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THE WEEK

Among the major events of the week:
® Korean visit of Chairman Liu Shao-chi announced.

® The Chinese press published on September 6 an article by the
Editorial Departments of Renmin Ribao and Hongqi, entitled “The
Origin and Development of the Differences Between the Leadership
of the C.P.S.U. and Ourselves,” commenting on the open letter of the
Central Committee of the C.P.S.U.

® The 15th anniversary of the founding of the Korean Democratic
People’s Republic was warmly celebrated in China.

®  Over 10,000 people welcomed D.N. Aidit, Chairman of the Cen-
tral Commitiee of the Indonesian Communist Party, and the Party
delegation he led. The Indonesian Party leader was conferred the
honorary membership of the Chinese Academy of Sciences.

® Chinese Government’s proposal for a conference of government
heads of all countries to discuss complete prohibition and thorough
destruction of nuclear weapons is receiving still more support.

Among those who replied to Premier Chou En-lai last week were:
Emperor Haile Selassie I of Ethiopia who expressed support in prin-
ciple, Foreign Minister John Karefa-Smart of Sierra Leone, and
Ne Win, Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the Revolutionary
Government of the Union of Burma who supported the proposal.

® More provocations against China were reported last week:

— In Moscow, a group of Soviet citizens staged an organized, anti-
China demonstration in front of the Chinese Embassy.

—In Prague, the Czechoslovak Government unreasonably de-
manded the recall of a staff member of the Chinese Embassy and a
Chinese student.

® The Chinese press last week published in full or in excerpts:

— an article in the Korean magazine Keunroja refuting revision-
ist exaggeration of the role of nuclear weapons and pointing out that
the decisive force of the revolution is the masses of the people.

—an editorial of the People’s Voice, organ of the New Zealand
Communist Party, which refutes the lie that China wants to start a
nuclear war.

— a resolution of the Central Committee of the Communist Party
of Brazil entitled “Reply to Khrushchov,” and an article from A Classe
Operaria, organ of the C.P. of Brazil, by Jose Duarte, under the head-
ing of “The Great Idea of Marxism-Leninism Will Certainly Triumph
on Our Continent.”

Chairman Liu to Visit Korea

Liu Shao-chi, Chairman of the
People’s Republic of China and Vice-
Chairman of the Central Committee of
the Chinese Communist Party. will pay
a friendship visit to the Democratic
People’s Republic of Korea in mid-
September. He was invited for the
visit by Choi Yong Kun, President of
the Presidium of the Supreme People’s
Assembly of the Democratic People’s

Republic of Korea and Vice-Chairman
of the Central Committee of the
Korean Workers' Party.

Chairman Mao Tse-tung Meets
New Zealand C.P. Leader

Mao Tse-tung. Chairman of the
Central Committee of the Chinese
Communist Party, met and had a
cordial talk on September 9 with
M. Williams, Chairman of the National
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Chairman Mao Tse-tung meeting Chairman M. Williams

Committee of the Communist Party
of New Zealand.

Comrade Williams arrived in Peking
on September 6 on a visit at the
invitation of the Central Committee
of the Chinese Communist Party.

Comrade Aidit — Honorary
Member of Chinese Academy

The delegation of the Indonesian
Communist Party, led by Chairman
of its Central Committee D.N. Aidit,
left Peking for Korea on September 7.
During their short Stay in Peking,
Chairman Aidit and his party received
a most warm and fraternal welcome
from the Chinese people and leaders
of the Chinese Communist Party. Be-
sides a very full schedule of talks and
meetings. they visited a factory and a
people’s commune on the outskirts of
the city.

Peking held a mass rally at the
Great Hall of the People in honour
of the Indonesian comrades. Among
the 10,000 people who attended were:
Chou En-lai, Vice-Chairman of the
Central Committee of the Communist
Party of China; Teng Hsiao-ping,
General Secretary of the Party's
Central Committee;: Peng Chen, Mem-
ber of the Political Bureau and Mem-
ber of the Secretariat of the Party's
Central Committee and First Secretary
of the Peking Municipal Committee of
the Party.
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After Comrade Peng Chen opened
the rally with a speech of welcome
(see p.36), Comrade Aidit gave a re-
port on “Some Questions of the Indo-
nesian Revolution and the Communist
Party of Indonesia.” (For excerpts of
his report, sce p.37.)

At a ceremony in Peking on
September 5, the Chinese Academy
of Sciences made Comrade Aidit an
Honorary Member of the Academy.
Among those present were Chou
En-lai, Chu Teh, Teng Hsiao-ping and
other leaders of the Chinese Com-
munist Party; M.H. Lukman, Deputy
Speaker of the Indonesian Co-opera-
tion Parliament and First Vice-
Chairman of the Central Committee of
the Indonesian Communist Party, and
the delegation of the Indonesian Co-
operation Parliament he led.

In his address at the meeting,
President of the Academy Kuo Mo-jo
said that it was the first time the
Chinese Academy of Sciences had ever
conferred the title of Honorary Mem-
ber of the Chinese Academy of
Sciences on an outstanding foreign
personage. “While engaged in arduous
revolutionary activities in the cause of
the Indonesian revolution,” he said,
“Comrade Aidit has devoted himself
tirelessly to the study of revolutionary
theory and has written many works
on the Indonesian revolution, the in-
ternational communist movement and

other topics. The great signiflicance
of Comrade Aidit's theoretical activity
lies in his creative application and
development of Marxism-Leninism in
the conditions existing in Indonesia,
and his great contribution to ‘Indc-
nesianizing” Marxism-Leninism, thus
enriching the theoretical treasury of
Marxism-Leninism. Comrade Aidit
has defended the purity of Marxism-
Leninism, and opposed both re-
visionism — which runs counter to the
fundamental principles of Marxism —
and dogmatism which departs from
the practice of one’s own country.”

Paying tribute to Comrade Aiditl's
contributions to Marxist-Leninist
theory, President Kuo Mo-jo said that
Chinese scientific workers would do
their best to learn from him and that
they looked on his works as a sharp
weapon for studying the current ques-
tions of the revolution and opposing
revisionism.

Amidst warm applause, Kuo Mo-jo
presented the certificate of honorary
membership in the Chinese Academy
of Sciences to Comrade Aidit.

In his speech thanking the Academy
for the honour bestowed on him, Com-
rade Aidit said: “In conferring on
me the title of Honorary Member,
the Chinese Academy of Sciences is
honouring all the leaders and mem-
bers of the Indonesian Communist
Party and the working people of Indo-
nesia.” He assured all members of
the Chinese Academy of Sciences that
he and his Indonesian colleagues
would continue to work tirelessly for
an all-round integration of the uni-
versal truth of Marxism-Leninism with
the concrete practice of the Indonesian
revolution. He concluded his speech
with the cheers: *“Marxism-Leninism
is invincible!” and “Marxism-Leninism
will surely triumph throughout the
world!”

Welcome for Kenyan Friends

Peking held a meeting on Septem-
ber 5 to welcome the visiting delega-
tion of the Kenyan African National
Union led by John David Kali. Spon-
sored by the Chinese Committee for
Afro-Asian Solidarity and two other
people’s organizations, the meeting
was attended by 1.500 people.

In his speech, Liu Chang-sheng,
President of the Chinese-African Peo-
ple’s Friendship Association, paid
tribute to the heroic struggle waged
by the Kenyan people against colonial
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enslavement and for independence and
freedom.

Liu Chang-sheng reaffirmed the
resolute support of the Chinese people
for the African people’s revolutionary
struggle against old and new coloni-
alism and for national independence.

John David Kali, Member of the
House of Representatives and Chief
Whip of the Government Party in
Kenya's House of Representatives, in
his speech, expressed his satisfaction
with the great suecess of the goodwill
mission and described that success as
“a good beginning for the good things
to follow.” “We shall endeavour to
maintain our established good rela-
tionship with your country and we
hope and trust that vou will do the
same,” he said.

“Africa today is like a big elephant
who has been sleeping for many
years and on whose body some people
have built their huts. As he starts
waking up he will topple them all and
throw over anyone in  them,” he
declared.

The 20-member delegation of the
Kenyan African National Union ar-
rived in Peking on September 2. Its
members were received by Chairman
Mao Tse-tung, Chairman Chu Teh
of the Standing Committee of the Na-
tional People’s Congress, Premier
Chou En-lai and Vice-Premier Chen
Yi on separale occasions.

National Cotton Conference

Cotton was the subject of discus-
sion at a national conference recently
convened by the State Council. Con-
ference participants — cadres from
cotton-producing counties, specialists,
outstanding cotton growers and mem-
bers of agro-technical stations — took
stock of the cotton situation and fore-
cast that a 20 to 30 per cent increase
over last year's output in cotton would
be gained this year.

Premier Chou En-lai addressed the
conference. He urged all concerned
to strengthen leadership in cotton pro-
duction and called on functionaries,
experts and members of people’s com-
munes to pool their efforts and work
together for a higher cotton output.

Latest reports from the nation’s
cotton-growing areas are encouraging.
The people’s communes this year
sowed 10 million mu more to cotton
than last year. Though heavy sum-
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mer rains damaged the crops in some
parts of north China's Hopei and
Honan Provinces, the cotton fields are
doing very well in the high-yielding
provinces along the Yanglse River —
Chekiang, Kiangsu, Kiangsi, Hupeh
and Hunan —and a higher output
than last year’s is expected confidently
here. Shensi and Shansi in north
China, Sinkiang in the northwest, and
a number of other provinces also re-
port better crops than in 1962.

The conference adopted two pro-
posals: one on measures Lo increase
per-mu yields this year and another
on measures to improve the tech-
niques of cotton growing to ensure a
still belter crop next year.

Socialist Armies’ Basketball
Championship

With the last of a number of excit-
ing matches played, the 1963 basket-
ball championship among the army
teams of the socialist countries ended
on the evening of September 3 in
Peking. The teams of the Soviet
Union., China and Bulgaria came [irst,
second and third respectively, followed
in order of placing by Czechoslovakia,
Rumania, Korea, Hungary, Viet Nam,
Albania and Mongolia.

“It's a success,” was the way
Lieutenanl-General Liu Chih-chien,
Vice-Director of the General Political
Department of the Chinese People's
Liberation Army, characterized the
championship in his speech for the
closing ceremony at the end of play
that evening in the Peking Workers’
Gymnasium. “It has enhanced mutual
understanding and [riendship between
the army teams.” He expressed the
hope that the players would convey
this [riendship to their peoples and
armies so that it would help the com-
mon struggle against imperialist
aggression, for the defence of world
peace and socialist construction.

Bulgarian Anniversary

On the eve of the 19th anniversary
of the socialist revolution of Bul-
garia, Chinese Communist Party and
state leaders sent a message of greet-
ings to the Bulgarian Communist
Party and state leaders.

In Peking, on September 9, Bul-
gurian Ambassador to China Kristu
Stoichev gave a reception to celebrate
the occasion. Vice-Premiers Chen Yi
and Lu Ting-yi were among the guests.
At the reception, Ambassador Kristu

Stoichev and Vice-Premier Chen Yi
exchanged toasts to the [riendship
between the Bulgarian and Chinese
peoples and to the solidarity of the
people of the whole world and to
world peace.

Anti-China Provocation in Moscow

On September 2, at 13:00 hours local
time, more than a score of Soviet men
and women staged an organized. pro-
vocative anti-China demonstration be-
fore the Chinese Embassy in Moscow.

Marching arm in arm past the
Embassy on Friendship Street. they
chanted: “We do not want to die!”
“We do not want war!” “Shame on
China!” “Shame on the Chinese!” and
“Shame! Shame! Shame!” Some of
them shook their fists at the Embassy.

Having passed the Embassy these
provocateurs then turned back and
coming up to the gate of the consular
department of the Embassy glared at
the Chinese staff on duty. They
truculently raised a number of ques-
fions worded 1o distort the correct
policy of the Chinese Government,
such as “Do you want war or peace?”
“Why doesnt China sign the Mos-
cow treaty?” “*Do you know with whom
you are siding?” and “Why does the
Chinese Government announce its op-
position to reaching any agreement or
making any compromise with the
United States?”

They said they were students of
Moscow University's physics depart-
ment. It was 13:30 hours when they
left the embassy gate.

Normally a sing‘lc Soviet policeman
stands by the gate of the Chinese
Embassy. Recently the number has
been increased to two, and when this
incident took place, three Soviet po-
licemen were present. They stood and
witnessed this serious anti-China
provocation.

At 17:30 hours that same day, the
Chinese Embassy in the Soviet Union
made a verbal representation to the
Soviet Foreign Ministry pointing out
that this unprecedented and seriously
provocative incident undermines the
friendship between the Chinese and
Soviet peoples and vitiates relations be-
tween the two countries. Stating that
it was most regrettable that it should
have happened, the Chinese Embassy
demanded that the Soviet Foreign
Ministry deal seriously with this inci-

(Continued on p. 43.)
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The Origin and Development of the
Differences Between the Leadership
Of the C.P.S.U. and Ourselves

— Comment on the Open Letter of the Central
Committee of the C.P.S.U.

by the Editorial Departments of “Renmin Ribao” and “Hongqi”

ANNOUNCEMENT

On July 14, 1963, the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union published an open letter to Party organizations and all Communists in the

Soviet Union.

In a statement oh July 19 a spokesman of the Central Committee of the Com-

munist Party of China declared:

The open letter of the Central Committee of the C.P.S.U. is an appraisal of
our letter of June 14. The Central Committee of the C.P.C. considers that the con-
tents of the open letter do not accord with the facts, and we cannot agree with
the views it expresses. At the appropriate time, the Central Committee of the
C.P.C. will clarify matters and give its comments.

The open letter of the Central Committee of the C.P.S.U was published in full
on July 20 in the Renmin Ribao and other national papers and in all provincial and

municipal papers throughout China.
stations.

It was also broadcast in full by Chinese radio

In the Soviet national papers, the open letter was followed by nearly 300 articles

attacking 'China.
onicLes.

The Renmin Ribao has published extracts from a number of these

Starting today, the Editorial Departments of the Renmin Ribao and the journal
Hongqi are publishing a succession of articles commenting on the open letter of the

Central Committee of the C.P.S.U.

Editorial Department of Renmin Ribao
Editorial Department of Hongqi

September 6, 1963

Al Al Al A A A A A A A A Al Al Al Al A Al A A Al Al Al el el Al el A Al Al Al A A Al Al At

T is more than a month since the Central Committee of
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union published its
open letter of July 14 to Party organizations and all
Communists in the Soviet Union. This open letter, and
the steps taken by the leadership of the C.P.S.U. since its
publication, have pushed Sino-Soviet relations to the brink
of a split and have carried the differences in the inter-
national communist movement to a new stage of unprec-
edented gravity.
Now Moscow, Washington, New Delhi and Belgrade
are joined in a love feast and the Soviet press is running
an endless assortment of fantastic stories and theories at-

tacking China. The leadership of the C.P.S.U. has allied
itself with U.S. imperialism, the Indian reactionaries and
the renegade Tito clique against socialist China and
against all Marxist-Leninist parties, in open betrayal of
Marxism-Leninism and proletarian internationalism, in
brazen repudiation of the 1957 Declaration and the 1960
Statement and in flagrant violation of the Sino-Soviet
Treaty of Friendship, Alliance and Mutual Assistance.
The present differences within the international com-
munist movement and between the Chinese and Soviet
Parties involve a whole series of important questions of
principle. In its letter of June 14 to the Central Com-
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mittee of the C.P.S.U., the Central Committee of the C.P.C.
systematically and comprehensively discussed the essence
of these differences. It pointed out that, in the last
analysis, the present differences within the international
communist movement and between the Chinese and
Soviet Parties involve the questions of whether or not to
accept the revolutionary principles of the 1957 Declaration
and the 1960 Statemecnt. whether or not to accept
Marxism-Leninism and proletarian internationalism.
whether or not there is need for revolution. whether or
not imperialism is to be opposed. and whether or not the
unity of the socialist camp and the international com-
munist movement is desired.

How have the differences in the international com-
munist movement and between the leadership of the
C.P.S.U. and ourselves arisen? And how have they grown
to their present serious dimensions? Everybody is con-
cerned about these questions.

In our article “Whence the Differences?” (Renmin
Ribao editorial. February 27, 1963), we dealt with the
origin and growth of the differences in the international
communist movement in general outline. We deliberately
refrained from giving certain facts concerning this ques-
tion, and particularly certain important facts involving the
leadership of the C.P.S.U., and left the leadership of the
C.P.S.U. some leeway, though we were ready to provide
a fuller picture and to thrash out the rights and wrongs
when necessary. Now that the open letter of the Central
Committee of the C.P.S.U. has told many lies about the
origin and development of the differcnces and completely
distorted the facts, it has become necessary for us to set
forth certain facts in order to explain the matter in greater
detail.

In its open letter, the Central Committee of the
C.P.S.U. dares not state the truth to its Party members
and the masses of the people. Instead of being open and
above-board and respecting the facts as Marxist-Leninists
should, the leadership of the C.P.S.U. resorts to the
customary practice of bourgeois politicians, distorting the
facts and confusing iruth and falschood in its determined
attempt to shift the blame for the emergence and growth
of the differences on to the Chinese Communist Party.

Lenin once said, “Honesty in politics is the result of
strength, and hypocrisy —the result of weakness.”
Honesty and respect for the facts mark the attitude of
Marxist-Leninists. Only those who have degenerated
politically depend on telling lies for a living.

The facts are most eloquent. Facts are the best wit-
ness. Let us look at the facts.

The Differences Began With the 20th Congress
Of the C.P.S.U.

There is a saying, “It takes more than one cold day
for the river to freeze three feet deep.” The present dif-
ferences in the international communist movement did
not, of course, begin just today.

The open letter of the Central Committee of the
C.P.S.U. spreads the notion that the differences in the
international communist movement were started by the
three articles which we published in April 1960 under the
title of Long Live Leninism! This is a big lie.
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What is the truth?

The truth is that the whole series of differences of
principle in the international communist movement began
more than seven years ago.

To be specific. it began with the 20th Congress of
the C.P.S.U. in 1956.

The 20th Congress of the C.P.S.U. was the first step
along the road of revisionism taken by the leadership of
the C.P.S.U. From the 20th Congress to the present, the
revisionist line of the leadership of the C.P.S.U. has gone
through the process of emergence, formation, growth and
systematization. And by a gradual process, too, people
have come to understand more and more deeply the
revisionist line of the C.P.S.U. leadership.

From the very outset we held that a number of views
advanced at the 20th Congress concerning the contem-
porary international struggle and the international com-
munist movement were wrong, were violations of
Marxism-Leninism. In particular, the complete negation
of Stalin on the pretext of “combating the personality
cult” and the thesis of peaceful transition to socialism
by “the parliamentary road” are gross errors of principle.

The criticism of Stalin at the 20th Congress of the
C.P.S.U. was wrong both in principle and in method.

Stalin’s life was that of a great Marxist-Leninist, a
great proletarian revolutionary. For thirty years after
Lenin’s death, Stalin was the foremost leader of the
C.P.S.U. and the Soviet Government, as well as the
recognized leader of the international communist move-
ment and the standard-bearer of the world revolution.
During his lifetime, Stalin made some serious mistakes.
but compared to his great and meritorious deeds his mis-
takes are only secondary.

Stalin rendered great services to the development of
the Soviet Union and the international communist move-
ment. In the article “On the Historical Experience of the
Dictatorship of the Proletariat” published in April 1956.
we said:

After Lenin’s death Stalin creatively applied and
developed Marxism-Leninism as the chief leader of the
Party and the state. Stalin expressed the will and as-
piraiions of the people, and proved himself an outstand-
ing Marxist-Leninist fighter in the struggle in defence
of the legacy of Leninism against its enemies — the
Trotskyites, Zinovievites and other bourgeois agents.
Stalin won the support of the Soviet people and played
an important role in history primarily because, together
with the other leaders of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union, he defended Lenin’s line on the industriali-
zation of the Soviet Union and the collectivization of
agriculture. By pursving this line, the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union brought about the triumph of social-
ism in the Soviet Union and created the conditions for .
the victory of the Soviet Union in the war against Hitler;
these victories of the Soviet people accorded with the
interests of the working class of the world and all pro-
gressive mankind. It was therefore natural that the
name of Stalin was greally honoured throughout the
world,

It was necessary to criticize Stalin’s mistakes. But in
his secret report to the 20th Congress, Comrade Khrush-
chov completely negated Stalin, and in doing so defamed
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the dictatorship of the proletariat, defamed the socialist
system, the great C.P.S.U., the great Soviet Union and
the international communist movement. Far from using
a revolutionary proletarian party's method of criticism
and self-criticism for the purpose of making an carnest
and serious analysis and summation of the historical ex-
perience of the dictatorship of the proletariat, he treated
Stalin as an enemy and shifted the blame for all mistakes
on to Stalin alone.

Khrushchov viciously and demagogically told a host
of lies in his secret report, and threw around charges that
Stalin had a “persecution mania,” indulged in “brutal
arbitrariness,” took the path of “mass repressions and
terror,” “knew the country and agriculture only from
films™ and “planned operations on a globe,” that Stalin’s
leadership “became a serious obstacle in the path of
Soviet social development,” and so on and so forth. He
- completely obliterated the meritorious deeds of the Stalin
who led the Soviet people in waging resolute struggle
against all internal and external foes and achieving great
resulls in socialist transformation and socialist construc-
tion. who led the Soviet people in defending and con-
solidating the first socialist country in the world and
winning the glorious victory in the anti-fascist war, and
who defended and developed Marxism-Leninism.

In completely negating Stalin at the 20th Congress
of the C.P.S.U., Khrushchov in effect negated the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat and the fundamental theories
of Marxism-Leninism which Stalin defended and devel-
oped. It was at that congress that Khrushchov. in his
summary report, began the repudiation of Marxism-
Leninism on a number of questions of principle.

In his report to the 20th Congress. under the pretext
that “radical changes” had taken place in the world
situation, Khrushchov put forward the thesis of “peace-
ful transition.” He said that the road of the October
Revolution was “the only correct road in those historical
conditions,” but that as the situation had changed, it had
become possible to effect the transition from capitalism
to socialism “through the parliamentary road.” In essence,
this erroneous thesis is a clear revision of the Marxist-
Leninist teachings on the state and revolution and a clear
denial of the universal significance of the road of the
October Revolution.

In his report, under the same pretext that “radical
changes” had taken place in the world situation, Khrush-
chov also questioned the continued validity of Lenin’s
teachings on imperialism and on war and peace, and in
fact tampered with Lenin’s teachings.

Khrushchov pictured the U.S. Government and its
head as people resisting the forces of war, and not as
representatives of the imperialist forces of war. He said,

“. .. the advocates of settling outstanding issues by
means of war still hold strong positions there [in the
United States],” and *. .. they continue to exert big

pressure on the President and the Administration.” He
went on to say that the imperialists were beginning to
admit that the positions-of-strength policy had failed and
that “symptoms of a certain sobering up are appearing”
among them. It was as much as saying that it was pos-
sible for the U.S. Government and its head not to rep-
resent the interests of U.S. monopoly capital and
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for them to abandon their policies of war and aggression
and that they had become forces defending peace.

Khrushchov declared: “We want to be friends with
the United States and to co-operate with it for peace and
international security and also in the economic and cul-
tural spheres.” This wrong view later developed into the
line of “Soviet-U.S. co-operation for the settlement of
world problems.”

Distorting Lenin's correct principle of peaceful co-
existence between countries with different social systems,
Khrushchov declared that peaceful coexistence was the
“general line of the foreign policy” of the U.S.S.R. This
amounted to excluding from the general line of foreign
policy of the socialist countries their mutual assistance
and co-operation as well as assistance by them to the
revolutionary struggles of the oppressed peoples and
nations, or to subordinating all this to the policy of so-
called “peaceful coexistence.”

The questions raised by the leadership of the C.P.S.U.
al the 20th Congress, and especially the questions of Stalin
and of “peaceful transition.” are by no means simply
internal affairs of the C.P.S.U.; they are vital issues of
common interest for all fraternal Parties. Without any
prior consultation with the fraternal Parties, the leader-
ship of the C.P.S.U. drew arbitrary conclusions: it forced
the fraternal Parties to accept a fait accompli and, on the
pretext of “combating the personality cult,” crudely inter-
fered in the internal affairs of fraternal Parties and coun-
tries and subverted their leaderships, thus pushing its
policy of sectarianism and splittism in the international
communist movement.

Subsequent developments show with increasing clarity
that the revision and betrayal of Marxism-Leninism and
proletarian internationalism by the leaders of the C.P.S.U.
have grown out of the above errors.

The C.P.C. has always differed in principle in its
view of the 20th Congress of the C.P.S.U.. and the leading
comrades of the C.P.S.U. are well aware of this. Yet
the open letter of the Central Committee of the C.P.S.U.
asserts that the Communist Party of China previously
gave the 20th Congress full support, that we “have made
a 180-degree turn” in our evaluation of the 20th Con-
gress, and that our position is full of “vacillations and
waverings” and is “false.”

It is impossible for the leadership of the C.P.S.U. to
shut out the heavens with one palm. Let the facts speak
for themselves.

On many occasions in internal discussions after the
20th Congress of the C.P.S.U., leading comrades of the
Central Committee of the C.P.C. solemnly criticized the
errors of the C.P.S.U. leadership.

In April 1956, less than two months after the 20th
Congress, in conversations both with Comrade Mikoyan,
Member of the Presidium of the Central Committee of
the C.P.S.U., and with the Soviet Ambassador to China,
Comrade Mao Tse-tung expressed our views on the
question of Stalin. He emphasized that Stalin’s “merits
outweighed his faults” and that it was necessary to “make
a concrete analysis” and “an all-round ecvaluation” of
Stalin.

On October 23, 1956, on receiving the Soviel Ambas-
sador (o China, Comrade Mao Tse-tung pointed out,
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“Stalin deserves to be criticized, but we do not agree
with the method of criticism, and there are some other
matters we do not agree with.,”

On November 30, 1956, on receiving the Soviet Am-
bassador to China, Comrade Mao Tse-tung again pointed
out that the basic policy and line during the period when
Stalin was in power were correct and that methods that
are used against encmies must not be used against one’s
comrades.

.  Both Comrade Liu Shao-chi in his conversation with
leaders of the C.PS.U. in October 1956, and Comrade
Chou En-lai in his conversations on October 1, 1956, with
the delegation of the C.P.S.U. to the Eighth Congress
of the CP.C. and on January 18, 1957, with leaders
of the C.P.S.U., also expressed our views on the guestion
of Stalin, and both criticized the errors of the leaders of
the C.P.S.U. as consisting chiefly of “total lack of an
overall analysis” of Stalin, “lack of self-criticism” and
“failure to consult with the fraternal Parties in advance.”

In internal discussions with comrades of the C.P.S.U.,
leading comrades of the Central Committee of the C.P.C.
also stated where we differed on the question of peaceful
transition. Furthermore, in November 1957 the Central
Commitice of the C.P.C. presented the Central Committee
of the C.PS.U. with a written “QOutline of Views on the
Question of Peaceful Transition,” comprehensively and
clearly explaining the viewpoint of the C.P.C.

In their many internal discussions with comrades of
the C.P.S.U., leading comrades of the Central Commitfec
of the C.P.C. also systematically set forth our views on
the international situation and the strategy of the inter-
national communist movement, with direct relerence to
the errors of the 20th Congress of the C.P.S.U.

These are plain facts. How can the leadership of the
C.P.S.U. obliterate them by bare-faced lying?

Attempting to conceal these important facts, the
Central Committee of the C.P.S.U. in its open letter
quotes out of context public statements by Comrades Mao
Tse-tung, Liu Shao-chi and Teng Hsiao-ping to show that
at one time the Chinese Communist Party completely
affirmed the 20th Congress of the C.P.S.U. This is futile.

The fact is that at no time and in no place did the
Chinese Communist Party completely affirm the 20th
Congress of the C.P.S.U., agree with the complete nega-
tion of Stalin or endorse the view of peaceful transition
to socialism through the “parliamentary road.”

Not long after the 20th Congress of the C.P.S.U., on
April 5, 1956, we published “On the Historical Experience
of the Dictatorship of the Proletariat”; then, on December
29, 1956, we published “More on the Historical Experience
of the Dictatorship of the Proletariat.” While refuting
the anti-communist slanders of the imperialists and re-
actionaries, these two articles made an all-round analysis
of the life of Stalin. affirmed the universal significance
of the road of the October Revolution, summed up the
historical experience of the dictatorship of the proletariat,
and tactfully but unequivocally criticized the erroneous
propositions of the 20th Congress. Is this not a widely
known fact?

Since the 20th Congress of the C.P.S.U., the Chinese
Communist Party has continued to display the portrait
of Stalin along with those of the other great revolutionary
leaders, Marx, Engels and Lenin. Is not this, too, a
widely known fact?
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It needs to be said, of course, that for the sake of
unity against the enemy and out of consideration for the
difficult position the leaders of the C.P.S.U. were then in,
we refrained in those days from open criticism of the er-
rors of the 20th Congress, because the imperialists and the
reactionaries of all countries were exploiting these errors
and carrying on frenzied activities against the Soviet
Union, against communism and against the people, and
also because the leaders of the C.P.S.U. had not yet
departed as far from Marxism-Leninism as they did later.
We fervently hoped at the time that the leaders of the
C.P.S.U. would put their errors right. Consequently, we
invariably endeavoured to seek out positive aspects and on
public occasions gave them whatever support was appro-
priate and necessary.

Even so, by stressing positive lessons and principles
in their public speeches, leading comrades of the Central
Committee of the C.P.C. explained our position with
regard to the 20th Congress of the C.P.S.U.

The open letter of the Central Committee of the
C.P.S.U. asserts that in his political report to the Eighth
Congress of the C.P.C., Comrade Liu Shao-chi completely
affirmed the 20th Congress of the C.P.S.U. But it was
in this very report that Comrade Liu Shao-chi spoke on
the lessons of the Chinese revolution and explained that
the road of “peaceful transition” was wrong and im-
practicable.

The open letter of the Central Committee of the
C.P.S.U. asserts that in his report to the Eighth Congress
of the C.P.C. on the revision of the Party Constitution,
Comrade Teng Hsiao-ping completely affirmed the “com-
bat against the personality cult” conducted at the 20th
Congress. But it was in this very report that Comrade
Teng Hsiao-ping discussed at some length democratic
centralism in the Party and the interrelationship between
leaders and masses, explained the consistent and correct
style of work of our Party, and thus in effect criticized
the error of the 20th Congress concerning “combating the
personality cult.”

Is there anything wrong in the way we acted? Have
we not done exactly what a Marxist-Leninist party ought
to do by persevering in principle and upholding unity?

How can this consistently correct attitude of the
Chinese Communist Party towards the 20th Congress be
described as full of “vacillations and waverings,” as “false”
and as representing “a 180-degree turn”?

In making these charges against us in the open letter,
perhaps the Central Commitiee of the C.P.S.U. thought
it could deny the criticisms we made because they were
known only to a few leaders of the C.P.S.U., and that it
could use falsehoods to deceive the broad masses of the
membership of the C.P.S.U. and the Soviet people. But
does this not prove its own falseness?

The Serious Consequences of the 20th Congress
Of the C.P.S.U.

The open letter of the Central Committee of the
C.P.S.U. loudly proclaims the “wonderful” and “majestic
results” of the 20th Congress of the C.P.S.U.

But history cannot be altered. People not suffering
from too short a memory will recall that by its errors the
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20th Congress produced not “wonderful” or “majeslic
results” but a discrediting of the Soviet Union, of the
dictatorship of the proletariat and of socialism and com-
munism, and gave an opportunity to the imperialists, the
reactionaries and all the other enemies of communism,
with extremely serious consequences for the international
communist movement.

After the congress, swollen with arrogance the impe-
rialists and reactionaries everywhere stirred up a world-
wide tidal wave against the Soviet Union, against com-
munism and against the people. The U.S. imperialists
saw the all-outl attack en Stalin by the leadership of the
C.P.S.U. as something that was “never so suited to our
purposes,” they talked openly about using Khrushchov's
secret report as a “weapon with which to destroy the
prestige and influence of the communist movement” and
they took the opportunity to advocate “peaceful trans-
formation” in the Soviet Union.

The Titoites became most aggressive. Flaunting their

reactionary slogan of “anti-Stalinism,” they wildly at-

tacked the dictatorship of the proletariat and the socialist
system. They declared that the 20th Congress of the
C.PS.U. “created sufficient elements” for the “new
course” which Yugoslavia had started and that “the ques-
tion now is whether this course will win or the course of
Stalinism will win again.”

Those enemies of communism, the Trotskyites, who
had been in desperate straits, feverishly resumed activity.
In its Manifesto to the Workers and Peoples of the Entire
World the so-called Fourth International said, *Today.
when the Kremlin leaders are themselves admitting the
crimes of Stalin, they implicitly recognize that the in-
defatigable struggle carried on . . . by the world
Trotskyist movement against the degeneration of the
workers’ state, was fully justified.”

The errors of the 20th Congress brought great ideolog-
ical confusion in the international communist movement
and caused it to be deluged with revisionist ideas. Along
with the imperialists, the reactionaries and the Tito
clique, renegades from communism in many countries
attacked Marxism-Leninism and the international com-
munist movement.

Most striking among the events which took place
during this period were the incident in Soviet-Polish
relations and the counter-revolutionary rebellion in Hun-
gary. The two events were different in character. But
the leadership of the C.P.S.U. made grave errors in both.
By moving up troops in an attempt to subdue the Polish
comrades by armed force it committed the error of great-
power chauvinism. And at the critical moment when the
Hungarian counter-revolutionaries had occupied Budapest,
for a time it intended to adopt a policy of capitulation
and abandon socialist Hungary to counter-revolution.

These errors of the leadership of the C.P.S.U. in-
flated the arrogance of all the enemies of communism,
created serious difficulties for many fraternal Parties and
caused the international communist movement great
damage.

In the face of this situation, the Chinese Communist
Party and other [raternal Parties persevering in Marxism-
Leninism firmly demanded repulsing the assaults of impe-
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rialism and reaction and safeguarding the socialist camp
and the international communist movement. We insisted
on the taking eof all necessary measures to smash the
counter-revolutionary rebellion in Hungary and firmly
opposed the abandonment of socialist Hungary. We in-
sisted that in the handling of problems between fraternal
Parties and countries correct principles should be followed
s0 as to strengthen the unity of the socialist camp, and
we firmly opposed the erroneous methods of great-power
chauvinism. At the same time, we made very great
efforts to safeguard the prestige of the C.P.S.U.

At that time the leaders of the C.P.S.U. accepted our
suggestion and on Oclober 30, 1956, issued the Soviet
Government's “Declaration on the Foundations of the
Development and Further Strengthening of Friendship
and Co-operation Between the Soviet Union and Other
Socialist Countries,” in which they examined some of
their own past mistakes in handling their relations with
fraternal countries. On November 1, the Chinese Gov-
ernment issued a statement expressing support for the
Soviet Government's declaration.

All this we did in the interests of the international
communist movement, and also in order to persuade the
leaders of the ,C.P.S.U. to draw the proper lessons and
correct their errors in good time and not slide farther
away from Marxism-Leninism. But subsequent events
showed that the leaders of the C.P.S.U. nursed rancour
against us and regarded the C.P.C. and its perseverance in
proletarian internationalism as the biggest obstacle to
their wrong line.

The 1957 Moscow Meeting of Fraternal Parties

The 1957 Meeting of Representatives of the Com-
munist and Workers™ Parties took place in Moscow after
the repulse of the heavy attacks of the imperialists and
the reactionaries of various countries on the international
communist movement.

The open letter of the Central Committee of the
C.P.S.U. says that the 20th Congress of the C.P.S.U. played
a “tremendous role” in defining the general line of the
international communist movement. The facts show the
very reverse. The erroneous views of the 20th Congress
on many important questions of principle were rcjected
and corrected by the 1957 meeting of fraternal Parties.

The well-known Declaration of 1957, adopted by the
Moscow Meeting, summed up the experience of the inter-
national communist movement, set forth the common
fighting tasks of all the Communist Parties, aifirmed the
universal significance of the road of the October Rev-
clution., cutlined the common laws governing socialist
revolution and socialist construction and laid down the
principles guiding relations among fraternal Parties and
countries. The common line of the international com-
munist movement which was thus worked out at the
meeting embodies the revolutionary principles of Marx-
ism-Leninism and is opposed to the erroneous views
deviating from Marxism-Leninism which were advanced
by the 20th Congress. The principles guiding relations
among f[raternal Parties and countries laid down in the
Declaration are concrete expressions of the principle of
proletarian internationalism and stand opposed to the
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great-power chauvinism and sectarianism of the leader-
ship of the C.P.S.U.

The delegation of the C.P.C., which was headed by
Comrade Mao Tse-tung, did a great deal of work during
the meeting. On the one hand, it had full consultations
with the leaders of the C.P.S.U.,, and where necessary
and appropriate waged struggle against them, in order
to help them correct their errors: on the other hand, it
held repeated exchanges of views with the leaders of
other fraternal Parties in order that a common document
acceplable te all might be worked out.

At this meeting, the chief subject of controversy be-
tween us and the delegation of the C.P.S.U. was the
transition from capitalism to socialism. In their original
draft of the Declaration the leadership of the C.P.S.U.
insisted on the inclusion of the erroneous views of the
20th Congress on peaceful transition. The original draft
said not a word abecut non-peaceful transition, mention-
ing only peacelul fransition; moreover, it described peace-
ful transilion as “securing a majority in parliament and
transforming parliament from an instrument of the bour-
geois dictatorship into an instrument of a genuine peo-
ple’s state power.” In faet, it substituted the “parliamen-
tary road” advocated by the opportunists of the Second
International for the road of the October Revolution and
tampered with the basic Marxist-Leninist theory on the
state and revolution.

The Chinese Communist Party resolutely opposed the
wrong views contained in the draft declaration submitted
by the leadership of the C.P.S.U. We expressed our views
on the two successive drafts put forward by the Central
Committee of the C.P.S.U. and made a considerable num-
ber of major changes of principle which we presented as
our own revised draft. Repeated discussions were then
held between the delegations of the Chinese and Soviet
Parties on the basis of our revised draft before the “Joint
Draft Declaration by the C.P.S.U. and the C.P.C.” was
submitied to the delegations of the other fraternal Partics
for their opinions.

As a result of the common efforts of the delegations
of the C.P.C. and the other fraternal Parties, the meeting
finally adopted the present version of the Declaration,
which contains two major changes on the question of
the transition from capitalism to socialism compared with
the first draft put forward by the leadership of the
C.P.S.U. First, while indicating the possibility of peace-
ful transition, the Declaration also points to the read of
non-peaceful transition rand stresses that “Leninism
teaches, and experience confirms, that the ruling classes
never relinquish power voluntarily.” Secondly, while
speaking of securing “a firm majority in parliament,” the
Declaration emphasizes the need to “launch an extra-
parliamentary mass struggle, smash the resistance of the
reactionary forces and create the necessary conditions for
peaceful realization of the socialist revolution.”

Despite these changes, the formulation in the Declara-
tion on the question of the transition from capitalism to
socialism was still unsatisfactory. We finally conceded
the point only out of consideration for the repeatedly
expressed wish of the leaders of the C.P.S.U. that the
formulation should show some connection with that of the
20th Congress of the C.P.S.U.
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However, we presented the Central Committee of the
C.P.S.U. with an outline of our views on the question of
peaceful transition in which the views of the C.P.C. were
explained comprehensively and clearly. The outline em-
phasizes the following:

In the present situation of the international com-
munist movement, it is advantageous from the point of
view of tactics to refer to the desire for peaceful tramsi-
tion. But it would be inappropriate {o over-emphasize the
possibility of peaceful transition.

They [the proletariat and the Communist Party] must
be prepared at all times (o repulse counter-revolutionary
attacks and, at the eritical juncture of the revolution
when the working class is seizing stale power, to over-
throw the bourgeoisic by armed force if it uses armed
fores to suppress the people’s revolution (generally speak-
ing, it is inevitable that the bourzeoisie will do so).

To obtain a majorily in parliament is not the same
as smashing the old state machinery (chiefly the armed
forces) and establishing new siate machinery (chiefly the
armed forces). Unless the military-bureaucratic state
machinery of the bourgeoisie is smashed, a parliamentary
majority for the proletariat and their reliable allies will
either be impossible . .. or undependable. ... (See Ap-
pendix L)

As a result of the common efforts of the delegations
of the C.P.C. and the other fraternal Parties, the 1957
Declaration also corrected the erroneous views which the
C.P.S.U. leadership had put forward at the 20th Congress
on such questions as imperialism and war and peace, and
it added many important points on a number of questions
of principle. The main additicns were: the thesis that
U.S. imperialism is the centre of world reaction and the
sworn enemy of the people; the thesis that if imperialism
should unleash a world war it would doom itseli to
destruction; the common laws governing the socialist rev-
olution and the building of socialism; the principle of
combining the universal truth of Marxism-Leninism with
the concrete practice of revelution and construction in
different countries; the formulation on the importance of
applying dialectical materialism in practical work; the
thesis that the seizure of political power by the working
class is the beginning of the revolution and not its end;
the thesis that it will take a fairly long time to solve the
question of who will win — capitalism or socialism; the
thesis that the existence of bourgeois influence is an
infernal source of revisionism, while surrender to im-
perialist pressure is its external source; and so on.

At the same time, the delegation of the C.P.C. made
some necessary compromises. In addition to the formula-
tion on the question of peaceful transition, we did not
agree with the reference to the 20th Congress of the
C.P.S.U. and suggested changes. But out of consideration
for the difficult position of the leadership of the C.P.S.U.
at the time, we did not insist on the changes.

Who could have imagined that these concessions
which we made out of consideration for the larger in-
terest would later be used by the leadership of the
C.P.S.U. as an excuse for aggravating differences and
creating a split in the international communist movement?

The open letter of the Central Committee of the
C.P.8.U. constantly equates the resolution of the 20th
Congress of the C.P.S.U. with the Declaration of 1957 in
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its attempt to substitute the wrong line of the 20th Con-
gress for the common line of the international communist
movement. We have pointed out long ago, and deem it nec-
essary to reiterate now, that in accordance with the prin-
ciple that all fraternal Parties are independent and equal,
no one is entitled to demand of fraternal Parties that they
accept the resolutions of the congress of one Party or for
that matter anything else; and the resolutions of a Party
congress, whatever the Party, cannot be regarded as the
common line of the international communist movement
and have no binding force on other fraternal Parties.
Only Marxism-Leninismi and the documents unanimously
agreed upon constitute the common code binding us and
all fraternal Parties.

The Growth of the Revisionism of the C.P.S.U. Leadership

After the Moscow Meeting of 1957 with its unan-
imously agreed Declaration, we hoped that the leader-
ship of the C.P.S.U. would follow the line laid down in
the Declaration and correct its errors. We regret to say
that contrary to the expectations we and all other
Marxist-Leninist fraternal Parties entertained, the leader-
ship of the C.P.S.U. perpetrated increasingly serious viola-
tions of the revolutionary principles of the Declaration
and the principles guiding relations among fraternal Par-
ties and countries, and departed farther and farther from
the path of Marxism-Leninism and proletarian inter-
nationalism. The revisionism of the leadership of the
C.P.S.U. grew. This development aggravated the differ-
ences in the international communist movement and car-
ried them to a new stage.

In complete disregard of the common conclusion of
the 1957 Declaration that U.S. imperialism is the enemy
of all the people of the world, the leadership of the
C.P.S.U. passionately sought collaboration with U.S. im-
perialism and the seitlement of world problems by the
heads of the Soviet Union and the United States.
Particularly around the time of the Camp David Talks
in September 1959, Khrushchov lauded Eisenhower to the
skies, hailing him as a man who “enjoys the absolute
confidence of his people”™ and who *“also worries about
ensuring peace just as we do.” Moreover, comrades of
the C.P.S.U. energelically advertised the so-called “spirit
of Camp David,” whose existence Eisenhower himself
denied, alleging that it marked “a new era in interna-
tional relations™ and “a turning-point in history.”

Completely disregarding the revolutionary line of the
1957 Declaration, in statements by Khrushchov and in the
Soviet press the leaders of the C.P.S.U. vigorously ad-
vocated their revisionist line of “pezaceful coexistence,”
“peacelul competition” and “peaceful transition,” praised
the “wisdom™ and “goodwill” of the imperialists, preached
that *“a world without weapons, without armed forces and
without wars™ could be brought into being while the
greater part of the globe was still ruled and controlled
by imperialism, and that universal and complete disarma-
ment could “open up literally a new epoch in the economic
development of Asia, Africa and Latin America,” etc., etc.

The C.P.S.U. published many books and articles in
which it tampered with the fundamental theories of
Marxism-Leninism, emasculated their revolutionary spirit
and propagated its revisionist views on a whole series of
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important problems of principle in the fields of philosophy,
political economy, socialist and communist theory, history,
literature and art.

The leadership of the C.P.S.U. actively endeavoured
to impose its erroneous views on the international dem-
ocratic organizations and to change their correct lines. An
outstanding case in point was the behaviour of the Soviet
comrades at the Peking session of the General Council
of the World Federation of Trade Unions in June 1960.

Completely disregarding the principles guiding rela-
tions among f[raternal Parties and countries which were
laid down in the 1957 Declaration, the leaders of the
C.PS.U, eager to curry favour with U.S. imperialism,
engaged in unbridled activities against China. They
regarded the Chinese Cecmmunist Party and its adherence
to Marxism-Leninism as an obstacle to their revisionist
line. They thought they had solved their internal prob-
lems and had “stabilized” their own position and could
therefore step up their policy of “being friendly to
enemies and tough with friends.”

In 1958 the leadership of the C.P.S.U. put forward
unreasonable demands designed to bring China under
Soviet military control. These unreasonable demands
were rightly and firmly rejected by the Chinese Govern-
ment. Not long afterwards, in June 1959, the Soviet Gov-
ernment unilaterally tore up the agreement on new tech-
nology for national defence concluded between China and
the Soviet Union in October 1957, and refused to provide
China with a sample of an atomic bomb and technical
data concerning its manufacture.

Then, on the eve of Khrushchov's visit to the United
States, ignoring China’s repeated objections the leader-
ship of the C.P.S.U. rushed out the TASS statement of
September 9 on the Sino-Indian border incident, siding
with the Indian reactionaries. In this way, the leader-
ship of the C.P.S.U. brought the differences between
China and the Soviet Union right into the open before
the whole world.

The tearing up of the agreement on new technology
for national defence by the leadership of the C.P.S.U. and
its issuance of the statement on the Sino-Indian border
clash on the eve of Khrushchov's visit to the United
States were ceremonial gifis to Eisenhower so as to curry
favour with the U.S. imperialists and create the so-culled
“spirit of Camp David.”

The leaders of the C.P.S.U. and Soviet publications
also levelled many virulent attacks on the domestic and
foreign policies of the Chinese Yommunist Party. These
attacks were almost invariably led by Khrushchov in per-
son. He insinuated that China’s socialist construction was
“skipping over a stage” and was “equalitarian commu-
nism” and that China’s people’s communes were “in
essence reactionary.” By innuendo he maligned China as
warlike, guilty of “adventurism.” and so on and so forth.
Back from the Camp David Talks, he went so far as to
try to sell China the U.S. plot of “two Chinas” and, at
the state banquet celebrating the Tenth Anniversary of
the founding of the People’s Republic of China, he read
China a lecture against “testing by force the stability of
the capitalist system.”

The line of revisionism and splittism pursued by the
leadership of the C.P.S.U. created serious confusion in
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the ranks of the international communist movement. It
scemed as though U.S. imperialism had ceased to be the
most ferocious enemy of the people of the world. Ei-
senhower was welcomed by certain Communists as a
“peace envoy.” Marxism-Leninism and the Declaration
ol 1957 seemed fo be outmoded.

In the circumstances, in order Lo defend Marxism-
Leninism and the 1957 Declaration and clear up the ideo-
logical confusion in the international communist move-
ment, the Communist Parly of China published “Long
Live Leninism!” and two other articles in April 1960.
In our consistent stand of persevering in principle
and upholding unity, we concentrated on explaining
the revolutionary theses of the 1957 Declaration and
the fundamental Marxist-Leninist theories on imperial-
ism, war and peace, proletarian revolution and the dicta-
torship of the proletariat. The views in these three arti-
cles were totally different from the series of erroneous
views being propagated by the leaders of the C.P.S.U.
However, for the sake of the larger interest, we refrained
from publicly criticizing the comrades of the C.P.S.U.
and direcied the spearhead of struggle against the impe-
rialists and the Yugoslav revisionists.

The open letter of the Central Committee of the
C.P.S.U. spends much energy distorting and attacking
“Long Live Leninism!” and the two other articles, but is
unable to support its attacks with any convincing argu-
ments. We should like to put this question: In those
circumstances, should we have kept silent on the wrong
views and fatuous arguments which had become current?
Did we not have the right, and indeed the duty, to come
forward in defence of Marxism-Leninism and the Declara-
tion of 1957?

The Surprise Assault on the C.P.C. by the
Leadership of the C.P.S.U.

A week after the publication of “Long Live Leninism!™
and our two other articles, an American U-2 plane in-
truded inlo Soviet air space and the United States abort-
ed the four-power summit conference. The “spirit of
Camp David” complelely vanished. Thus events entircly
confirmed our views.

In the face of the arch enemy, it was imperative for
the Communist Parties of China and the Soviet Union
and the fraternal Parties of the whole world to eliminate
their differences, strengthen their unity and wage a com-
mon struggle against the enemy. But that was not what
happened. In the summer of 1960 there was a widening
of the differences in the international communist move-
ment, a large-scale campaign was launched against the
C.P.C, and the leadership of the C.P.S.U. extended the
ideological differences between the Chinese and Soviet
Parties to the sphere of state relations.

In early June 1960 the Central Committee of the
C.P.S.U. made the proposal that the Third Congress of
the Rumanian Workers' Party to be held in Bucharest
later in June should be taken as an opportunity for
representatives of the Communist and Workers’ Parties
of all the socialist countries o meel and exchange views
on the international situation following the miscarriage
of the four-power summil conference caused by the
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United States. The Chinese Communist Party did not
approve of this idea of a hasty meeting nor of the idea
of a representative meeting of the Parties of the socialist
countries alone. We made the posilive proposal that
there should be a meeting of representatives of all the
Communist and Workers' Parties of the world and main-
tained ithat adequate preparations were nccessary to make
that meeting a success. Our proposal was agreed to by
the C.P.S.U. The two Parties thercupon agreed that, in
preparation for the international meeting, the representa-
tives of the fraternal Parties attending the Third Con-
gress of the Rumanian Workers' Party could provisional-
ly exchange views on the date and place for the meeting,
but not take any decision.

At Bucharest, to our amazement, the leaders of the
C.P.S.U. went back on their word and unleashed a sur-
prise assault on the Chinese Communist Party, turning
the spearhead of struggle against us and not against U.S.
imperialism.

The Bucharest meeting of representatives of fraternal
Parties took place from June 24 to June 26. It is a
plain lie for the open letter of the Central Committee of
the C.P.S.U. to describe that meeting as “comradely as-
sistance” to the Chinese Communist Party.

Indeed, on the eve ol the meeting, the delegation
of the C.P.S.U. headed by Khrushchov distributed among
the representatives of some [raternal Parties, and read
out to those of others. a Letter of Information dated June
21 from the Central Committee of the C.P.S.U. to the
Central Committee of the C.P.C. This Letter of Infor-
mation groundlessly slandered and attacked the C.P.C.
all along the line; it constituted a programme for the
anti-China campaign which was launched by the leader-
ship of the C.P.S.U.

In the meeting, Khrushchov took the lead in organiz-
ing a great converging onslaught on the Chinese Com-
munist Party. In his speech. he wantonly vilified the
Chinese Communist Party as “madmen.” “wanting to
unleash war,” “picking up the banner of the imperialist
monopoly capitalists,” being “pure nationalist” on the
Sino-Indian boundary question and employing “Trotskyite
ways” against the C.P.S.U. Some of the fraternal Party
representatives who obeyed Khrushchov and followed
his lead also wantonly charged the C.P.C. with being
“dogmatic.” “Left adventurist,” “pseudo-revolutionary.”
“sectarian,” “worse than Yugoslavia.,” and so on and so
forth.

The anti-China campaign launched by Khrushchov at
this meeting also came as a surprise to many fraternal
Parties. The representatives of a number of Marxist-
Leninist fraternal Parties took exception to the wrong
action of the leadership of the C.P.S.U.

At this meeting, the delegation of the Albanian Party
of Labour refused to obey the baton of the leaders of
the C.P.S.U. and firmly opposed their seclarian activities.
Consequently the leaders of the C.P.S.U. regarded the
Albanian Party of Labour as a thorn in their flesh.
Whereupon they took increasingly drastic steps againsi
the Albanian Party.

Can this dastardly attack on the C.P.C. launched by
the leadership of the C.P.S.U. be called “comradely as-
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sislance”? Of course not. It was a pre-arranged anti-
China performance staged by the leadership of the
C.P.S.U.: it was a serious and crude violation of the
p.rinciples guiding relations among fraternal Parties as
laid down in the 1957 Decclaration: it was a large-scale
attack on” a Marxist-Leninist party by the revisionists,
represented by the leaders of the C.P.S.U.

In the circumstances, the Communist Party of CGhina
waged a tit-for-tat struggle against the leadership of the
C.F.S.U. in defence of the positions of Marxism-Leninism
and the principles guiding relations among fraternal Par-
ties as laid down in the Declaration. For the sake of the
larger interest, the declegation of the C.P.C. in Bucharest
signed the Communique ¢n the meeting, and at the same
time, on June 26, 1960, distributed a written statement upon
the instructions of the Central Committee of the C.P.C.
In this statement, the delegation of the C.P.C. pointed
out that Khrushchov's behaviour at the Bucharest meet-
ing created an cxlremely bad precedent in the inter-
national communist movement. It solemnly declared:

“There are differences between us and Comrade

Ehrushchov on a series of fundamental principles of

Marxism-Leninism.” “The future of the international

communist movemen{ depends on the needs and the

struggles of the people of all countries and on the guid-
ance of Marxism-Leninism, and will never be decided by
the baton of any one individual,” “, .. our Party believes in
and obeys the truth of Marxism-Leninism and Marxism-

Leninism alone, and will never submit to erroncous views

which run courter to Marxism-Leninism.” (See Appendix

1)

The leaders of the C.P.S.U. did not reconcile them-
selves to their failure to subdue the Chinese Communist
Party in Bucharest. Immediately after the Bucharest
meeling, they brought more pressure to bear on China
by taking a number of steps to extend the ideological dif-
ferences belween the Chinese and Soviet Parties to the
sphere of state relations.

In July the Soviet Governmen! suddenly unilaterally
decided to recall all the Soviet experts in China within
one month, thereby tearing up hundreds of agree-
ments and contracts. The Soviet side unilaterally scrapped
the agreement on the publication of the magazine
Druzhba (Friendship) by China in the Soviet Union and
of Su Chung You Hao (Soviet-Chinese Friendship) by the
Soviet Union in China and their distribution on recip-
rocal terms; it took the unwarranted step of demanding
the recall by the Chinese Government of a staff member
of the Chincse Embassy in the Soviet Union: and it
provoked troubles on the Sino-Soviet border.

Apparently the leaders of the C.P.S.U. imagined that
once they waved their baton, gathered a group of hatchet-
men to make a converging assault, and applied immense
political and economic pressures, they could force the Chi-
nese Communist Party to abandon its Marxist-Leninist
and proletarian internationalist stand and submit to their
revisionist and great-power chauvinist behests. But the
tempered and long-tested Chinese Communist Party and
Chinese pecople ceuld be neither vanquished nor subdued.
Those who tried to subjugate us by engineering a con-
verging assault and applying pressures completely mis-
calculated.

We shall leave the details of the way the leadership
of the C.P.S.U. sabotaged Sino-Soviet relations for other
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articles. Here we shall simply point out that on the
subject of Sino-Soviet relations, the open letter of the
Central Committee of the C.P.S.U. falsely charges China
with extending the ideological differences to the sphere
of state relations and wilh reducing trade between the
two countries, while deliberately concealing the fact that
the Soviet Government withdrew all its experts from
China and unilaterally tore up hundreds of agreements
and contracts, and that it was these unilateral Soviet
actions which made Sino-Soviet trade shrink. For the
leadership of the C.P.S.U. to deceive its members and
the Soviet people in such a bare-faced way is truly sad.

The Struggle Between the Two Lines at the
1960 Meeting of Fraternal Parties

In the latter half of 1960, a sharp struggle developed
in lhe international communist movement around the
meeting of representatives of Communist and Workers'
Farties. It was a struggle between the line of Marxism-
Leninism and the line of revisionism and between the
policy of persevering in principle and upholding unity
and the policy of abandoning principle and creating
splits.

It had become evident before the meeting that the
leadership of the C.P.S.U. was stubbornly persisting in
its wrong stand and was endeavouring to impose its wrong
line on the international communist movement.

The Chinese Communist Party was keenly aware of
the gravity of the differences. In the interests of the
international communist movement we made many ef-
forts, hoping that the leadership of the C.P.S.U. would
not proceed too far down the wrong path.

On September 10, 1960, the Central Committee of the
C.P.C. replied to the June 21 Letter of Information of
the Central Committee of the C.P.S.U. In its reply which
set forth the facts and reasoned things out, the Central
Committee of the C.P.C. svstematically explained its views
on a series of important questions of principle concerning
the world situation and the international communist move-
ment, refuted the attacks of the leadership of the C.P.S.U.
on us, criticized its wrong views and put forward to the
Central Committee of the C.P.S.U. five positive proposals
for settling the differences and attaining unity (for the
five proposals, see App=sndix III).

The Central Committee of the C.P.C. subsequently
sent a delegation to Moscow in September for talks with
the delegation of the C.P.S.U. During these talks, the
delegation of the C.P.C. pointed out that, while prettify-
ing U.S. imperialism, the leadership of the C.P.S.U. was
actively vilifying China and extending the ideological dif-
ferences between the two Parties to slate relations, and
was thus treating enemies as brothers and brothers as
enemies. Again and again the delegation of the C.P.C.
urged the leaders of the C.P.S.U. to change their wrong
stand, return to the principles guiding relations among
fraternal Parties and countries, and strengthen the unity
between the Chinese and Soviet Parties and between the
two countries in order to fight the common enemy.
However, the leaders of the C.P.S.U. showed not the
slightest intention of correcting their errors.
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Thus a sharp struggle became inevitable. This strug-
gle first unfolded in the Drafting Committee, attended
by the representatives of 26 fraternal Parties, which pre-
pared the documents for the meeting of fraternal Parties,
and later grew to unprecedented acuteness at the meet-
ing of the representatives of 81 [raternal Parties.

In the meetings of the Drafting Committee in Moscow
during October, the leaders of the C.P.S.U. attempted to
force through their own draft statement, which contained
a whole string of erroneous views. As a result of prin-
cipled struggle by the delegations of the C.P.C. and some
other fraternal Parties, the Drafting Committee after
heated debates made many important changes of principle
in the draft statement put forward by the C.P.S.U. The
committee reached agreement on most of the draft.
However, in their determination to continue the debate,
the leadership of the C.P.S.U. refused to arrive at agree-
ment on several important points at issue in the draft
and, moreover, on Khrushchov's return from New York,
even scrapped the agreements which had already been
reached on some questions.

The Meeling of the Representatives of the 81 Fraternal
Parties was held in Moscow in November 1960. Ignoring
the desire of the Chinese and many other delegations to
climinate the differences and strengthen unity, on the
eve of the meeting the leadership of the C.P.S.U. dis-
tributed among the representatives of the fraternal Par-
ties gathered in Moscow a letter of more than sixly thou-
sand words, which attacked the Chinese Communist Party
more savagely than ever, thus provoking still sharper
controversy.

Such was the most unnatural atmosphere in which
the Meeting of the Representatives of the 81 Fraternal Par-
ties was held. By their base conduct, the leaders of the
C.P.S.U. brought the meeting to the brink of rupture.
But the meeting finally reached agreement and achieved
positive results, because the delegations of the Chinese
Communist Party and some other fraternal Parties stuck
to principle, persevered in struggle and upheld unity,
and because the majority of the delegations of the fra-
ternal Parties demanded unity and were against a split.

In its open letter, the Central Committee of the
C.P.S.U. declares that the delegation of the C.P.C. at this
meeting “signed the Statement only when the danger
arose of its full isolation.” This is another lie.

What was the actual state of affairs?

It is true that, both before and during the meeting,
the leadership of the C.P.S.U. engineered converging as-
saults on the Chinese Communist Party by a number of
representatives of fraternal Parties, and relying on a so-
called majority attempted to bring the delegations of
the Chinese and other Marxist-Leninist parties to their
knees and compel them to accept its revisionist line and
views. However, the attempts to impose things on others
met with failure, both in the Drafting Committee of the
26 fraternal Parties and in the Meeting of the Representa-
tives of the 81 Fraternal Parties.

The fact remains that many of the wrong theses they
put forward in their draft statement were rejected. Here
are some examples:

Sceptember 13, 1963

The wrong thesis of the leadership of the C.P.S.U.
that peaceful coexistence and economic competition form
the general line of the foreign policy of the socialist coun-
tries was rejected.

Its wrong thesis that the emergence of a new stage
in the general crisis of capilalism is the result of peaceful
coexistence and peaceful competition was rejected.

Its wrong thesis that there is a growing possibility of
peaceful transition was rejected.

Its wrong thesis about opposing the policy of “going
it alone” cn the part of the socialist countries, which in
effect meant opposing the policy of their relying mainly
on themselves in construction, was rejected.

Its wrong thesis concerning opposition to so-called
“cliquish activities” and “factional activities” in the in-
ternational communist movement was rejected. In effect
this thesis meant demanding that fraternal Parties should
obey its baton, liquidating the principles of independence
and equality in relations among fraternal Parties, and
replacing the principle of reaching unanimity through
consultation by the practice of subduing the minority by
the majority.

Its wrong thesis underestimating the serious danger
of modern revisicnism was rejected.

The fact remains that many correct views on impor-
tant principles set forth by the delegations of the Chinese
and other fraternal Parties were written into the State-
ment. The theses on the unaltered nature of imperial-
ism; on U.S. imperialism as the enemy of the people of
the whole world; on the formation of the most extensive
united front against U.S. imperialism; on the national-
liberation movement as a significant force in preventing
world war; on the thoroughgoing completion by the
newly independent countries of their national democratic
revolutions; on support by the socialist countries and the
international working-class movement for the national-
liberation struggle; on the need for the working class
and the masses in certain advanced capitalist countries
under U.S. imperialist political, economic and military
domination to direct their chief blows at U.S. imperialist
domination and also at the monopoly capital and other
reactionary forces at home which betray their national
interests; on the principle of reaching unanimity through
censultation among fraternal Parties; against the revi-
sionist emasculation of the revolutionary spirit of
Marxism-Leninism; on the betrayal of Marxism-Leninism
by the leaders of the League of Communists of Yugo-
slavia; and so on—all these theses are present in the
Statement as a result of the acceptance of the views of
the Chinese and some other delegations.

It is, of course, necessary to add that after the leaders
of the C.P.S.U. agreed to drop their erroneous proposi-
lions and accepted the correct propositions of other Par-
ties, the delegations of the C.P.C. and some other fraternal
Parties also made certain concessions. For instance, we
differed on the questions of the 20th Congress of the
C.P.S.U. and of the forms of transition from capitalism
to socialism, but out of consideration for the needs of
the C.P.S.U. and certain other fraternal Parties we agreed
to the inclusion of the same wording on these two ques-
tions as that: used in the 1957 Declaration. But we made
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it plain at the time to the leaders of the C.P.S.U. that
this would be the last time we accommodated ourselves
to such a formulation about the 20th Congress; we would
never do so again.

From all the above it can be seen that the struggle
between the two lines in the international communist
movement dominated the 1960 Moscow Mecting from
beginning to end. The errors of the leadership of the
C.P.S.U. as revealed at this meeting had developed fur-
ther. From the draft statement of the leaders of the
C.P.S.U. and their speeches during the meeting, it could
be clearly seen that the main political content of the
wrong line they were attempting to impose on the fra-
ternal Parties consisted of the erroneous theories of
“peaceful coexistence,” “peaceful competition™ and “peace-
ful transition,” while its organizational content consisted
of erroneous, sectarian and splitting policies. It was a
revisionist line in fundamental conflict with Marxism-
Leninism and proletarian internationalism. The delega-
tions of the Chinese and other Marxist-Leninist parties
resolutely opposed it and firmly upheld the line of
Marxism-Leninism and proletarian internationalism.

The outcome of the struggle at this meeting was that
the revisionist line and views of the leadership of the
C.PS.U. were in the main repudiated and that the
Marxist-Leninist line gained a great victory. The revolu-
tionary principles embodied in the Statement adopted at
the meeting are powerful weapons in the hands of all
fraternal Parties in the struggles against imperialism and
for world peace, national liberation, people’s democracy
and socialism; they are also powerful weapons in the
hands of Marxist-Leninists throughout the world in com-
bating modern revisionism.

At the meceting the fraternal Parties which upheld
Marxism-Leninism earnestly criticized the erroneous views
of the C.P.S.U. leadership and compelled it to accept many
of their correct views; in doing so they changed the pre-
vious highly abnormal situation, in which not even the
slightest criticism of the errors of the leadership of the
C.P.S.U. was tolerated and its word was final. This was
an event of great historical significance in the interna-
tional communist movement.

The Central Committee of the C.P.S.U. asserts in its
open letter that the delegation of the C.P.C. was “com-
pletely isolated” at the meeting. This is merely an im-
pudent attempt on the part of the leadership of the
C.P.S.U. to represent its defeat as a victory.

The principles of mutual solidarity as well as in-
dependence and equality among fraternal Parties and of
reaching unanimity through consultation were observed at
the meeting and the mistaken attempt of the leaders of
the C.P.S.U. to use a majority to overrule the minority
and to impose their views on other fraternal Parties was
frustrated. The meeting demonstrated oi:ce again that
in resolving differences among fraternal Parties it is most
necessary for Marxist-Leninist parties to stick to principle,
persevere in struggle and uphold unity.

The Revisionism of the C.P.S.U. Leadership
Becomes Systematized

The open letter of the Central Committee of the
C.P.S.U. asserts that “the C.P.C. leaders were only ma-

16

noeuvring when they affixed their signatures to the State-
ment of 1960." Is that really a fact? No. On the contrary,
it was the leaders of the C.P.S.U. and nol we who were
manoceuvring.

The facts have shown that at the 1960 meeting the
leaders of the C.P.S.U. agreed to delete or change the
erroneous propositions in their draft statement against
their will and they were insincere in their acceptance of
the correct propositions of fraternal Parties. They did not
care two hoots about the document which was jointly
agreed upon by the fraternal Parties. The ink was
scarcely dry on their signature to the 1960 Statement
before they began wrecking it. On December 1 Khrushchov
signed the Statement on behalf of the Central Committee
of the C.P.S.U. and 24 hours later, violating what the
fraternal Parties had agreed on, the same Khrushchov
brazenly described Yugoslavia as a socialist country at
the banquet for the delegations of the fraternal Parties.

After the meeting of the 81 fraternal Parties. the
leaders of the C.P.S.U. became more and more blatant in
wrecking the 1957 Declaration and the 1960 Statement.
On the one hand, they took as their friend U.S. imperial-
ism which the Statement declares to be the enemy of the
people of the world, advocating “U.S.-Soviet co-operation”
and expressing the desire to work together with Kennedy
to “set about building durable bridges of confidence, mu-
tual understanding and friendship.” On the other hand.
they took some fraternal Parties and countries as their
enemies and drastically worsened the Soviet Union’s re-
lations with Albania.

The 22nd Congress of the C.P.S.U. in October 1961
marked a new low in the C.P.S.U. leadership’s efforts to
oppose Marxism-Leninism and split the socialist camp and
the international communist movement. It marked the
systematization of the revisionism which the leadership of
the C.P.S.U. had developed step by step from the 20th
Congress onward.

The leadership of the C.P.S.U. unleashed a great pub-
lic attack on the Albanian Party of Labour at the 22nd
Congress. In his speech Khrushchov went so far as
openly to call for the overthrow of the Albanian leader-
ship under Comrades Enver Hoxha and Mehmet Shehu.
Thus the leadership of the C.P.S.U. established the vicious
precedent of a Party congress being used for public at-
tacks on other fraternal Parties.

Another important thing the leadership of the
C.P.S.U. did at the congress was the renewed concentrated
onslaught on Stalin five years after the complete nega-
tion of him at the 20th Congress and eight years after his
death.

In the final analysis, this was done in order to enable
the leaders of the C.P.S.U. to throw the Declaration and
the Statement overboard, oppose Marxism-Leninism and
pursue a systematically revisionist line.

Their revisionism was expressed in concentrated form
in the new Programme of the C.P.S.U. which that con-
gress adopted. ’

The open letter of the Central Committee of the
C.P.S.U. says that the line of the 22nd Congress was “‘ap-
proved at the meetings of representatives of the Com-
munist Parties and reflected in the Declaration and State-
ment.” Is it not very careless of the leaders of the
C.PS.U. to make such a statement? How can they de-
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scribe what happened in 1961 as having been “approved”
or ‘“reflected” at the meeting of the Communist and
Workers' Parties in 1960, or as far back as that in 1957?

But leaving such silly self-commendation aside for the
moment, let us first see the kind of stuff the Programme
adopted at the 22nd Congress is made of.

Even a cursory study of the Programme and the re-
port on it made by Khrushchov shows that it is an out-
and-out revisionist programme which totally violates the
fundamental theories of Marxism-Leninism and the rev-
olutionary principles of the Declaration and the State-
ment.

It runs counter to the 1957 Declaration and the 1960
Statement on many important questions of principle. Many
of the erroneous views of the leadership of the C.P.S.U.
which were rejected at the 1960 meeting of fraternal Par-
ties reappear. For instance, it describes peaceful coexist-
ence as the general principle of foreign policy, one-sidedly
stresses the possibility of peaceful transition and slanders
the policy of a socialist country’s relying mainly on its
own efforts in construction as “going it alone.”

The Programme goes a step further in systematizing
the wrong line pursued by the leadership of the C.P.S.U.
since its 20th Congress, the main content of which is
“peaceful coexistence,” “peaceful competition” and “peace-
ful transition.”

The Programme crudely revises the essence of Marx-
ism-Leninism, namely, its teachings on proletarian revolu-
tion, on the dictatorship of the proletariat and on the
party of the proletariat. declaring that the dictatorship of
the proletariat is no longer needed in the Soviet Union and
that the nature of the C.P.S.U. as the vanguard of the
proletariat has changed, and advancing preposterous theo-
ries of a “state of the whole people” and a “party of the
entire people.”

It substitutes humanism for the Marxist-Leninist theo-
ry of class struggle and substitutes the bourgeois slogans
of “freedom,” “equality” and “fraternity” for the ideals
of communism.

It is a programme which opposes revolution on the
part of the people still living under the imperialist and
capitalist system, who comprise two-thirds of the world’s
population, and opposes the carrying of revolution through
to completion on the part of the people already on the so-
cialist road, who comprise one-third of the world’s popu-
lation. It is a revisionist programme for the preserva-
tion or restoration of capitalism.

The Communist Party of China resolutely opposed the
errors of the 22nd Congress of the C.P.S.U. Comrade Chou
En-lai, who headed the delegation of the C.P.C. to the
congress, stated our Party's position in his speech there,
and he also frankly criticized the errors of the leadership
of the C.F.S.U. in subsequent conversations with Khrush-
chov and other leaders of the C.P.S.U.

In his conversation with the delegation of the C.P.C..
Khrushchov flatly turned down our criticisms and advice
and even expressed undisguised support for anti-Party ele-
ments in the Chinese Communist Party. He openly stated
that after the 20th Congress of the C.P.S.U., when the
leaders of the C.P.S.U. were beginning to take a “road dif-
ferent from that of Stalin” (that is, when they were be-
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ginning to take the road of revisionism), they had still
needed the support of the fraternal Parties. He said, “The
voice of the Chinese Communist Party was then of great
significance to us,” but “things are different now,” and
“we are doing well” and “we shall go our own way."”

Khrushchov's remarks showed that the leaders of the
C.P.S.U. had made up their minds to go all the way down
the road of revisionism and splitting. Although the Chi-
nese Communist Party has frequently given them comrade-
ly advice, they have simply ignored it and shown not the
slightest intention of mending their ways.

An Adverse Current That Is Opposed to Marxism-
Leninism and Is Splitting the International
Communist Movement

In the open letter the leaders of the C.P.S.U. try hard
to make people believe that after the 22nd Congress they
“undertook new attempts” to improve relations between
the Chinese and Soviet Parties and to strengthen unity
among the fraternal Parties and countries.

This is another lie.
What are the facts?

They show that since the 22nd Congress the leader-
ship of the C.P.S.U. has become more unbridled in violat-
ing the principles guiding relations among fraternal Par-
ties and countries and in pursuing policies of great-power
chauvinism, sectarianism and splittism in order to promote
its own line of systematic revisionism, which is in com-
plete violation of Marxism-Leninism. This has brought
about a continuous deterioration in Sino-Soviet relations
and grave damage lo the unity of the fraternal Parties
and countries.

The following are the main facts about how the
leaders of the C.P.S.U. have sabotaged Sino-Soviet unity
and the unity of fraternal Parties and countries since the
22nd Congress:

1. The leaders of the C.P.S.U. have tried hard to im-
pose their erroneous line upen the international com-
munist movement and to replace the Declaration and the
Statement with their own revisionist programme. They
describe their erroneous line as the “whole set of Leninist
policies of the international communist movement of re-
cent years.,” and they call their revisionist programme the
“real Communist Manifesto of our time” and the “‘common
programme” of the “Communist and Workers’ Parties and
of the people of the countries in the socialist community.”

Any fraternal Party which rejects the erroneous line
and programme of the C.P.S.U. and perseveres in the fun-
damental theories of Marxism-Leninism and the revolu-
tionary principles of the Declaration and the Statement
is looked upon as an enemy by the leaders of the C.P.S.U.,
who oppose, attack and injure it and try to subvert its
leadership by every possible means.

2. Disregarding everything, the leadership of the
C.P.S.U. broke off diplomatic relations with socialist
Albania, an unprecedented step in the history of relations
between fraternal Parties and countries.

3. The leadership of the C.P.S.U. has continued to
exert pressure on China and to make outrageous attacks
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on the Chinese Communist Party. In its letter of February
22, 1962, to the Central Committee of the C.P.C., the Cen-
tral Committee of the C.P.S.U. accused the C.P.C. of tak-
ing a “special stand of their own” and pursuing a line at
variance with the common course of the fraternal Parties,
and even made a crime out of our support for the Marx-
ist-Leninist Albanian Party of Labour. As preconditions
for improving Sino-Soviet relations, the leaders of the
C.P.S.U. attempted to compel the C.P.C. to abandon its
Marxist-Leninist and proletarian internationalist stand,
abandon its consistent line, which is in full conformity
with the revolutionary principles of the Declaration and
the Statement, accept their erroneous line, and also accept
as a fait accompli their violation of the principles guiding
relations among fraternal Parties and countries. In its
open letter, the Central Commitiee of the C.P.S.U. boast-
ed of its letters to the Central Committee of the C.P.C.
during this period, of Khrushchov’'s remarks about his
desire for unity in October 1962 to our Ambassador to
the Soviet Union and so on, but in fact these were all
acts for realizing their base attempt.

4. The Central Committee of the C.P.S.U. rejected
the proposal made by the fraternal Parties of Indonesia,
Viet Nam, New Zealand, etc., that a meeting of represent-
atives of the fraternal Parties should be convened, as well
as the five positive proposals made by the Central Com-
mittee of the C.P.C. in its letter of April 7, 1962, to the
Central Committee of the C.P.S.U. for the preparation for
a meeting of fraternal Parties. In its reply of May 30,
1962, to the Central Committee of the C.P.C., the Central
Committee of the C.P.S.U. went so far as to make the de-
mand that the Albanian comrades abandon their own stand
as a precondition for improving Soviet-Albanian relations
and also for convening a meeting of the fraternal Parties.

5. In April and May 1962 the leaders of the C.P.S.U.
used their organs and personnel in Sinkiang, China, to
carry out large-scale subversive activities in the Ili region
and enticed and coerced several tens of thousands of
Chinese citizens into going to the Soviet Union. The
Chinese Government lodged repeated protests and made
repeated representations, but the Soviet Government re-
fused to repatriate these Chinese citizens on the pretext
of the “sense of Soviet legality” and “humanitarianism.”
To this day this incident remains unsettled. This is in-
deed an astounding event, unheard of in the relations be-
tween socialist countries.

6. In August 1962 the Soviet Government formally
notified China that the Soviet Union would conclude an
agreement with the United States on the prevention of nu-
clear proliferation. This was a joint Soviet-U.S. plot to
monopolize nuclear weapons and an attempt to deprive
China of the right to possess nuclear weapons to resist
the U.S. nuclear threat. The Chinese Government lodged
repeated protests against this.

7. The leadership of the C.P.S.U. has become increas-
ingly anxious to strike political bargains with U.S. im-
perialism and has been bent on forming a reactionary
alliance with Kennedy, even at the expense of the interests
of the socialist camp and the international communist
movement. An outstanding example was the fact that,
during the Caribbean crisis, the leadership of the C.P.S.U.
committed the error of capitulationism by submitting to
the nuclear blackmail of the U.S. imperialists and accept-
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ing the U.S. Government's demand for “international in-
spection” in violation of Cuban sovereignty.

8. The leadership of the C.P.S.U. has become in-
creasingly anxious to collude with the Indian reactionaries
and has been bent on forming a reactionary alliance with
Nehru against socialist China. The lcadership of the
C.P.S.U. and its press openly sided with Indian reaction,
condemned China for its just stand on the Sino-Indian
border conflict and defended the Nehru government. Two-
thirds of Soviet economic aid to India have been given
since the Indian reactionaries provoked the Sino-Indian
border conflict. Even after large-scale armed conflict on
the Sino-Indian border began in the autumn of 1962, the
leadership of the C.P.S.U. has continued to extend mili-
tary aid to the Indian reactionaries.

9. The leadership of the C.P.S.U. has become in-
creasingly anxious to collude with the Tito clique of
Yugoslavia and has been bent on forming a reactionary
alliance with the renegade Tito to oppose all Marxist-
Leninist parties. After the 22nd Congress, it took a series
of steps to reverse the verdict on the Tito clique and thus
openly tore up the 1960 Statement.

10. Since November 1962 the leadership of the
C.P.S.U. has launched still fiercer attacks, on an inter-
national scale, against the Chinese Communist Party and
other Marxisi-Leninist parties and whipped up a new
adverse current in order to split the socialist camp and
the international communist movement. Khrushchov
made one statement after another and the Soviet press
carried hundreds of articles attacking the Chinese Com-
munist Party on a whole set of issues. Directed by the
leaders of the C.P.S.U., the congresses of the fraternal
Parties of Bulgaria, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Italy and
the Democratic Republic of Germany became stages for
anti-China performances, and more than forty fraternal
Parties published resolutions, statements or articles at-
tacking the Chinese Communist Party and other Marxist-
Leninist parties.

The facts cited above cannot possibly be denied by
the leaders of the C.P.S.U. These iron-clad facts prove
that the “new attempts” they made after the 22nd
Congress of the C.P.S.U. were aimed. not at improving
Sino-Soviet relations and strengthening unity between the
fraternal Parties and countries, but on the contrary, at
further ganging up with the U.S. imperialists, the Indian
reactionaries and the renegade Tito clique in order to
create a wider split in the socialist camp and the interna-
tional communist movement.

In these grave circumstances, the Chinese Communist
Party had no alternative but to make open replics to the
attacks of some fraternal Parties. Between December 15,
1962, and March 8, 1963, we published seven such replies.
In these articles we continued to leave some leeway and
did not criticize the leadership of the C.P.S.U. by name.

Despite the serious deterioration in Sino-Soviet rela-
tions resulting from the errors of the leadership of the
C.P.S.U., the Chinese Communist Party agreed to send its
delegation to Moscow for the talks between the Chinese
and Soviet Parties, and, in order that there might be a
systematic exchange of views in the talks, put forward
its proposal concerning the general line of the interna-
tional communist movement in its letter of reply to the
Central Committee of the C.P.S.U. dated June 14.
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As subsequent facts have shown, the leaders of the
C.PS.U. were not only insincere about eliminating
differences and sirengthening unity, bul used the talks as
a smokescreen for covering up their activities to further
worsen Sino-Soviet relations.

On the eve of the talks. the leaders of the C.P.S.U.
publicly attacked the Chinese Communist Party by name,
through statements and resolutions. At the same time,
they unjustifiably expelled a number of Chinese embassy
personnel and research students from the Soviet Union.

On July 14, that is, on the eve of the U.S.-British-
Soviet talks, while the Sino-Soviet talks were still in pro-
gress, the leadership of the C.P.S.U. hastily published
the open letter of the Central Committee of the C.P.S.U.
to Party organizations and all Communists in the Soviet
Union and launched unbridled attacks on the Chinese
Communist Parly. This was another precious ceremonial
gift made by the leaders of the C.P.S.U. to the U.S. im-
perialists in ovder to curry favour with them.

Immediately afterwards in Moscow, the leadership of
the C.P.S.U. signed the treaty on the partial halting of
nuclear tests with the United States and Britain in open
betrayal of the interests of the Soviet people, the pcople
in the socialist camp including the Chinese people, and
the peace-loving people of the world; there was a flurry
of contacts between the Soviet Union and India; Khrush-
chov went to Yugoslavia for a “vacation”; the Soviet
press launched a frenzied anti-China campaign: and so on
and so forth. This whole train of events strikingly dem-
onstrates that, disregarding everything, the lcadership
of the C.P.S.U. is allying with the imperialists, the reac-
tionaries of all countries and the renegade Tito clique in
order to oppose fraternal socialist countries and fraternal
Marxist-Leninist parties.  All this completely exposes the
revisionist and splitting line which the leadership of the
C.P.S.U. is following.

At present, the “anti-China chorus” of the imperial-
ists, the reactionaries of all countries and the revisionisis
is making a lot of noise. And the campaign led by Khrush-
chov to oppose Marxism-Leninism and split the socialist
camp and the international communist ranks is being
carried on with growing intensity.

What Have the Facts of the Past Seven Years
Demonstrated?

In the foregoing we have reviewed at some length the
origin and development of the differences. Our aim is to
clarify the facts which were distorted in the open letter
of the Central Committee of the C.P.S.U. and to help our
Party members and our people and also the Marxist-
Leninists and revolutionary people of the world to see
the truth.

The facts of the past seven years have amply proved
that the differences between the Chinese and Soviet Par-
ties and within the international communist movement
have arisen solely because the leadership of the C.P.S.U.
has departed from Marxism-Leninism and the revolu-
tionary principles of the 1957 Declaration and the 1960
Statement and pursued a revisionist and splitting line in
the international communist movement. The process in
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which the leadership of the C.P.S.U. has gone farther and
[arther down the road of revisionism and splittism is the
very process which has widened and aggravated the
differences.

The facts of the past seven years have amply proved
that the present dilferences within the international com-
munist movement are dilferences between the line of
adhering o Marxism-Leninism and the line of clinging to
revisionism, between the revolutienary line and the non-
revolutionary and counter-revolutionary line, between the
anti-imperialist line and the line of capitulation to im-
perialism. They are differences between proletarian in-
ternationalism and great-power chauvinism, sectarianism
and splittism.

The facts of the past seven years have amply proved
that the road taken by the leadership of the C.P.S.U. is the
course of allying with imperialism against socialism, ally-
ing with the United States against China, allying with the
reactionaries of all countries against the people of the
world, and allying with the renegade Tilo clique against
fraternal Marxist-Leninist parties. This erroneous line of
the leadership of the C.P.S.U. has led to a revisionist flocd
on an international scale, brought the international com-
munist movement face to face with the danger of a split
of unprecedented gravity, and brought serious damage
to the peoples’ cause of world peace, national liberation,
people’s democracy and socialism.

The facts of the past seven years have also amply
proved that the Communist Party of China has constant-
ly striven to prevent the situation from deteriorating and
to uphold principle, eliminate differences, strengthen unity
and wage a common struggle against the enemy. We
have exercised great restraint and done our very best.

The Communist Party of China has always stressed
the importance of the unity of the Chinese and Soviet
Parties and the two countries. It has always held in
respect the Communist Party of the Soviet Union created
by the great Lenin. We have always cherished deep pro-
letarian affection for the great C.P.S.U. and the great
Soviet people. We have rejoiced over every achieve-
ment of the C.P.S.U. and the Soviet people, and we have
been saddened by every error of the leadership of the
C.P.S.U. that has harmed the socialist camp and the in-
ternational communist movement.

It is not just today that the Chinese Communists have
begun to discover the errors of the C.P.S.U. leadership.
Ever since the 20th Congress of the C.P.S.U., we have
watched with concern as the leadership of the C.P.S.U.
took the road of revisionism.

Confronted with this grave situation, our Party hus
scores of times and for a long period considered: What
should we do?

We asked ourselves, should we follow the leadership
of the C.P.S.U. and suit all our actions to its wishes? In that
case, the leadership of the C.P.S.U. would of course re-
joice, but would not we ourselves then turn into revi-
sionists?

We also asked ourselves, should we keep silent about
the errors of the leadership of the C.P.S.U.? We believed
that its errors were not just accidental, individual and

-
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minor errors, but rather a whole series of errors of prin-
ciple, which endanger the interests of the entire socialist
camp and international communist movement. As a
member in the ranks of the international communist
movement, how could we be indifferent and keep silent
about these errors? If we should do that, would not we
be abandoning our duty to defend Marxism-Leninism and
proletarian internationalism?

We foresaw that if we criticized the errors of the
leaders of the C.P.S.U., they would certainly strike at -us
vindictively and thus inevitably cause serious damage to
China’s soeialist construction. But should Communists
take a stand of national egoism and not dare to uphold
truth for fear of vindictive blows? Should Communists
barter away principles?

We took into consideration the fact that the C.P.S.U.
was built by Lenin, that it is the Party of the first so-
cialist state, and that it enjoyed high prestige in the in-
ternational communist movement and among the people
of the whole wvorld. Therefore, over a considerable
period of time, we were particularly careful and patient
in criticizing the leaders of the C.P.S.U., trying our best
to confine such criticism to inter-Party talks between
the leaders of the Chinese and Soviet Parties and to solve
the differences through internal discussions without re-
sorting to open polemics.

But all the comradely criticism and advice given to
the leaders of the C.P.S.U. by responsible comrades of the
Central Committee of the C.P.C. in scores of inter-Party
talks did not succeed in enabling them to return to the
correct path. The leaders of the C.P.S.U. went farther
and farther down the road of revisionism and splittism.
In return for the advice we gave in goodwill, they ap-
plied a succession of political, economic and military pres-
sures against us and launched increasingly violent attacks.

The leaders of the C.P.S.U. have a bad habit: they

undiscriminatingly stick labels on anyone who criticizes
them.

They say., “You are anti-Soviet!” No, friends! The
label “‘anti-Soviet” cannot be stuck on us. Our criticism
of your errors is precisely for the sake of defending the
great CP.S.U. and the great Soviet Union and preventing
their prestige from being badly damaged by you. To put
it plainly, it is you, and not we, who are really anti-Soviet
and who are defaming and discrediting the C.P.S.U. and
the Soviet Union. Ever since the complete negation of
Stalin at the 20th Congress of the C.P.S.U., you have com-
mitted innumerable foul deeds. Not all the water in the
Volga can wash away the great shame you have brought
upon the C.P.S.U. and upon the Soviet Union.

They say, “You are trying to seize the leadership!”
No, friends! It is not at all clever of you to make this
slander. The way you put it, it would seem that some
people are contending with you for some such thing as
“the leadership.” Is this not tantamount to shamelessly
claiming that some sort of “leadership” exists in the in-
ternational communist movement and that you have this
“leadership”? It is a very, very bad habit of yours thus
to put on the airs of a patriarchal party. It is entirely
illegitimate. The 1957 Declaration and the 1960 State-
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ment clearly state that all Communist Parties are inde-
pendent and equal. According to this principle. the rela-
tions among fraternal Parties should under no circum-
stances be like the relations between a leading Party and
the led, and much less like the relations between a patriar-
chal father and his son. We have always opposed any one
Party commanding other fraternal Parties, and it has
never occurred to us that we ourselves should command
other fraternal Parties, and so the question of contending
for leadership simply does not arise. What confronts the
international communist movement now is not whether
this or that Party should assume leadership, but whether
to respond to the baton of revisionism or to uphold the
revolutionary principles of the Declaration and the State-
ment and persevere in the revolutionary line of Marxism-
Leninism. Our criticism of the leadership of the C.P.S.U.
concerns its attempt to lord it over fraternal Parties and
to impose its line of revisionism and splittism on them.
What we desire is merely the independent and equal status
of the fraternal Parties stipulated in the Declaration and
the Statement and their unity on the basis of Marxism-
Leninism and proletarian internationalism.

It is the leaders of the C.P.S.U. who have provoked
and extended the present great debate in the interna-
tional communist movement and forced it on us. Since
they have levelled large-scale attacks and all kinds of
unscrupulous slanders against us, and since they have
openly betrayed Marxism-Leninism and proletarian in-
ternationalism and torn up the Declaration and the State-
ment. they cannot expect us to abstain from replying, from
refuting their slanders, from safeguarding the Declaration
and the Statement and from defending Marxism-Lenin-
ism. The debate is on, and right and wrong must be
thoroughly clarified.

We Chinese Communists persevere in principle and
uphold unity; we did so in the past, we do so now and
we shall continue to do so in the future. While engaging
in polemics with the leaders of the C.P.S.U., we still hope
they will realize that they have taken a most dangerous
road by abandoning revolution, abandoning the revolu-
tionary people of the world, abandoning the unity of the
socialist camp and of the international communist move-
ment and eagerly collaborating with the U.S. imperialists,
the reactionaries of all countries and the renegade Tito
clique.

The interests of Chinese and Soviet peoples, of the
socialist camp, of the international communist movement,
and of the people throughout the world demand that all
Communist and Workers' Parties should become united
and oppose the common enemy.

We hereby appeal once again to the leadership of the
C.P.S.U. to correct its errors and return to the path of
Marxism-Leninism and proletarian internationalism. the
path of the 1957 Declaration and the 1960 Statement.

The international communist movement is going
through an important period. The present debate has a
vital bearing on the future of the proletarian world rev-
olution and the destiny of mankind. As history will
prove, after this great debate Marxism-Leninism will
shine forth still more brilliantly and the revolutionary
cause of the international proletariat and the people of
the world will win still greater victories.
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