the Soviet model. Meanwhile, he reasserted that China should continue learning the Soviet social sciences and Marxism-Leninism in a way that is undogmatic and in accordance to the Chinese social reality.49
     Even within the Soviet Union, the status of Pavlov’s theory began to change gradually. The death of Stalin in 1953, and especially Nikita Khrushchev’s denunciation of Stalinism at the 20th Party Congress in 1956, created a relatively liberal atmosphere. Stalin’s legacies in the human sciences were judged negatively by the Thirteenth All Union Congress of Physiologists, Biochemists and Pharmacologists and the Board of Academy of Science of the USSR.50 1955 and 1956 witnessed the rehabilitation of the physiologist Leon Abgarovich Orbeli, who once fell victim during the Pavlov Session. Nonetheless, Pavlovianism lingered in physiology until the 1960s.51 In psychology, Pavlovianism was formally countered since S. L. Rubinstein published his critical article in early 1955.52 Social and industrial psychology enjoyed development as a combined result of official prodding and scholarly interest.53 Scientific developments made in the west were once again introduced into the Soviet Union. It should be noted that this de-Stalinization political “thaw” did not grant full autonomy to scientific research – sciences were still often kept within the party line as a weapon for class struggle instead for their own sake. Western psychological schools were still often labeled as bourgeois.54 Nor did the liberalization process proceed without regression. The reigns sometimes became tightened again against “revisionism”55; the geneticist Lysenko for instance reclaimed his political-academic power in 1957 and 1958. In addition, the Soviet people’s reactions toward de-Stalinization varied from advocacy, uncertainty, confusion to opposition.56 Nevertheless, in general terms the de-Stalinization movement created a relatively open atmosphere for intellectuals and Pavlovianism was in gradual decline. 
     The Chinese political environment was changing as well. A few years after the Learning-from-the-Soviet-Union Campaign, China had secured its international status after participating in the Korean War; internally it achieved relative unity and stability; socialization of industry and agriculture was in progress; and the thought reform of the intellectuals appeared to be successful. The CCP’s policy toward the intellectuals oscillated between two directions: repression when the CCP needed to control the intellectuals, and relaxation when it needed the intellectual to be productive and cooperative.57 As the CCP gradually gained confidence, it decided to grant intellectuals more freedom so that they could make greater contribution to the nation-building project.58
     Against this international and national political background, in 1956 Chairman Mao initiated the Hundred Flowers Campaign that encouraged intellectuals to freely express their academic, artistic and political opinions. Dingyi Lu, the Director of the Publicity Department of the CCP, delivered an address Let One Hundred Flowers Bloom, One Hundred Schools of Thought Contend to a major gathering of distinguished scientists, doctors, teachers, writers, and artists:
“Letting a hundred flowers blossom, a hundred schools of thought contend” means that we stand for freedom of independent thinking, of debate, of creative work; freedom to criticize and freedom to express, maintain and reserve one’s opinions and questions of art, literature or scientific research”.59
Lu explicitly rejected the idea of labeling Pavlov and Michurin’s theories as necessarily socialist while western medicine and the Mendel-Morgan genetics as necessarily capitalistic. In his opinion, Chinese scientists should critically learn from the Soviet Union as well as the capitalistic countries. Lu’s comments imply that the Learning-from-the-Soviet Union passed its climax and the status of Soviet sciences became indeterminate to certain degree. Nonetheless, Lu cautioned that the Hundred Flowers Campaign grants freedom to the people and not the counter-revolutionists; a clear boundary must be drawn between the people and the enemies of the new regime. Patriotism and socialism should serve as the basis for uniting people; dialectical materialism must be firmly held against idealism. Arts and sciences should be used as the weapon for class struggle. They should serve the proletariats, the people, and not the bourgeois, landlords and imperialism. Regardless of their disciplines and professions, intellectuals must be aware of their political stance, and not develop art for the sake of art, science for the sake of science. 
     Chinese scientists responded positively to the Hundred Flowers Campaign; the Chinese Science Bulletin published a series of articles where leading scientists discussed how the campaign should proceed.60 Outspoken scholars criticized the politicization of scientific research in the previous years and proposed that the publication system must grant greater freedom to encourage free discussions and debates.61 A few disciplines including genetics, history, philosophy and economics initiated significant debates.62 For instance, the famous “Qingdao Conference” in 1956 ended the dominance of Lysenko-Michurinism over Chinese genetics and restored the legitimacy of Thomas Hunt Morgan’s theory.63 This reinvigorating atmosphere had less impact on physiology, medical science and psychology, however. In her speech to the first National People’s Congress in June of 1956, Dequan Li, the Minister of Health of the People’s Republic of China, briefly criticized that the Learning-from-the-Soviet-Union Campaign created some problems for China’s health care system.64 In the same year the Chinese Journal of Medicine published an article proposing to learn advanced medical knowledge from all countries, though with the reassertion that the Soviet medical science was still important to learn.65 The thirteenth convention of the Chinese Association for Physiological Sciences endorsed the Hundred Flowers Campaign.66 Concerning psychology, the Publicity Department of the CCP commented that psychologists should have more freedom in deciding their research orientation67, yet this announcement produced little concrete effect. While Chinese psychologists interpreted Pavlov’s theory in different ways, none of them referred to the Hundred Flowers Campaign as a political resource to challenge the Pavlovian hegemony. Shu Pan subtly pointed out the limitations of the Pavlovian approach yet received no positive response.68 Acta Psychologica Sinica published no further article against Pavlov’s theory during the Hundred Flowers Campaign. In contrast, the chemist Minglong Huang was more outspoken concerning the limitation of Pavlovianism and the dogmatism associated with it.69
     Some scientists and intellectuals beyond the academic circle expressed much richer and severer criticism toward the CCP’s policies. Leaders of the non-Communist parties, literary circles, government functionaries, teachers and students, etc. joined the debate through journals, pamphlets, newspapers, and wall posters. They questioned the role of the CCP in intervening in science and education, the attitude and behavior of some of the Party members, the ways in which the so-called counterrevolutionaries were treated, the dogmatism in learning from the Soviet Union, the lack of distinction between government and party, and most severely, the communist monopoly of power.70 By June of 1957, some intellectuals’ criticisms intensified to the extent that the CCP perceived its leadership being threatened, especially when the international anti-Soviet Union sentiment was on the rise. Astonished, Chairman Mao called a halt to the Hundred Flowers Campaign, declaring that some “rightists” were taking it as an excuse to attack the CCP and to perpetuate capitalistic bourgeois ideology. The debate was no longer viewed as among the people, but between the people and the enemies. The Anti-Rightist Campaign was quickly launched to identify and purge rightists, defined as people who come from the exploiting classes, who praise the bourgeoisie against the socialist economy, politics and culture, who oppose the government’s basic policies, who deny the achievements of the socialist revolution and construction, and who subvert the party’s leadership.71 Depending on the degree of infringement committed, more than half million alleged rightists were criticized, laid off, subjected to labor reform in farm or factory, or imprisoned. Although the campaign was primarily targeted at intellectuals who directly protested the communist politics, it to some degree radiated to scientists whose works potentially bear the mark of capitalistic ideology.72 
4. ANTI-RIGHTIST CAMPAIGN AND THE DIFFERENTIATED STATUS OF PAVLOVIANISM 
Academia as a whole quickly responded to the Anti-Rightist Campaign with compliance. In order to demonstrate their political loyalty, many scientists reaffirmed their adherence to the Soviet science. The twenty-first issue of the Chinese Science Bulletin in 1957 was entirely devoted to exaltations of Soviet sciences and corollary expressions of political loyalty from various disciplines such as physics, space science, chemistry, geology and psychology. Richang Cao, for instance, declared that it was imperative for Chinese psychologists to follow Pavlov’s theory in order to free themselves from the impasse where the capitalistic scholarship was trapped.73 Lianzhang Fu, the Deputy Minister of Health, denounced the “rightist attack” and reaffirmed the superiority of Soviet medical science over its capitalistic rivals.74 Two medical journals and a newspaper highlighted a same article entitled with “Firmly Learn from the Soviet Union”.75 Physiologists were not as eager to express their political loyalty; there was no identifiable periodical publication that explicitly refuted the rightist trend in 1957. Nonetheless, in 1959, the leading physiologist Yibing Zhao wrote an enthusiastic article to celebrate the application of Pavlov’s theory in Chinese physiology.76 Also, in a review of the textbook Physiology, Aihua He used Pavlov’s theory as one primary criterion for making evaluation.77 Although Pavlovianism abated to a certain degree during the Hundred Flowers Campaign, it still appeared as a safety zone within the current tightening political movement against the capitalistic bourgeois ideas. Such perception was conditioned by the Sino-Soviet relation at that point. Chairman Mao had not made up his mind to fully break from the Stalin model. To him, Stalin’s legacy should be divided into thirty percent mistakes and seventy percent accomplishments.78 He also defended the Soviet Union when the international criticisms became overly radical. 
     By 1958, physiology, medical science and psychology had gone through similar political events: pressed by the Learning-from-the-Soviet-Union Campaign, they all adopted Pavlov’s theory as the guiding principle; the Hundred Flowers Campaign modestly weakened Pavlovianism; and the Anti-Rightist Campaign tightened the ideological control again and reasserted the authority of Pavlov’s theory. However, when the Anti-Rightist Campaign appeared to be gradually abating in 1958, it had a sudden resurgence during an educational revolution. The result is a vehement criticism of psychology, according to which Pavlovianism is no longer a comrade science, an embodiment of Marxist-Leninist philosophy, an exemplifier of the superiority of communism, or a manifestation of political loyalty. In this criticism it became the opposite: a capitalistic science.
     The educational revolution stemmed from a historical complex including the Anti-Rightist Campaign.79 In the mid-1950s, the CCP gradually realized that the Soviet model was not fully applicable to the Chinese society. When economic and industrial developments required more educated labors, the limited and ill-structured educational resources had become a bottleneck in the social construction process. The alarming ending of the Hundred Flowers Campaign indicated that Chinese intellectuals still required control, and educational institutions were among the most important sites for that purpose. In 1958, Chairman Mao called for an educational revolution, according to which education must serve the proletariats under the guidance of the CCP. The number of new schools and student enrollment rapidly increased in both urban and rural areas; schools and factories were merged where students were required to study half-time and work half-time. A new round of thought reform took place with the aspiration to make higher education available to every citizen in fifteen years and to cultivate massive labors that are intellectually and physically competent and politically reliable. Against this background, the political leader Sheng Kang, in consultation with the Publicity Department of the CCP, made psychology the entry point to revolutionizing scientific research. In July of 1958, the criticism movement started from Beijing Normal University, where Sheng Kang hold a position of honorary professor, and quickly spread to the entire country.80 The criticism was targeted at the tendencies of “biologization” and “abstractionism” in psychology.81 Biologization refers to the research practice that reduces psychological phenomena to physiological processes; abstractionism refers to the research practice that understands human psychology within controlled laboratory and isolated from social reality. It was suggested that these trends legitimize bourgeois consciousness, neglect the class nature of human psychology, and thus cannot serve the communist social construction. Psychology was viewed by leftist politicians and revolutionary academics as capitalistic and counter-revolutionary; some psychological researches were suspended and a number of psychologists suffered mistreatment.82 Contrary to Laurence Binet Brown’s comment,83 the self-claimed natural-scientific status did not protect psychology, for it is precisely the naturalization of psychological phenomena, or the lack of social analysis, that subjected psychology to criticism. 
     Historians commonly consider that the 1958 criticism was aimed at western psychologies rather than the Soviet Pavlovian psychology.84 Such view is based on the fact that most critical articles claimed that they were targeted at the capitalistic, bourgeois psychology. However, historians should not simply accept what these historical texts claimed to be without analyzing what they actually did in that highly charged political environment. Since the Learning-from-the-Soviet-Union Campaign all western psychological schools had been abolished: behaviorism was denounced in 1953,85 psychoanalysis in 1955,86 functional psychology in 1956,87 Gestalt psychology in 1957,88 etc. Psychological measurement and social psychology were fully abandoned as well.89 In his presidential address in the first congress of the Chinese Psychological Society, Shu Pan summarized that in the 1950s Chinese psychologists had spent most of their time in thought reform, learning Russian, studying Marxism-Leninism and Pavlov’s theory, translating Soviet works, and replicating experiments conducted by Soviet psychologists.90  By 1958, Chinese psychological research was fully dominated by Pavlov’s theory and there was nothing western left to be criticized. When a few psychologists published articles in 1958 criticizing behaviorist psychology, Gestalt psychology and functional psychology, they were merely rehashing criticisms put forward a few years ago;91 in other words, they were criticizing Sigmund Freud, John B. Watson, John Dewey, Wolfgang Köhler, etc., instead of any Chinese psychological research currently being conducted following these western traditions – for there were none. For instance, Heqin Chen published one article self-criticizing his application of John Dewey’s pragmatism; an historical retrospect reveals that this is only one of a series of criticism and self-criticism regarding Dewey’s theory ever since 1951.92
     Gregory Razran expresses an opposite opinion:
There is sufficient evidence to think that psychologies in China and in Poland have become, under the impact of Pavlovian propaganda and the aegis of the Communist State, only much more what we would call behavioristic (the Russians will resent the American appellation),without being fully metamorphosed into a not-to-be-questioned Pavlovian orthodoxy.93
However, Razran immediately acknowledges that his information on Chinese psychology is gathered wholly from Russian sources and he calls for review of literature in Chinese. Further, Razran’s opinion was never reflected in the 1958 criticism. 
     Most critical articles did not specify which particular western school that they were criticizing. Rather than tilting at windmills – criticizing western research which was no longer found in Chinese psychology, these texts were more aimed at existent psychological research informed by Pavlov’s theory. Indeed, the intellectual trends being criticized, namely “biologization” and “abstractionism”, capture more accurately Pavlov’s approach than the heterogeneous western schools that were not all biologizing and abstract. This muddy situation bewildered historians Robert Chin and Ai-li S. Chin, who consider the criticism as directed at the western psychologies but “also revealed a dissatisfaction with Soviet psychology and the new emphasis of Pavlovianism”.94 Some outspoken critics spelled the truth; for instance, 	Shujian Wu explicitly opposed Pavlovianism: 
Professor Changling Sun openly discussed in class: “nowadays the most important question in psychology is how to thoroughly apply Pavlov’s theory of higher neural activity. From now on, we must transform psychology into a real Pavlovian science.” Apparently, this is to subject psychology, which has a strong class nature, into the plight of biologization.95
If the 1958 criticism was in fact largely targeted at Pavlovian psychology, why did it not make its target explicit? This question can be answered when one takes the perspective of the critics, who identified themselves with the CCP’s policy. It would be extremely embarrassing for the critics to revoke a political token that they have elevated to the highest intellectual-political status just a few years ago. In order to transform psychology without exposing the inconsistent meanings attached to Pavlovianism, most critics chose to avoid mentioning the name of Pavlov or the label of Soviet psychology at all, only focusing on what psychological research was being conducted, which was predominantly Pavlovian. In some occasions, in order to justify their misnamed accusation, critics alleged that psychologists were conducting bourgeois research with the cover of Marxism and Pavlovian theory.96 Such argument is belied by its neglect of distinguishing Pavlov’s theory from bourgeois approach, and its failure in establishing why Pavlov’s theory is Marxist as well as its advantage over western schools in connecting psychological research with class analysis. This politically charged scenario was guided by an intriguing discursive performance: it criticized Pavlovian psychology in the name of Pavlov.97
     The 1958 criticism of psychology was ensued by a nationwide debate in the next year when the Anti-Rightist Campaign and the educational revolution abated.98 Scholars from various cities engaged in the reflection on the subject matter, research methods, social relevance, and the natural-scientific/social-scientific status of psychology, as well as Pavlovianism in psychology.99 A few psychologists defended Pavlovian psychology without their previously taken-for-granted sense of orthodoxy. Houcan Zhang had recourse to the Marxist-Leninist view that mind is the reflection of reality, stating that higher neural activity, which is emphasized in Pavlov’s theory, is the process through which mind reflects reality. Nonetheless, she acknowledged that psychological study should not be fully reduced to physiology and that subjectivity is shaped by social life.100 A number of scholars, while advocating continued application of Pavlov’s theory, conceded that it does not solve all questions and that other approaches should be used as well.101 Richang Cao, one of the most determined Pavlovian psychologists, commented that despite the important scientific advance made possible by Pavlov’s contribution, studies of brain function and the physiological basis of psychology were still limited.102 Most other scholars avoided the name of Pavlov and the label of Soviet psychology at all, or mentioned them very briefly. The Pavlovian hegemony ended. 
     Now we may return to the trans-disciplinary context and ask the question: what destabilized the status of Pavlov’s theory so unevenly across physiology, medical science and psychology? This question compels us to analyze disciplinary particularities that do not succumb to the grand political scheme traversing disciplines. 
5. HISTORICAL LOCALITY AND DISCURSIVE PERFORMANCE
The year 1958 witnessed the initial break down of the Sino-Soviet alliance.103 Since April 1958, the CCP and Soviet leaders discussed building a long-wave radio station on Hainan Island, China, to enable the submarine control of the Western Pacific. The CCP leaders proposed that China would cover all the expense and only accept technical assistance from the Soviet Union; as a result, China would claim the ownership of the station and consider allowing the Soviet military to use it. The Soviet leaders, in contrast, insisted in providing the majority of the funds to ensure its access to the station. The negotiation process was far from smooth. In July the Soviet leaders brought up a second proposal, perhaps as the solution to the dispute over the long-wave radio station, that China and the Soviet Union establish a joint fleet. The implication is that the Soviet military will gain access to China’s coastline. This proposal further infuriated Chairman Mao, who became suspicious that the Soviet Union had the intention to sabotage China’s sovereignty. These two events caused intensive confrontations between the Chinese and the Soviet leaders. 
     The changing Sino-Soviet relation put Pavlovianism in an indeterminate, if not awkward, position. One the one hand, Pavlov’s theory had become the political-intellectual orthodoxy in the Chinese human sciences since the early 1950s. Some scholars sincerely embraced it while others viewed it as the political high ground on which scientific research could be sustained. On the other hand, as the CCP leaders started to question the Soviet model and even grew enmity toward the Soviet Union, Pavlov’s theory gradually lost its unshakable authority; it was no longer a safe harbor where the political storm subsided. Pavlovianism had become a liminal object that might glide to any direction, depending on circumstances. 
     Against this precarious background, a number of theoretical, practical and disciplinary cultural factors differentiated the status of Pavlovianism across disciplines. First of all, Pavlov’s theory had different degrees of impact on physiology, medical science and psychology. It achieved more, or at least promised more, in psychology than in the other two disciplines. Pavlov’s theory has the potential to address a wide range of psychological topics: learning, higher neural activity, psychopathology, psychotherapy, human development, intelligence, language, personality, person-environment interaction, and so on. Further, its emphasis on the physiological foundation of mental life not only promises an integrative understanding of human being but also lends the credibility of objective knowledge to psychologists who have long craved it. There is no wonder that its most vibrant American child, behaviorism, proudly made the ambitious claim that it is able to fully engineer human development as “a purely objective experimental branch of natural science”.104 The Learning-from-the-Soviet-Union Campaign created a perfect opportunity for Pavlovianism to colonize psychology to almost full extent. 
     In contrast, Pavlov’s theory is unable to completely envelope physiology and medical science. One document illustrates this point. In 1952, the Ministry of Education of the People’s Republic of China issued a series of course curricula for middle and high school education in biology. The physiology course curriculum for first-year high school students gives great emphasis to Pavlov’s theory: it requires the two-hours introduction to include a) “the contents and tasks of human anatomy and physiology”, and b) “the biography of the great physiologist Pavlov”.105 However, only two of the eleven following learning units – the digestive system and the nerve system – are directly related to Pavlov’s theory. Other units, such as the respiratory system, the musculoskeletal system, the circulation system, the skin, and the endocrine system, are hardly relevant to Pavlov’s theory. Insofar as these topics were still included in course curriculum and research agenda, it was impossible for Pavlov’s theory to fully colonize physiology. Unlike psychology, Chinese physiology was still open to western thoughts. For instance, Darwin’s theory was included in both the first-year and second-year curricula.106 The tolerance to Darwin’s theory is understandable if we take into account that Darwin’s theory was viewed favorably by Marx and Engels and that it was accepted by some Soviet physiologists.107  
     Similarly, medical science is required to address many problems unrelated to the salivating dog, reflex conditioning, or higher neural activity, and Pavlov “had very little to say about how his theory might be translated into medical practices that would be useful to human beings”.108 Even during the Learning-from-the-Soviet-Union Campaign, in order to address the dreadful medical conditions with limited professional resources, the CCP still mobilized the traditional Chinese doctors, who outnumbered the handful scientifically trained physicians by 30 - 50 times and whose practice does not require costly scientific equipment.109 The Academy of Traditional Chinese Medicine was established in 1955. While great efforts were made to explain traditional Chinese medicine in Soviet scientific terms, they had little impact on the actual treatment of disease.110 Similar to the Soviet Union, China never fully rejected western medicine in its oscillating policy. When modern physicians were required to study Marxism and the Soviet medical knowledge, it is questionable to what extent their research and practice was actually transformed. Lian Zhu, for instance, relied on much western medicine in her actual practice while using Soviet medical knowledge to legitimatize her theoretical system of the “new acupuncture”.111 Further, with its strong practical orientation, Chinese medicine was complicated in local condition, practice and policy changes. Lucas suggests that while the Chinese medical profession imitated the Soviet model in the early 1950s, it at the same time continued the “state medicine” model originated in the 1930s that gave more emphasis to effective distribution of healthcare service to various regions while downplaying the importance of scientific advancement.112 The loose process of licensing traditional Chinese doctors indicates strong pragmatism and disregard of formal scientific training.113 The CCP’s practical reliance on medical experts mirrored the Soviet Union’s strenuous efforts to expand the number of doctors.114 At the same time, some local conditions made the Chinese medical practice different from the Soviet model. By 1958 the Soviet Union gave medical priorities to radiation sickness, heart disease, cancer, infectious disease, while paying least attention to epidemic diseases of the past; China had exactly the opposite medical problems.115 All these reasons explain why Chinese physiology and medical science, unlike psychology, did not fully succumb to Pavlovianism. 
     While the Anti-Rightist movements “made people both within and outside the [Party] afraid to tell the truth”,116 leaders in physiology and medical science often undermined Pavlovianism with performative advocacy. At this point one needs to analyze the publications and speeches by Dequan Li and Lianzhang Fu, the Minister and the Deputy Minister of the National Ministry of Health. While being very active in directing Chinese medical science in various political and academic aspects according to the CCP’s policy,117 Li never made a public address in the early 1950s to promote the Learning-from-the-Soviet-Union Campaign. In 1956 she criticized that the learning-from-the-Soviet-Union Campaign had negative impact on Chinese health work with a brief mention that Chinese people can learn from the Soviet Union for treating malaria.118 In the beginning of the Anti-Rightist Campaign, Li made one address The Party is Capable of Directing Health Science and Technology that included a few sentences that briefly reasserted that Chinese medical scientists should continue learning from the Soviet Union.119 Given the political environment as well as the main theme of the address, it is very likely that Li was reluctantly expressing loyalty to the CCP rather than wholeheartedly advocating Pavlov’s theory. In her subsequent addresses in the following years, she rarely mentioned Soviet medical science, except briefly acknowledging that the Soviet Union and other socialist countries have helped China to control disease rates. She did, in contrast, praise the policy of combining western and traditional Chinese medical knowledge.120
     Lianzhang Fu’s speeches exhibited a similar pattern though with more references to the Soviet Union. During the Learning-from-the-Soviet-Union Campaign, Fu wrote an article to mourn the passing of Stalin.121 In 1956, Fu suggested that Chinese medical scientists should learn from not only socialist countries but also capitalist countries, and that doctors should combine western and Chinese medicines.122 These two calls can be taken as more genuine expressions that were less subjected to political pressure as they were made during the Hundred Flowers Campaign. Upon the launch of the Anti-Rightist Campaign, Fu’s position changed drastically; he firmly reasserted that Chinese medical scientists must learn from the Soviet Union.123 This was, however, Fu’s final pronunciation of supporting the Soviet model; as the Anti-Rightist Campaign subdued, Fu never again called for imitating Soviet medical science.
     Due to the aforementioned reasons, the massive Learning-from-the-Soviet-Union Campaign did not make physiology and medical science fully dominated by Pavlov’s theory. When the political control over intellectuals tightened in the late 1950s, the most convenient strategy for physiologists and medical scientists to preserve their research was to declare further adherence to Pavlovianism, the political-academic orthodoxy. Psychology was in a different situation. If the Learning-from-the-Soviet-Union Campaign did not convert every Chinese psychologist Pavlovian, it at least succeeded in muting dissents and eradicating all western approaches in psychology. During the 1958 criticism, it would be ideal for critics to attack psychological researches conducted with western approaches; however, western components were barely found in Chinese psychology for this purpose. Any criticism directed to the contemporary research practice can only be a criticism of Pavlovian psychology, even when the critics often avoided acknowledging so. Such irony seems to illustrate one ancient Chinese proverb: “Things will develop in the opposite direction when they become extreme” (Wujibifan). 
     The above explanation rests on one precondition: the 1958 criticism as a continuation of the Anti-Rightist Campaign only took place in psychology and not in physiology or medical science. One might ask: why was the criticism only targeted at psychology in the first place? The reason is that the communist ideology had greater impact on psychology than on physiology and medical sciece.124 Nicholas DeWitt argues that “The impact of ideology upon the Soviet scientists varies. One variation is by field of knowledge, with physical sciences the least vulnerable, social sciences the most vulnerable, and the life sciences somewhere in the middle”.125 As for psychology, it was “among the most ideologically sensitive branches of Soviet science; it is subject to rather strict ideological supervision and more than any other sector of Soviet thought has been the scene of tempestuous methodological debate”.126 Indeed, while Soviet physicists were able to make significant progress “in spite of Marxism” and Soviet psychophysiology enjoyed progress unimpeded by the state-control, Soviet psychology fell in lamentable infertility under the constriction of the communist ideology.127 Razran comments that “in Soviet ideology cognitive psychology (not unlike literature, art, philosophy, and the social sciences) is much more class-construed and class-angled than are psychophysiology, physics, and engineering”.128 
     These comments are applicable to the Chinese context as well.129 In his On the Ten Major Relationships in 1956, Chairman Mao suggested that Chinese intellectuals should continue studying the Soviet social sciences and Marxism-Leninism, and, in contrast, actively learn advanced natural sciences and technologies from foreign countries, including the capitalistic countries.130 In his key speech Let One Hundred Flowers Bloom, One Hundred Schools of Thought Contend, Lu expressed that while natural sciences do not have a class nature, art, literature, philosophy and social sciences are class-laden. Lu further comments: 
[The natural sciences, including medicine] have their own laws of development. The only way they tie up with social institutions is that under a bad social system they make rather slow progress, and under a better one they progress fairly rapidly. . . . It is, therefore, wrong to label a particular theory in medicine, biology or any other branch of natural science “feudal,” “capitalist,” “socialist,” “proletarian” or “bourgeois”.131 
In contrast, Lu argued that literature and art should serve the proletariats; philosophers and social scientists need to avoid turning into idealists and bourgeois scholars. Influenced by such view, Chinese social sciences in the 1950s enjoyed less autonomy and suffered greater ideological pressure.132 According to Krishna Prakash Gupta, social sciences in China were put under strict political control due to their subversive potential; a number of leading scholars in sociology, history, economics, political science, anthropology, philosophy and psychology were chosen as the “model” targets of criticism.133 Sociology was declared as a pseudoscience and banned in 1952.134 Anthropology was almost fully repudiated with only ethnology remaining.135 History grew numerically as an academic and pedagogical tool for legitimatizing dialectical materialism, resonating with Alexander Dallin’s observation “the propagandist aspect of much of Soviet history and political science attracts to it ‘party hacks’ and opportunists adept at following dictates, not evidence”.136 Certainly, it is theoretically negotiable whether psychology is a natural science or social science; however, within the historical context it suffices that the critics defined psychology as a social science with strong party and class characteristics.137 Or at least, when the critics demanded psychology to become a social science, psychologists’ self-claim of natural scientific status was viewed as a bourgeois wolf appearing in the sheep’s clothing. In this regard, it is hardly surprising that the political leaders debated between education and psychology as an entry point to educational revolution, and ultimately chose the latter because psychology as the study of mind appeared to be the antithesis of materialism.138 This does not imply that Chinese physiology and medical science were exempt from the communist political control; the Learning-from-the-Soviet-Union Campaign swept over all the three disciplines being discussed. Kim Taylor, for example, argues that that the development of Chinese medicine in this period owned much to that it fitted the political ideal of the communist revolution.139 My argument is that physiology and medical science were much less vulnerable and precarious in comparison with psychology. In retrospect, when the Department of Universities and Sciences attempted to rectify the errors committed in the campaign against scholars, it regarded the criticism of psychology as the most notorious example.140 Modern Chinese psychologists talk about the 1958 criticism with not only bitterness, but also puzzlement.                
6. CONCLUSION
How can we make sense of the striking contradiction across disciplines, namely that in the late 1950s Pavlovianism was held as the political-academic orthodoxy in physiology and medical science yet criticized as capitalistic in psychology? Ivan London comments that “Falling into the Party line is not an automatic affair and poses, moreover, difficulties even for the scientist who wants to conform: He is never quite sure whether he is following the line as intended or as will be intended – whether he is underadhering or overadhering”.141 In the late 1950s, Chinese physiologists and medical scientists perceived themselves as under-adhering to Pavlov’s theory, so that they reasserted their devotion to Pavlov’s theory as a self-preservation strategy. Psychology, in contrast, almost arrived at the point of over-adhering to Pavlov’s theory, and when it fell under criticism, so inevitably did Pavlovianism. In an oral history interview, the witness Renmei Ren comments:
In order to criticize the trend of biologization in psychological studies, Pavlov’s theory cannot be circumvented. After the university remodeling, Pavlov’s theory became the sole natural-scientific foundation of psychology. The criticism of psychology cannot be fully achieved if we do not repudiate Pavlov’s theory.142
The authority attached to Pavlov’s theory was not intrinsic or unconditional. Instead, Pavlovianism was established as an ideological token, something that could be either ratified or dismissed under due political circumstance. It is neither intrinsically Marxist or capitalistic, and its relations to various academic disciplines are far from immanent and stable. Even when it appears to be more intimately and comprehensively related to psychology, the relationship may overturn precisely because it has become saturated. Such indeterminacy was further complicated by the deteriorating Sino-Soviet relation as well as the swift changes of the communist party’s policies. Stalin’s policies, for instance, are commented as “Widely publicized declarations notwithstanding, inconsistencies abounded…Outcomes from one discussion did not translate into clear lessons for other disciplines”.143 Regarding the Chinese context, the arbitrariness of the Anti-Rightist Campaign is illuminated by the fact that Chairman Mao suggested certain quotas according to which the campaign participants must be labeled rightists.144 Any attempt to identify a theoretical truth must fail within the paradoxical history of Pavlovianism in Chinese human sciences; historiographic endeavors can be more productive when looking for struggles, negotiations and performances as the logic of a politically laden history. Chin and Chin comment that in China, “the fate of psychology must be studied as a fluctuating process of adjustment between ideological pressure and political movements on the one hand and methodology and the maturation of ideas on the other”.145 It is evident that the former process dominated the 1950s Chinese psychology. 
     Nevertheless, Chinese scientists did not fully submit themselves to the communist politics. As discussed above, medical scientists and physiologists performatively expressed their loyalty in order to preserve their research. In 1959 Chinese psychologists took advantage of the 1958 criticism to undermine the Pavlovian hegemony developed since the early 1950s.146 Such agency found expression not in a stark opposition to the dominant political discourse but by skillfully taking advantage of it. Resistance through performative conformity misguides historians to construct a coherent narrative that neglects ruptures, contradictions, negotiations, and self-silencing in the primary historical evidence. By treating original historical texts as speaking of not theoretical truth but of their era and authors, I have reconstructed a different history of psychology and called attention to the sheer disparate fates of Pavlovianism across disciplines. In response to Ivan London’s call,147 I provide empirical evidence that rejects a homogenous view of Chinese human sciences in the Maoist era. Although physiology, medical science and psychology were all greatly affected by Pavlovianism since the Learning-from-the-Soviet-Union Campaign, their divergent trajectories in the late 1950s demonstrate that when local theoretical, practical and professional conditions/relations ruptured the grand political scheme, even the highly centralized political power was unable to fully dictate the course of historical development. The relationships between human sciences and politics in 1950s communist China kept evolving under constant negotiation within a dynamic historical complex. 
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