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WORKERS OF ALL COUNTRIES,
UNITE,
OPPOSE OUR COMMON ENEMY !

“Renmin Ribao” (People’s Daily) Editorial,
December 15, 1962



At the very time when imperialism and the reaction-
aries of all countries are using every conceivable method
to oppose the socialist countries, to disrupt the inter-
national communist movement and to suppress the revo-
lutionary struggles of all peoples, and when the Com-
munists of all countries urgently need to strengthen their
unity and oppose the enemy together, it is distressing to
find an adverse current appearing in the ranks of the
international communist movement, a current which is
opposed to Marxism-Leninism, opposed to the Com-
munist Party of China and other Marxist-Leninist Parties,
and which is disrupting the unity of the international
communist movement.

In the past month or so, the Eighth Congress of the
Bulgarian Communist Party, the Eighth Congress of the
Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party, the Tenth Congress
of the Italian Communist Party and the Twelith Con-
gress of the Czechoslovak Communist Party were held
in Europe one after anolher. Unfortunatcly, the ros-
trums of these Party congresses were used as platforms
for attacking fraternal Parties. This adverse current,
which is disrupting unity and creating splits, reached a
new high at the Italian and Czechoslovak Communist
Party Congresses. Comrades of certain fraternal Parties
not only continued their attacks on the Albanian Party
of Labour, but also openly attacked the Communist Party
of China by name, and they even censured the Korean
Workers’ Party for disagreeing with the attacks on the
Chinese Communist Party. This is an utterly outrageous
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I\\!/}olation of the 1957 Moscow Declaration and the 1960
v os;(;low Statemgnt, which had been unanimously adopted
: tyis :nComn:’un;s;chand Workers’ Parties of all countries

event of the utmost gravity i i i !
ot e | g y in the international

The Chinese Communist Pa i

k rty Delegation which was
invited to attend the Czechoslovak Communist Party

Congress solemnly poi L
pointed out
cember §: in its statement of De-

A practice of this kind is not in conformity with
.the M9scow Declaration and the Moscow Statcment
Is not in the interest of the unity of the socialist cam ’
and thfe unity of the international communist moveI—)
Tnent,' is not in the interest of the struggle against
Imperialism, is not in the interest of the struggle for
world peace, and is not in conformity with the funda-
mgntal interests of the people of the socialist coun-
tries. . . . An erroneous practice of this kind can only
deepen differences and create splits; it can only grieve
those near and dear to us and gladden the enemy.

The Communist Party of China has consistently held
Fhat the unity of the socialist camp and the unity of the
international communist movement are fundamental in-
terests of the people of the whole world. It is at all times
the sac;red duty of all Communists to defend and strength-
en this internationalist unity unswervingly. The oc-
currence of different opinions among fraternal Parties
is often unavoidable, because the problems of common
concern are extremely complicated and the circumstances
of various Parties very different, and also because the
objective situation is constantly changing. And the
occurrence of such differences of opinion is not neces-
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sarily a bad thing. In order that unity may be securely
guaranteed, the important thing is that we must start
from the position of defending and strengthening in-
ternationalist unity and of standing together against the
enemy, we must abide by the guiding principles for
relations among fraternal Parties and countries, as sel
forth in the Moscow Declaration and the Moscow State-
ment, and we must reach unanimity through consulta-
tion.

The erroneous practice of using the congress of one
Party to launch an attack on another fraternal Party
first emerged a year ago at the 22nd Congress of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union. The Chinese Com-
munist Party resolutely opposed this erroneous practice
at that time. At that congress and subsequently, too, the
Chinese Communist Party made many earnest appeals
to the fraternal Parties having disagreements and dif-
ferences to reunite on the basis of Marxism-Leninism and
on the basis of respect for each other’s independence and
equality, and made the special point that the Party which
launched the first attack ought to take the initiative.
However, it is to be regretted that this sincere effort
on our part has not succeeded in preventing a continued
deterioration in the situation. Instead of giving thought
to changing this erroneous practice, the leaders of certain
fraternal Parties have intensified it and gone further
along the road towards a split, and as a result this
erroncous practice recently occurred at four successive
congresses of fraternal Parties in Europe.

Here we wish to say something about what happened
at the Congress of the Czechoslovak Communist Party.

At that congress, some comrades of the Czechoslovak
Communist Party and comrades from certain other fra-
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terns}l Parties wantonly vilified and attacked the Com-
¥nun1st Party of China for its “adventurism”, “sectarian-
1sn}”, “splittism”, “nationalism” and “dogrn,atism”. The
Chinese Communist Party Delegation in its statement res-
olutely opposed this practice that creates splits. The state-
ment pointed out that “this erroneous practice has already
produced serious consequences, and if continued, it is
bound to produce even more serious conseque’nces”
However, the attitude of the Chinese Communist Party.
an a.ttitude treasuring unity, has not yet succeeded ir;
causing a change of heart in those persons who are per-
sisting in this erroneous practice. Certain leaders of the
Czechoslovak Communist Party stated that they “cannot
agree” with the view of the Chinese Communist Party
Delegation, insisted on “going further” in this practice
even went so far as to ask the Chinese Communist Party,
to “reconsider” its position on major international prob-
lems., and they made their slanders and attacks on China
public to the whole world. In these circumstances, we
have no alternative but to make the necessary repiy.

Some comrades of the Czechoslovak Communist Party
anc} comrades from certain fraternal Parties attacked the
Chinese Communist Party for having committed what
they called errors of “adventurism”. They charged that
on the Quban question China had opposed a “sensible
;:o:nprogise” an:ll wanted the whole world “plunged
nto a thermonucle ?
e ar war”. Are matters really as they

Like the peoples of all the socialist countries and
all .countries in the world, the Chinese people love peace
China pas always followed a foreign policy of peace. We:
have vigorously and unswervingly fought for the relaxa-
tion of international tension and in defence of world

peace. China was an initiator of the Five Principles of
Peaceful Coexistence. We have consistently advocated
the peaceful coexistence of countries with different
social systems in accordance with the Five Principles,
we have advocated the settlement of international dis-
putes through negotiation, and we have opposed recourse
to force.

The Communist Party of China has always maintained
that in order to preserve world peace, to realize peaceful
coexistence and to relax international tension, it is neces-
sary, above all, to oppose resolutely the U.S. imperialist
policies of aggression and war and to mobilize the masses
of the people to wage a tit-for-tat struggle against U.S.
imperialism. We believe, as the Moscow Declaration and
the Moscow Statement point out, that the U.S. imperial-
ist plans for aggression and war can be frustrated and
world war can be prevented by the joint struggle of
the forces of socialism, the forces of national libera-
tion, the forces of democracy and all the forces of peace.

On the question of how to deal with imperialism and
all reactionaries, the Chinese Communist Party has always
maintained that one should despise them strategically
but take full account of them tactically. That is to say,
in the final analysis, strategically, with regard to the
long term and to the whole, imperialism and all reaction-
aries are sure to fail, and the masses of the people are
sure to triumph. Without this kind of understanding, it
would not be possible to encourage the masses of the
people to wage resolute revolutionary struggles against
imperialism and the reactionaries with full confidence;
nor would it be possible to lead the revolution to victory.
On the other hand, tactically, on each immediate, specific
problem, it is necessary to deal seriously with imperialism
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and the reactionaries, be prudent and carefully study and
perfect the art of struggle. Without such understand-
ing, it is impossible to wage successful revolutionary
struggles, there is the danger of incurring setbacks and
defeats and, again, it is impossible to lead the revolution
to vicfory. This viewpoint of despising the enemy stra-
tegically and taking full account of him tactically, which
the Chinese Communist Party has adhered to throughout
its history, is precisely our oft-stated viewpoint that the
imperialists and all reactionaries are paper tigers; it is
entirely Marxist-Leninist. We are opposed both to capitu-
lationism and to adventurism. Everyone who wants
to make a revolution and win victory must adopt this
attitude, and no other, when dealing with the enemy.
The reason is that if one does not dare despise the enemy
strategically, one will inevitably commit the error of
capitulationism. And if one is heedless and reckless
tactically in any specific struggle, one will inevitably
commit the error of adventurism. If one dares not despise
the enemy strategically and at the same time, one is
heedless and reckless tactically, then one will commit
both the error of capitulationism in strategy and the error
of adventurism in tactics.

As far as the question of how to cope with nuclear
weapons is concerned, we Chinese Communists have
always stood for a complete ban on nuclear weapons,
which are enormously destructive, and have always op-
posed the imperialists’ criminal policy of nuclear war.
We have always held that in a situation in which the
socialist camp enjoys great superiority, it is possible to
reach an agreement on banning nuclear weapons through
negotiations and through the constant exposure of and
struggle against U.S. imperialism. But Marxist-Leninists
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and revolutionary people have never bfeen pz}ra‘lysa’ed wxgh
fear by the nuclear weapons in the_ 1m?emall§t§ han ;
and so abandoned their struggle against 1mper'1ahsm' an
its lackeys. We Marxist-Leninists do not.beheve either
in the theory that weapons decide everything, nor do we
believe in the theory that nuclear weapons decide every-
thing. We have never believed that m}clear weapons
can determine man’s fate. We are convmf:e:d that it is
the masses of the people who are the.demswe force in
history. It is they alone who can dec1'de thc.e c.ourse”of
history. We are firmly opposed to the 1mperla'11st policy
of nuclear blackmail. We also hold that there is no need
whatsoever for socialist countries to use puleegr vyeapons
as counters for gambling or as means of 1nt1m1dat1.on. To
do so is really committing the error of adventurism. .If
one blindly worships nuclear weapons, does not recognize
or trust in the strength of the masses of people, and so
becomes scared out of one’s wits when confron:ced by the
imperialists’ nuclear blackmail, then One may jump fron;
one extreme to the other and commit the error O
ifulationism. '
car\)Ne maintain that in their struggle agains? U.s. impe-
rialism the heroic Cuban people have committed ne113her
the error of capitulationism nor the error of adventurism.
Like all other peoples in the world, the Cuba_n people ar-
dently love peace and are working er'lergeilcally for it.
But, as Comrade Fidel Castro has sa}d: . The way to
peace is not the way of sacrifice of or 1nfr1‘ngement upon
the people’s rights, because that is precisely the vgay
leading to war.” The National Diref:wrate of the Cuban
Integrated Revolutionary Organizations and thet Cuba_n
Revolutionary Government solemnly declared in their
joint statement of November 25:
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The best form of settlement is through peaceful
channels and discussions between governments. But
we reiterate at the same time that we will never
defect in the face of the imperialists. We will oppose
the imperialist position of strength with our firmness.
We v.vill resist the imperialist attempt to humiliate
us with our dignity. We will oppose the imperialist

aggression with our determination to fight to the last
man.

Under the firm leadership of the Cuban Integrated
Revolutionary Organizations and the Cuban Government
hez'aded by Fidel Castro, the Cuban people have waged in
unity a resolute struggle against U.S. imperialism under
the most complex and difficult conditions; far from being
terrified by U.S. nuclear blackmail, they have insisted
on their five just demands; and, with the righteous sup-
porthof the people of the whole world, they have won
another great victory i i
anot g y in the struggle against U.S. aggres-

The: Communist Party, the Government and the people
of China resolutely support the correct line of the Cuban
Integl.‘atEd Revolutionary Organizations and Government
the five just demands and the heroic struggle of thé
Cuban people. In so doing, China is fulfilling her bounden
duty under proletarian internationalism. If China’s sup-
port for the Cuban people’s just struggle against the U.S.
aggressors is “adventurism”, we would like to ask: Does
this mean that the only way for the Chinese people not
to be called “adventurist” is to abstain from doing every-
thiqg in their power to support Cuba in her struggle
against U.S. imperialist aggression? Does this mean that
the only way to avoid being called adventurist and ca-
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pitulationist would have been to force Cuba to surrender
her sovereignty and independence and to give up her five
just demands? The whole world has seen that we neither
requested the transport of nuclear weapons to Cuba nor
obstructed the withdrawal of “offensive weapons” from
that country. Therefore, as far as we are concerned,
there can be absolutely no question of “adventurism”,
still less of wanting the world “plunged into a thermo-
nuclear war”.

Some people have censured China’s correct position on
the Sino-Indian boundary question as if China had pre-
cipitated a disaster. But what are the facts?

China has consistently stood for the settlement of
boundary questions with her neighbours through peace-
ful negotiation and, on the basis of the Five Principles,
has successfully settled her boundary questions with
Burma, Nepal and others through friendly consultation
and in a spirit of mutual understanding and mutual ac-
commodation. As far as the Sino-Indian boundary ques-
tion is concerned, it has been clear for a long period who
in fact has rejected peaceful negotiations, who has oc-
cupied whose territory, who has conducted armed prov-
ocations and who has mounted massive attacks. In
dealing with the vain attempts of the Indian reactionary
group to alter the situation on the Sino-Indian frontier
by force and in dealing with their ever-increasing
encroachment on China’s border territories, the Chinese
people have for years exercised forbearance, striving
time and time again to find a fair and reasonable solu-
tion through peaceful negotiation. Nevertheless, the
Nehru government has completely rejected negotiations.
They have taken China’s forbearance as a sign that she
is weak and can be bullied. On October 12, Prime
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Minister Nehru of India brazenly gave orders that an
attack should be launched on China and that Chinese
territory should be “freed” of Chinese frontier forces.
It was at this point that the Chinese frontier forces were
compelled to strike back in self-defence. China is a
peace-loving socialist country, but we will never allow
others to bully us at will. Confronted with the massive
attacks of the Indian troops, China launched a counter-
attack in self-defence; this was a minimum, legitimate
measure that any other sovereign state would have
taken. Having repulsed the attacks of the Indian forces,
China immediately proposed the cessation of fighting,
disengagement and the reopening of negotiations, and
then, on her own initiative, ceased fire and withdrew
her troops. Facts have proved that it was precisely be-
cause the Chinese people waged the necessary struggle
against the expansionist ambitions of the reactionary
Indian nationalists that the situation on the Sino-Indian
frontier has begun to ease and a de facto ceasefire has
been realized.

China’s consistent and sincere efforts for a peaceful
settlement of the Sino-Indian boundary question are uni-
versally acknowledged. But what is truly strange is
that some self-styled Marxist-Leninists have cast Marx-
ism-Leninism to the winds; they never use the Marxist-
Leninist class standpoint to analyse the Nehru govern-
ment’s reactionary policy of provoking the Sino-Indian
boundary conflict and stubbornly refusing conciliation.
These people shut their eyes to the fact that this policy
arises from the need of India’s big bourgeoisie and big
landlords to oppose the Indian people and progressive
movement; they are likewise blind to the fact that this
policy perfectly suits the needs of the imperialists, and
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especially of the U.S. imperialists, and enjoys their sup-
port. As a matter of fact, in recent years the 'Ne}}ru
government has repressed the people at home w1th_ in-
creasing brutality and become more and more obsequious
towards U.S. imperialism, acting as its accomplice in
many important international issues, as in the Ct?ngg. The
Nehru government’s persistent opposition to China is Fhe
precise outcome of its domestic and foreign policies,
which have become more and more reactionary. Those
who accuse China of having pushed the Nehru govern-
ment to the West are exactly reversing cause and effect.
Throughout the Sino-Indian boundary dispute, these peo-
ple have failed to distinguish right from wrong, have
pretended to be “neutral”, and have called China “broth-
er” in words, while actually regarding the Indian reac-
tionary group as their kinsmen. Should not these people
examine their conscience and ask themselves what has
become of their Marxism-Leninism and what has become
of their proletarian internationalism?

At the Congress of the Czechoslovak Communist Party,
some people made many violent attacks on the Albanian
Party of Labour again, alleging that its leaders were
“anti-Soviet”, that they were disrupting unity, and that
they were “splittists” and “sectarians”. These people also
condemned the Chinese Communist Party for its correct
stand in opposing attacks on the Albanian Party of La-
bour and in upholding the guiding principles for relations
among fraternal Parties, and they charged the Chinese
Communist Party too with the crimes of ‘“splittism”,
“sectarianism” and “nationalism”. But slanders and
attacks of this kind, calling white black, can be of no
avail whatsoever.
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The criteria for deciding who upholds unity and who
is guilty of splittism and sectarianism consist of the
principles guiding relations among fraternal Parties
and couniries which were set forth in the Moscow
Declaration and the Moscow Statement unanimously
adopted at the Meetings of Representatives of the
Communist and Workers’ Parties. These are the
principle of complete equality, the principle of uniting
with each other while retaining independence and
autonomy, and the principle of reaching unanimity
through comradely consultation on the basis of equality.
Experience has proved that so long as these correct
principles are followed, the unity of the fraternal Par-
ties and of the fraternal countries can be consolidated,
and that even when this or that kind of difference occurs,
a reasonable settlement can be reached. Conversely, if
these principles are violated and if, in the mutual rela-
tions among fraternal Parties and countries, pressure is
used to impose one’s own views on others, or if the
method of slander and attack is substituted for that of
reaching unanimity through consultation, then unity will
inevitably be impaired and mistakes of splittism and sec-
tarianism will be committed.

A year ago, at the 22nd Congress of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union, the Delegation of the Chinese
Communist Party stated:

We hold that should a dispute or difference unfor-
tunately arise between fraternal Parties or fraternal
countries, it should be resolved patiently in the spirit
of proletarian internationalism and according to the
principles of equality and of unanimity through con-
sultation. Public, one-sided censure of any fraternal
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Party does not help unity and is not helpful in resolv-
ing problems. To bring a dispute between fraternal
Parties or fraternal countries into the open in the face
of the enemy cannot be regarded as a serious Marxist-
Leninist attitude.

It is precisely for the sake of upholding the princ;i-
ples which guide the relations among fraternal Parties
and countries and of upholding the unity of these Par-
ties and countries that the Chinese Communist Party
is firmly opposed to attacks at the congress of one Party
on another fraternal Party. What is wrong with our
taking such a stand? Is it possible that it is we, who
have done everything in our power to defend unity a.lnd
to oppose actions that are not in the inter.est. of, ,umty,
who are guilty of “splittism” and “sectarianism”, §nd
that on the contrary, it is those who launched the f_u-st
attack and disrupted unity who are not guilty of splittism
and sectarianism? At the Congress of the Czechoslovak
Communist Party, the Delegation of the Korean Workers’
Party was censured for disagreeing with thf—:» attacks
certain people made on the Chinese Communist Party;
Is it possible that the position of the Korean Workers
Party in upholding unity is a crime? Is it .posmble that
those who uphold the Moscow Declaration and the
Moscow Statement are in the wrong and that those who
violate the Moscow Declaration and the Moscow State-
ment are in the right?

The principles guiding relations among fraterpal
Parties and countries set forth in the Moscow Declaration
and the Moscow Statement did not grant to any Party,
large or small, any right whatsoever to launch an attack
at its own congress on another fraternal Party. If such

15



an erroneous practice is accepted, then one Party can
attack another Party — this Party today and that Party
tor.norrow. If this continues, what will become of the
unity of the international communist movement?

Th'e principles guiding relations among fraternal
Parties and countries set forth in the Moscow Declaration
and th‘e Moscow Statement are the very embodiment of
the anmples of proletarian internationalism concerning
relations among fraternal Parties and fraternal countries.
If th-ese guiding principles are violated, one will inevitably
fall into the quagmire of great-power chauvinism or other
forms of bourgeois nationalism. But have those very
people who have accused the Chinese Communist Party
of committing the error of “nationalism” ever given a
thought to the question of the position in which they
ha\'ze been placing themselves in their relations with
frfate?nal Parties and countries? It is obviously they
wno have violated the principles guiding relations among
fraternal Parties and countries, who have launched at-
tacks on another fraternal Party and fraternal country
and have followed the erroneous practices of nationalism
and great-power chauvinism. Yet they insist that every-
b'ody else should do as they do, and those who do not
}1step and follow the conductor’s baton are accused of
‘n.atlonalism”. Can it be that this conforms with the
principles of proletarian internationalism? Is not such
an erroneous practice exactly what splittism and sec-
tamainsm aizfre?t tIs not this erroneous practice the
worst manifestatio i i
worst moan] n of nationalism and great-power

il‘hose who accuse the Albanian Party of Labour of
being “anti-Soviet” and of disrupting unity should ask
themselves who it was who first provoked the dispute;
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who first attacked the Albanian Party of Labour at their
own congress? Why does one give only oneself the right
to wanton attacks on another fraternal Party, while that
Party does not even have the right to reply? If the
Albanian comrades are said to be “anti-Soviet” because
they answered the attacks levelled at them, what should
one call those who first launched the attack on the
Albanian Party of Labour and have attacked it time and
time again? And what should one call those who have
arbitrarily attacked the Communist Party of China?

For a Communist the minimum requirement is that he
should make a clear distinction between the enemy and
ourselves, that he should be ruthless towards the enemy
and kind to his own comrades. But there are peo-
ple who just turn this upside-down. For imperialism
it is all “accommodation” and “mutual concessions”, for
the fraternal Parties and fraternal countries it is only
implacable hostility. These people are able to adopt an
attitude of “sensible compromise” and “moderation” 1o~
wards the sabre-rattling enemy, but are unwilling to
adopt a conciliatory attitude towards fraternal Parties and
fraternal countries. To be so “kind” to the enemy and so
“ruthless’” towards fraternal Parties and fraternal, socialist
countries is certainly not the stand a Marxist-Leninist
should take.

The Moscow Statement affirms that revisionism is the
main danger in the world communist movement at the

present time, It points out:
After betraying Marxism-Leninism, . . . the leaders
of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia . . . set the

League of Communists of Yugoslavia against the inter-
national communist movement as a whole, . . . carry

17



on subversive work against the socialist camp and the
world communist movement,

In addition, the Statement calls on the Communists of
all ‘countries actively to combat the influence of the
antl—]‘...eninist ideas of the Yugoslav modern revisionists.
Certain (;ommunists, however, praise the renegade Tito
to the_ skies, and they are carrying on so intimately with
the Tito group. At the recent Czechoslovak Communist
Party angress, some people even opposed the Chinese
Corprpumst Party’s exposure of the Yugoslav modern
revisionists. In a word, these persons want to unite with
thqse one should oppose and they oppose those one should
u.mte with. May we ask, isn’t this an open and crass
violation of the Moscow Declaration and the Moscow
Statement? Where will such a line lead to?

All the facts show that the Chinese Communists, like
tz:ue Communists everywhere in the world, have’con—
s%stently abided by Marxism-Leninism and the revolu-
tionary principles of the Moscow Declaration and the
Moscow Statement. Those who are attacking the Chinese
Communist Party are pressing the label of “dogmatism”
on us. This only proves that the “dogmatism” they
oppose is the very bastion of Marxist-Leninist theory and
the revolutionary principles of the Moscow Declaration
and .the Moscow Statement, which the Chinese Com-
munists and all other true Communists are steadfastly
upholding. These people think that if they just put up
the signboard of “anti-dogmatism” and bellow about
Wha.t Fhey call “creativeness”, they can distort Marxism-
Leninism and tamper with the Moscow Declaration and
.the Moscow Statement as they like. This is absolutely
impermissible. We would like to question these people:
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Are these two historic documents of the international
communist movement, unanimously adopted and signed
by all the Communist and Workers’ Parties, still valid?
Do they still have to be observed?

Some people say: “We are the majority and you are
the minority. Therefore, we are creative Marxist-
Leninists and you are dogmatists; we are right and you
are wrong.” But anyone with a little common sense
knows that the question of who is right and who is wrong,
and who represents the truth, cannot be determined by
the majority or minority at a given moment. Truth
exists objectively. When all is said and done, the ma-
jority at a given moment cannot turn falsehood into
truth; nor can the minority at a given moment make
truth turn into falsehood. History abounds with instances
in which, at certain times and on certain occasions, truth
was not on the side of the majority, but on the side of
the minority. In the period of the Second International,
Lenin and the Bolsheviks were in the minority in the
international workers’ movement, but truth was on the
side of Lenin and the Bolsheviks. In December 1914,
after the outbreak of World War I, when a vote was taken
on the war budget in the German Reichstag, the majority
of the deputies of the German Social Democratic Party
voted for it, and only Karl Liebknecht voted against it,
but truth was on the side of Liebknecht. Those who
dare to uphold truth are never afraid of being in the
minority for the time being. Conversely, those who
persist in error cannot avoid ultimate bankruptcy even
though they are temporarily in the majority.

Marxism-Leninism holds that the one and only ma-
jority that is reliable in this world is the people, who
decide the course of history and who constitute more
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than ninety per cent of the world’s population. Those who
g0 against the interests of more than ninety per cent of
the world’s population may raise a hue and cry at a certain
place or meeting for a while, but they definitely do not
represent a genuine majority. Their “majority” is only
a ﬁc'titious, superficial phenomenon, and in essence they
are in the minority, while the “minority” they are at-
tacking is, in essence, the majority. Marxist-Leninists
?lv&-rays penetrate phenomena in order to see a problem
I its essence. We submit only to truth and to the funda-
mental interests of the people of the world; we will never
obey the baton of an anti-Marxist-Leninist. However
mu?l? the imperialists, the reactionaries and the modern
f"evmlonists curse and oppose us, we will never be shaken
In our stand of upholding Marxism-Leninism and truth.
‘ We would like to remind those attacking the Chinese
Communist Party that unjustified abuse serves no useful
purpose. Abuse, however scurrilous or violent, cannot
detract from the glory of a Marxist-Leninist Party. From
the'r very first day that a Communist Party came into
existence, no one has ever heard of a genuine Communist
Party which was not subjected to abuse, nor has anyone
ever heard of a genuine Communist Party which was

toppled by abuse. The Chinese Communist Party has

grown, tempered itself and won victory after victory

aml'd. the curses of the imperialists, the reactionaries, the

revisionists and all kinds of opportunists. Their c1;rses

have never hurt us in the least. On the contrary, this
abuse merely shows that we are doing the right thing,
that we are upholding Marxist-Leninist principles and
that we are defending the fundamental interests O’f the
people of the world.
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We also wish to remind those persons who are attack-
ing the Chinese Communist Party that U.S. imperialism
is now conducting an anti-China chorus, and Kennedy
has come oui in person to declare that a major problem
now facing the Western world is how to cope with “the
regime of Communist China”. At a time like this, don’t
you think you should draw a line of demarcation between
yourselves and U.S. imperialism and its lackeys?

The erroneous practice of creating splits which has
appeared in the international communist movement can
be beneficial only to the imperialists and the reac-
tionaries. Don’t you see that the imperialists, the reac-
tionaries of all countries and the modern revisionists of
Yugoslavia are applauding, gloating over misfortunes and
looking forward to a split in the international communist
movement? Recently Dean Rusk said publicly that the
disagreements between the Communists “are very serious
and very far-reaching”, and that “the confusion that has
been thrown into Communist Parties all over the
world . . . has been helpful to the free world”. Those
persons who are attacking the Chinese Communist Party
and other Marxist-Leninist Parties should think this over:
the enemy is hailing this practice as a great help to the
“free world”; is this something to be proud of?

It is not at all surprising that there should be twists
and turns of one kind or another in the road along which
the international communist movement is advancing.
From the beginning Marxism-Leninism has continuously
developed through struggles to overcome opporiunism of
every type. From the beginning the international com-
munist movement has constantly advanced by surmount-
ing all sorts of difficulties. All imperialists, reactionaries
and modern revisionists are destined to become the
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debris of history amid the torrent of the international
communist movement and the torrent of great revolu-
tionary struggles of the peoples of the whole world.

Communists of all countries share the same great ideal
and the same noble cause and face a common enemy;
we have a thousand and one reasons to unite, but not a
single reason to create splits. Those comrades who are
creating splits should come to their senses! The Com-
munist Party of China sincerely hopes that the Com-
munist Parties of all countries, who should value highly
the interests of the international communist movement
and of the common struggles of the international pro-
letariat and the peoples of the world against the enemy,
and who should value highly our glorious historic tasks
and the ardent expectations of the revolutionary peoples
of the world, will abide by the principles guiding
relations among fraternal Parties and countries, set forth
in the Moscow Declaration and the Moscow Statement,
and will adopt the correct method for eliminating dif-
ferences and safeguarding unity.

If only we all have the desire to settle problems, it
is not difficult to find the correct method for doing so.
The Statement of the Delegation of the Chinese Com-
munist Party at the Congress of the Czechoslovak Com-
munist Party says:

With the object of settling the differences in the in-
ternational communist movement on certain important
questions of principle, the Communist Party of China
and a number of other fraternal Parties have proposed
the convening of a Meeting of Representatives of the
Communist and Workers’ Parties of all countries of
the world in order to distinguish truth from error, to
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strengthen unity and to stand together against the
enemy. We consider that this is the only correct
method of settling problems.

The Communist Party of China desires to do 1its
utmost — together with the fraternal Parties of other
countries and on the basis of Marxism-Leninism and of
proletarian internationalism —to strengthen unity and
to oppose splits, and to strive for new victories in the
cause of world peace, national liberation, democracy and
socialism. Let us unite and spare no effort to fight un-
remittingly in defence of the great unity of the interna-
tional communist movement, the great unity of the
socialist camp, and the great unity of the revolutionary
peoples of the world and of all peace-loving peoples! Let
us raise once again the great slogan of Marx and Engels.

Workers of All Countries, Unitel



THE DIFFERENCES
BETWEEN COMRADE TOGLIATTI
AND US

“Renmin Ribao” (People’s Duaily) Editorial,
December 31, 1962



The Communist Party of Ttaly is a party with a glorious
history of struggle in the ranks of the international com-
munist movement. In their valiant struggles both dur-
ing the dark years of Mussolini’s rule and during the
difficult years of World War II and after, the Italian
Communists and the Italian proletariat have had admi-
rable achievements to their credit. The Chinese Com-~
munists and the Chinese people have always held the
comrades of the Italian Communist Party and the Italian
people in high esteem.

In accordance with its consistent stand of strengthen-
ing friendship with fraternal Parties, the Communist
Party of China sent its representative to attend the Tenth
Congress of the Communist Party of Italy, which was
held in early December, at the latter’s invitation. We
had hoped that this congress would help to strengthen
not only the common struggle against imperialism and
in defence of world peace, but also the unity of the inter-
national communist movement.

But, at this congress, to our regret and against our
hopes, Comrade Togliatti and certain other leaders of the
Communist Party of Italy rudely attacked the Commu-
nist Party of China and other fraternal Parties on a series
of important questions of principle. They did so in viola-
tion of the principles guiding relations among fraternal
Parties as set forth in the Moscow Declaration and the
Moscow Statement, and in disregard of the interesis of
the united struggle of the international communist move-
ment against the enemy.
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The representative of the Communist Party of Chinz
at the congress was thus compelled to declare solemnly
in his address that we disagreed with the attacks and
slanders levelled at the Chinese Communist Party by
Togliatti and certain other leaders of the Italian Com-
munijst Party. Nevertheless, Togliatti and certain other
leaders of the C.P.I. “very firmly rejected” the views
put forward by the representative of the C.P.C., con-
tinued their attacks upon the C.P.C. and other fraternal
Parties, and persisted in conducting “the debate in
public”.

Thus, the Tenth Congress of the Communist Party of
Italy became a salient part of the recently emerged
adverse current which runs counter to Marxism-Leninism,
and which is disrupting the unity of the international
communist movement.

In such circumstances, we cannot remain silent but
must publicly answer the attacks on us by Comrade
Togliatti and other comrades. Nor can we remain silent
about the views they expressed in contravention of the
fundamental principles of Marxism-Leninism and of the
revolutionary principles of the Moscow Declaration and
the Moscow Statement, but we must publicly comment
on these views. We wish to say frankly that on a num-
ber of fundamental questions of Marxism-Leninism there
exist differences of principle between Comrade Togliatti
and certain other leaders of the Italian Communist Party
on the one hand and ourselves on the other.

After reading Togliatti’s general report and his con-
cluding speech at the Tenth Congress of the Communist
Party of Italy and the theses of the congress, one cannot
help feeling that he and certain other C.P.I. leaders are
departing further and further from Marxism-Leninisne
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Although Comrade Togliatti and certain others have, as
usual, covered up their real views by using obscure, am-
biguous and scarcely intelligible language, the essence
of their views becomes clear once this flimsy veil is
removed.

They cherish the greatest illusions about imperialism,
they deny the fundamental antagonism between the two
world systems of socialism and capitalism and the funda-
mental antagonism between the oppressed nations ‘and
oppressor nations, and, in place of international class
struggle and anti-imperialist struggle, they advocate in-
ternational class collaboration and the establishment of a
“new world order”. They have profound illusions about
the monopoly capitalists at home, they confuse the two
vastly different kinds of class dictatorship, bourgeois
dictatorship and proletarian dictatorship, and preach
bourgeois reformism, or what they call “structural re-
form”, as a substitute for proletarian revolution. They
allege that the fundamental principles of Marxism-
Leninism have become “outmoded”, and they tamper
with the Marxist-Leninist theories of imperialism, of war
and peace, of the state and revolution, and of proletarian
revolution and proletarian dictatorship. They discard
the revolutionary principles of the Moscow Declaration
and the Moscow Statement, they repudiate the common
laws of proletarian revolution or, in other words, the
universal significance of the road of the October Revolu-
tion, and they describe the “Italian road”, which is the
abandonment of revolution, as a “line common to the
whole international communist movement”. :

In the final analysis, the stand taken by Togliatti and
certain other leaders of the Italian Communist Party
boils down to this — the people of the capitalist coun-
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tries should not make revolutions, the oppressed nations
should not wage struggles to win liberation, and the peo-
ple of the world should not fight against imperialism.
Actually, all this exactly suits the needs of the impe-
rialists and the reactionaries.

- In this article we do not propose to discuss all our dif-
ferences with Comrade Togliatti and certain other com-
rades of the Italian Communist Party. Here we shall set

forth our views on only a few of the important questions
at issue.

Comrade Togliatti and certain other comrades differ
with us, first of all, on the question of war and peace.
In his general report to the Tenth Congress of the Com-
munist Party of Italy, Togliatti declared:

This problem was widely discussed at the Confer-
ence of the Communist and Workers’ Parties held in
Moscow in the autumn of 1960. The Chinese com-

rades put forward some views, which were rejected
by the meeting,

He spoke in deliberately vague terms and did not men-
tion what were the views put forward by the Chinese
comrades, but went on to speak of the inevitability of
war as the source of the disputes, which made it apparent
that he was accusing the Chinese Communists of having
no faith in the possibility of averting a new world war,
and accusing China of being “warlike”.

This accusation levelled against the Communist Party
of China by Comrade Togliatti and certain other com-
rades is completely groundless and trumped up.
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The Communist Party of China has consistently taken
the stand of opposing the imperialist policies of aggression
and war, of preventing imperialism from launching a
new world war, and of defending world peace. We have
always held that as long as imperialism exists there will
be soil for wars of aggression. The danger of impe-
rialism starting a world war still exists. However, be-
cause of the new changes that have taken place in the
international balance of class forces, it is possible for
the peace forces of the world to prevent imperialism from
launching a new world war, provided that they stand
together, form a united front against the policies of
aggression and war pursued by the imperialists headed
by the United States, and wage resolute struggles. Should
imperialism dare to take the risk of imposing a new world
war on the peoples of the world, such a war would in-
evitably end in the destruction of imperialism and the
victory of socialism. We stated these views at the 1957
and 1960 Moscow meetings. The two Moscow meetings
included these views of ours in the joint documents, which
were adopted, and did not reject them as Togliatti alleged.

Since Togliatti and certain other comrades know per-
fectly well where the Communist Party of China stands
on the problem of war and peace, why do they keep on
distorting and attacking this stand? What are the real
differences between them and us?

They are manifested mainly on the following three
questions:

Firstly, the Communist Party of China holds that the
source of modern war is imperialism. The chief force
for aggression and war is U.S. imperialism, the most
vicious enemy of all the peoples of the world. In order
to defend world peace, it is necessary to expose the im-
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perialist policies of aggression and war unceasingly and
thoroughly, so that the people of the world will maintain
a high degree of vigilance. The fact that the forces of
socialism, of national liberation, of people’s revolution
and of world peace have surpassed the forces of impe-
rialism and war has not changed the aggressive nature of
imperialism and cannot possibly change it. The impe-
rialist bloc headed by the United States is engaged in
frenzied arms expansion and war preparations and is
menacing world peace.

Those who slanderously attack the Communist Party
of China allege that our unremitting exposures of impe-
rialism, and especially of the policies of aggression and
war of U.S. imperialism, show our disbelief in the possi-
bility of averting a world war; actually what these peo-
ple oppose is the exposure of imperialism. On many
occasions they have publicly opposed the exposure of im-
perialism. Although they admit in words that the nature
of imperialism has not changed, in fact, they prettify im-
perialism in a hundred and one ways and spread among
the masses of the people illusions about imperialism, and
especially about U.S. imperialism.

It will be recalled that three years ago, following the
“Camp David talks”, some persons in the international
communist movement talked a great deal about Eisen-
hower’s sincere desire for peace, saying that this ring-
leader of U.S. imperialism was just as concerned about
peace as we were. It will also be recalled that when
Eisenhower arrived in Italy on his European tour in
December 1959, certain comrades of the Italian Com-
munist Party went so far as to put up posters, distribute
leaflets and organize a gala welcome, urging all Italian
political parties and people from all walks of life to
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“salute” him. One of the welcoming slogans ran as
follows:

We Communists of Rome salute Dwight Eisenhower
and, in the name of 250,000 electors in the capital of
the Italian Republic, express our confidence and our
determination that the great hopes for peace which
were aroused in the hearts of all peoples, hopes creafted
by the meeting between the President of the United
States of America and the Prime Minister of the So-
viet Union, shall not end in disappointment.!

Now we again hear some people saying that Kenpedy
is even more concerned about world peace than Eisen-
hower was and that Kennedy showed his concern for the
maintenance of peace during the Caribbean crisis. .

One would like to ask: Is this way of embellishing
U.S. imperialism the correct policy for defending world
peace? The intrusion into the Soviet Union of spy plapes
sent by the Eisenhower Administration, the aggression
against Cuba by the Kennedy Administration, the hun-
dred and one other acts of aggression around the world
by U.S. imperialism, and its threats to world peace —
have these not repeatedly confirmed the truth that the
ringleaders of U.S. imperialism are no angels of peace
but monsters of war? And are not those people who
try time and again to prettify imperialism deliberately
deceiving the people of the world?

1t is crystal-clear that if one went by what these people
say, U.S. imperialism would have ceased to be the enemy
of world peace, and therefore, there would be no need t.o
fight against its policies of aggression and war. This
erroneous view, which openly runs counter to the Moscow

1 L'Unita, December 4, 1959.

33




Declaration and the Moascow Statement, can only make
the peace-loving people of the world lose their bearing
d.an}age‘the fight for world peace and assist U.S. impe—,
rialism in carrying out its policies of aggression and war.
Secondly, the Communist Party of China holds that
world peace can only be securely safeguarded in the
res9lute struggle against imperialism headed by the
United States, by constantly strengthening the socialist
camp, by constantly strengthening the national and demo-
cratic movements in Asia, Africa and Latin America
apd by constantly strengthening the peoples’ revolu:
tionary struggles in various countries and the movement
!:o flefend world peace. In order to achieve world peace
it is necessary to rely mainly on the strength of the
masses of the people of the world and on their struggles
In the course of the struggle to defend world peace, it is.
hecessary to enter into negotiations on one issxie or
gnothe.r with the governments of the imperialist countries
including the government of the United States, for tho;
purpose of easing international tension, reachi;'lg some
kmc.l of compromise and arriving at certain agreements
subject to the principle that such compromises and agree-,
ments must not damage the fundamental interests of the
peoplz.e. However, world peace can never be achieved by
nego}?ations alone, and in no circumstances must we pin
our hopes on imperialism and di
g on fneasses' d divorce ourselves from the
Those who attack the Communist Party of China mis-
mprgsent this correct viewpoint of ours as sho-w"idg lack
of faith in the possibility of averting a world war. As a
n:xaj:t_er of fact, they themselves have no faith in tI.ae pos-
sibility of preventing a world war by reliance on the
strength of the masses and their struggles, and they are
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opposed to relying on the masses and their struggles.
They want the people of the world to believe in the
“wisdom”, the “assurances” and the “goodwill” of im-
perialism, and to place their hopes for world peace on
“mutual conciliation”, ‘“mutual concessions”, “mutual
accommodation” and “sensible compromises” with impe-
rialism. To beg imperialism for peace, these persons do
not scruple to impair the fundamental interests of the
people of various countries, throw overboard the revolu-
tionary principles and even demand that others also
should sacrifice the revolutionary principles. g
Innumerable historical facts prove that genuine peace
can never be attained by begging imperialism for peace
at the expense of the fundamental interests of the people
and at the expense of revolutionary principles. On the
contrary, this can only help to inflate the arrogance of
the imperialist aggressors. Comrade Fidel Castro has
rightly said that “the way to peace is not the way of
sacrifice of, or infringement upon, the people’s rights,
because that is precisely the way leading to war”,
Thirdly, the Communist Party of China holds that the
struggle for the defence of world peace supports, is sup-
ported by, and indeed is inseparable from, the national-
liberation movements and the peoples’ revolutionary
struggles in various countries. The national-liberation
movements and the peoples’ revolutionary struggles are a
powerful force weakening the imperialist forces of war
and defending world peace. The more the national-
liberation movements and the peoples’ revolutionary
struggles develop, the better for the defence of world
peace. The socialist countries, the Communists of all
countries and all the peace-loving people of the world
must resolutely support the national-liberation move-
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ments and the revolutionary struggles of the peoples in
various countries, and must resolutely support wars of
national liberation and peoples’ revolutionary wars.

In branding this correct view of ours as “warlike”,
those who attack the Communist Party of China are, in
fact, placing the struggle in defence of world peace in
opposition to the movements of national liberation and to
the peop'es’ revolutionary struggles, and in opposition to
wars of natioral liberation and peoples’ revolutionary
wars. According to them, all that the oppressed nations
and 1he oppressed peoples can do is to receive what is
“bestowed” by imperialism and the reactionaries, and
they should not wage struggles against imperialism and
the reactionaries, or they would be disturbing world
peace. These persons assert that if oppressed nations and
oppressed peoples were to oppose counter-revolutionary
war with revolutionary war when confronling armed
suppression by imperialism and the reactionaries, this
would have “irreparable consequences”. This erroneous
view of theirs can only mean that they are opposed to
revelution by oppressed nations and peoples, and demand
that these nations and peoples abandon their revolution-
ary struggles and revolutionary wars and for ever submit
to the dark rule and enslavement of imperialism and
reaction.

Facts have shown that every victory for the national-
liberation movement and for the revolutionary struggle
of the people hits and weakens the imperialist forces of
war and strengthens and augments the peace forces of
the world. To take the stand of fearing revolution, of
opposing revolution, results in setbacks and defeats for
the national-liberation movements and the peoples’ rev-
olutionary cause, and this will only damage the peace
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forces and heighten the danger of imperialists starting a
world war.

To sum up, on the question of how to avert world
war and safeguard world peace, the Communist Party of
China has consistently stood for the resolute exposure of
imperialism, for strengthening the socialist camp, for firm
support of the national-liberation movements and. the
peoples’ revolutionary struggles, for the broadest alliance
of all the peace-loving countries and people of the world,
and at the same time, for taking full advantage of the
contradictions among our enemies, and for utilizing the
method of negotiation as well as other forms of struggle.
The aim of this stand is precisely the effective preventlo.n
of world war and preservation of world peace. T%ns
stand fully conforms with Marxism-Leninism and w1t.h
the Moscow Declaration and the Moscow Statement. I‘F is
the correct policy for preventing world war ar_md defen'dmg
world peace. We persist in this correct pohcy precisely
because we are deeply convinced that it is possible to pre-
vent world war by relying on the combined struggle of
all the forces mentioned above. How then can this sta.nd
be described as lacking faith in the possibility of averting
world war? How can it be called “warlike”? It would
simply result in a phoney peace or bring E}bout an actl‘).al
war for the people of the whole world if you p.ret.tlfy
imperialism, pin your hopes of peace on imperialism,
take an attitude of passivity or opposition towards the
national-liberation movements and the peoples’ revt?lu_
tionary struggles and bow down and surrender to im-
perialism, as advocated by those who attack the Com-
munist Party of China. This policy is wrong and all
Marxist-Leninists, all revolutionary people, all peace-
loving people must resolutely oppose it.
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II

On the question of war and peace, the differences
which Togliatti and certain other comrades have with us
find striking expression in our respective attitudes to
nuclear weapons and nuclear war,

The Communist Party of China has consistently held
that nuclear weapons have unpreccdented destructive
power and that it would be an unp:ecedented calamity for
mankind if nuclcar war should treak out. It is precisely
for this reason that we have always called for a complete
ban on nuclear weapons, that is, a tolal ban on the testing,
manufacture, stockpiling and use of nuclear weapons.
Time and again the Chinese Government has proposed
the establishment of an area {ree from atomic weapons
embracing all the countries of the Asian and Pacific
region, the United States included. Besides, we have
always actively supported all the just struggles waged
by the peace-loving countries and peoples of the world
for the outlawing of nuclear weapons and the prevention
of a nuclear war. The allegations that the Communist
Party of China underestimates the destructiveness of
nuclear weapons and wants to drag the world into a
nuclear war are absurd slanders.

On the question of nuclear weapons and nuclear war,
the first difference between us and those who attack the
Communist Party of China is whether or not the funda-
mental Marxist-Leninist principles on war and peace have
become ‘“‘out of date” since the emergence of nuclear
weapons,

Togliatti and certain others believe that the emer-
gence of nuclear weapons “has changed the nature of
war” and that “one should add other considerations to the
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definition of the just character of a war”. Actually, they
hold that war is no longer the continuation of politics, and
that there is no longer any distinction between just and
unjust wars. Thus they completely deny the fundamental
Marxist-Leninist principles on war and peace. We hold
that the emergence of nuclear weapons has not changed
and cannot change the fundamental Marxist-Leninist
principles with regard to war and peace. In reality, the
numerous wars that have broken out since the appearance
of nuclear weapons have all been the continuation of poli-
tics, and there still are just and unjust wars. In praclice,
those who hold there is no longer any distinction be-
tween just and unjust wars either oppose waging just
wars or refuse to give them support, and they have lapsed
into the position of bourgeois pacifism which is opposed
to all wars.

On the question of nuclear weapons and nuclear war,
the second difference between us and those who attack
the Communist Party of China is whether one should
view the future of mankind with pessimism or with rev-
olutionary optimism.

Togliatti and certain others talk volubly about ‘the
suicide of mankind” and the “total destruction” of man-
kind. They believe that “it is idle even to discuss what
might be the outlook for such remnants of the human
race with regard to the social order”. We are firmly op-
posed to such pessimistic and despairing tunes. We believe
that it is possible to attain a complete ban on nu-_:le.ar
weapons in the following circumstances: the socialist
camp has a great nuclear superiority, the peoples’ strug-
gles in various countries against nuclear weapons and
nuclear war become broader and deeper; having further
forfeited their nuclear superiority, the imperialists are
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compelled to realize that their policy of nuclear blackmail
is no longer effective and that their launching of a nuclear
war would only accelerate their own extinction. There
are precedents for the outlawing of highly destructive
weapons. One such precedent is the Protocol for the
Prohibition of the Use in War of Poisonous or Other
Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, con-
cluded by various nations in 1925 in Geneva.

If, after we have done everything possible to prevent
a nuclear war, imperialism should nevertheless unleash
nuclear war, without regard to any of the consequences,
it would only result in the extinction of imperialism and
definitely not in the extinction of mankind. The Moscow
Statement points out that “should the imperialist maniacs
start war, the peoples will sweep capitalism out of exist-
ence and bury it”. All Marxist-Leninists firmly believe
that the course of history necessarily leads to the destruc-
tion of nuclear weapons by mankind, and will definitely
not lead to the destruction of mankind by nuclear
weapons. The advocates of the ‘‘total destruction” of
mankind contradict the theses contained in the joint
documents of the international communist movement, and
this only serves to show that they have lost all faith in
the future of mankind and in the great ideal of cum-
munism and have fallen into the quagmire of defeatism.

On the question of nuclear weapons and nuclear war,
the third difference between us and those who attack the
Communist Party of China concerns the policy to be
adopted in order successfully to reach the goal of out-
lawing nuclear weapons and preventing a nuclear war.

Togliatti and certain others zealously advertise the
dreadful nature of nuclear weapons and blatantly de-
clare that “it is justified” to “shudder’ with fear in the
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face of the nuclear blackmail when U.S. imperialism pa-
rades it. Togliatti has also said that ‘““‘war must be avoided
at any cost”. According to what he and certain others
say, should not the only way of dealing with the U.S.
imperialist policy of nuclear threats and blackmail be
unconditional surrender and the complete abandonment
of all revolutionary ideals and all revolutionary princi-
ples? Can this be the kind of stand a Communist should
take? Can a nuclear war really be prevented in this way?

It is unthinkable that “shudders of fear” will move
U.S. imperialism to become so benevolent that it will
abandon its policies of aggression and war and its policy
of nuclear blackmail. Facts prove the opposite. The
more one “shudders” with fear, the more unbridled and
the greedier U.S. imperialism becomes, and the more it
persists in using threats of nuclear warfare and raising
ever greater demands. Have there not been enough
object-lessons of this kind?

We hold that in order to mobilize the masses of the
people against nuclear war and nuclear weapons it is
necessary to inform them of the enormous destructiveness
of these weapons. Ii would be patently wrong to under-
estimate this destructiveness. However, U.S. imperialism
is doing its utmost to disseminate dread of nuclear
weapons in pursuit of its policy of nuclear blackmail. In
these circumstances, while Communists should point out
the destructiveness of nuclear weapons, they should coun-
ter the U.S. imperialist propaganda of nuclear terror by
stressing the possibility of outlawing them and prevent-
ing nuclear war; they should try and transmute the peo-
ple’s desire for peace into righteous indignation at the
imperialist policy of nuclear threats and lead the peo-
ple to struggle against the U.S. imperialist policies of
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aggression and war. In no circumstances must Commu-
nists act as a voluntary propagandist for the U.S. impe-
rialist policy of nuclear blackmail. We hold that the U.S.
imperialist policy of nuclear blackmail must be thorough-
ly exposed and that all peace-loving countries and people
must be mobilized on the most extensive scale to wage
an unrelenting fight against every move made by the
U.S. imperialists in their plans for aggression and war.
We are deeply convinced that, by relying on the united
struggle of all forces defending peace, it is possible to
frustrate the U.S. imperialist policy of nuclear blackmail.
This is the correct and effective line for achieving a ban
on nuclear weapons and preventing a nuclear war,

We would like to advise those who attack the Com-
munist Party of China to discard their fallacious pes-
simistic arguments, to have confidence in the truth of
Marxism-Leninism, to pull themselves together and take
an active part in the great struggle of the masses against
the imperialist policy of nuclear blackmail and for the
defence of world peace.

11

Comrade Togliatti and certain other comrades have
strongly opposed the Marxist-Leninist proposition of the
Chinese Communist Party that “imperialism and all
reactionaries are paper tigers”. In his report to the recent
congress of the Italian Communist Party Comrade
Togliatti said that it “was wrong to state that imperialism
is simply a paper tiger which can be overthrown by a
mere push of the shoulder”. Then there are other
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persons who assert that today imperialism has nuclear
teeth, so how can it be called a paper tiger?

Prejudice is further from the truth than ignorance. In
the case of Comrade Togliatti and certain other comrades,
if they are not ignorant, then they are deliberately dis-
torting this proposition of the Chinese Communist Party.

In comparing imperialism and all reactionaries to
paper tigers, Comrade Mao Tse-tung and the Chinese
Communists are looking at the problem as a whole and
from a long-term point of view and are looking at the
essence of the problem. What is meant is that, in the
final analysis, it is the masses of the people who are
really powerful, not imperialism and the reactionaries.

Comrade Mao Tse-tung first put forward this proposi-
tion in August 1946, in his talk with the American cor-
respondent Anna Louise Strong. That was a difficult
time for the Chinese people. The Kuomintang reaction-
aries, backed to the hilt by U.S. imperialism and enjoy-
ing immense superiority in men and equipment, had
unleashed a nation-wide civil war. In the face of the
frenzied enemy attacks and the myth of the invincibility
of U.S. imperialism, the most important question for the
Chinese revolution and the fate of the Chinese people was
whether we would dare to struggle, dare to make a rev-
olution, and dare to seize victory. It was at this crucial
moment that Comrade Mao Tse-tung armed the Chinese
Communists and the Chinese people ideologically with
the Marxist-Leninist proposition that “imperialism and
all reactionaries are paper tigers”. With great lucidity he
said:

All reactionaries are paper tigers. In appearance,
the reactionaries are terrifying, but in reality they are
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not so powerful. From a long-term point of view, it
is not the reactionaries but the people who are really
powerful. . . .

Chiang Kai-shek and his supporters, the U.S. reac-
tionaries, are all paper tigers too. Speaking of U.S.
imperialism, pecople seem to feel that it is terrifically
strong. Chinese reactionaries are using the “strength”
of the United States to frighten the Chinese people.
But it will be proved that the U.S. reactionaries, like
all the reactionaries in history, do not have much
strength.

In his speech at the Meeting of Representatives of the
Communist and Workers’ Parties in Moscow, November
1957, Comrade Mao Tse-tung expounded the same prop-
osition. He said:

. all the reputedly powerful reactionaries are
merely paper tigers. ... For struggle against the
enemy, we formed over a long period the concept that
strategically we should despise all our enemies, but that
tactically we should take them all seriously. This also
means that in regard to the whole we should despise
the enemy but that in regard to each and every concrete
question we must take them seriously. If with regard
to the whole we do not despise the enemy we shall be
committing the error of opportunism. Marx and Engels
were only two persons. Yet in those early days they
declared that capitalism would be overthrown all over
the world. But in dealing with concrete problems and
particular enemies we shall be committing the error of
adventurism if we do not take them seriously.

This scientific proposition of Comrade Mao Tse-tung’s
was confirmed long ago by the great vietory of the Chi-

44

nese people’s revoluticn; and it has inspired all oppressed
nations and oppressed peoples engaged in revolutionary
struggles. Let us ask Comrade Togliatti and those who
have attacked this proposition: On what particular point
is Comrade Mao Tse-tung’s proposition wrong?

Comrade Mao Tse-tung’s analysis of imperialism and
all reactionaries is completely in accord with Lenin’s
analysis. In 1919 Lenin compared the “all-powerful”
Anglo-French imperialism to a ‘“colossus with feet of
clay”. He said:

It sccmed at that time that world imperialism was
such a tremendous and invincible force that it was
stupid of the workers of a backward country to at-
tempt an uprising against it. Now . .. we see that
imperialism, which seemed such an insuperable
colossus, has proved before the whole world to be a
colossus with feet of clay, . . .

. . . that all these seemingly huge and invincible
forces of international imperialism are unreliable, and
hold no terrors for us, that at the core they are
rotten, . . .1

Isn’t the reasoning of Lenin in his description of the
“colossus with feet of clay” the same as that of Comrade
Mao Tse-tung in his reference to the “paper tiger”? We
ask, what is wrong with Lenin’s proposition? Is this prop-
osition of Lenin’s ‘“‘outmoded’? _
In history there have been countless instances proving
that imperialism and reactionaries are all paper tigers.
In 1917, before the February and October Revolutions

-1_vLenin, “Two Years of Soviet Rule”, Collected Works, 4th Rus-
sian ed., State Publishing House of Political Literature, Moscow,
Vol. 30, pp. 106-07.
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the opportunists said that because the tsar and the bour-
geois government were so formidable it would be sheer
madness for the people to take up arms. But Lenin and
the other Bolsheviks resolutely combated this opportunist
view and firmly led the masses of the workers, peasants
and soldiers to overthrow the tsar and the bourgeois gov-
ernment. History proved that the tsar and the bourgeois
government were nothing but paper tigers. On the eve
of and during World War II, the adherents of the policy
of appeasement and capitulation said that Hitler, Mus-
solini and the Japanese imperialists were invincible. But
the people of various countries resolutely combated ap-
peasement and capitulation and in the end they won the
war against fascism. Again, history proved that Hitler,
Mussolini and the Japanese imperialists were nothing
but paper tigers.

We hold that whether one treats imperialism and all
reactionaries strategically as the paper tigers they really
are is a major question of how the forces of revolution
and the forces of reaction are to be appraised, a major
question which determines whether the revolutionary
people will dare to wage struggle, dare to make revolu-
tion, dare to seize victory, and which affects the outcome
of the world-wide struggles of the people and the future
course of history. Marxist-Leninists and revolutionaries
should never be afraid of imperialism and the reaction-
aries. The days are now gone for ever when imperialism
could ride roughshod over the world, and it is imperialism
and the reactionaries who should be afraid of the forces
of revolution and not the other way round. Every
oppressed nation and every oppressed people should
above all have the revolutionary confidence, the revolu-
tionary courage and the revolutionary spirit to defeat
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imperialism and the reactionaries, otherwise there will
be no hope for any revolution. The only way to win
victory in revolution is for the Marxist-Leninists and
revolutionaries resolutely to combat every trace of weak-
ness and capitulation, and to educate the masses of the
people in the concept that “imperialism and all reaction-
aries are paper tigers”, thereby destroying the arrogance
of the enemy and enhancing the spirit of the great masses
of the people so that they will have revolutionary deter-
mination and confidence, revolutionary vision and
staunchness.

The possession of nuclear weapons by imperialism has
not changed by one iota the nature of imperialism, which
is rotten to the core and declining, inwardly weak though
outwardly strong; nor has it changed by one iota the
basic Marxist-Leninist principle that the masses of the
people are the decisive factor in the development of his-
tory. When in his talk with Anna Louise Strong Com-
rade Mao Tse-tung first put forward the proposition that
imperialism and all reactionaries are paper tigers, the
imperialists already had atomic weapons. In this talk
Comrade Mao Tse-tung pointed out:

The atom bomb is a paper tiger which the U.S. reac-
tionaries use to scare people. It looks terrible, but in
fact it isn’t. Of course, the atom bomb is a weapon of
mass slaughter, but the outcome of a war is decided by
the people, not by one or two new types of weapon.

History has proved that even when imperialism is
armed with nuclear weapons it cannot frighten into sub-
mission a revolutionary people who dare to fight. The
victory of the Chinese revolution and the great victories
of the peoples of Korea, Viet Nam, Cuba, Algeria and
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other countries in their revolutionary struggles, were all
won at a time when U.S. imperialism possessed nuclear
weapons. Imperialism has always been armed to the
teeth and has always been out for the blood of the people.
No matter what kind of teeth imperialism may have,
whether guns, tanks, rocket teeth, nuclear teeth or any
other kind of teeth that modern science and technology
may provide, its rotten, decadent and paper-tiger nature
cannot change. In the final analysis, neither nuclear
teeth nor any other kind of teeth can save imperialism
from its fate of inevitable extinction. In the end the nu-
clear teeth of imperialism, and whatever other teeth it
may have, will be consigned by the people of the world to
the museum of history, together with imperialism itself.

Those who attack the proposition that “imperialism
and all reactionaries are paper tigers” have obviously lost
every quality a revolutionary ought to have and instead
have become as short-sighted and timid as mice. Our
advice to these people is, better not tie your fate to that
of the imperialists!

v

The differences Comrade Togliatti and certain other
comrades have with us are also manifest on the question
of peaceful coexistence.

The Chinese Communist Party and the Chinese Gov-
ernment have always stood for peaceful coexistence of
countries with different social systems. China was
the initiator of the well-known Five Principles of Peace-
ful Coexistence. On the basis of those Five Principles,
China has established friendly relations with many
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countries, concluded treaties of friendship or freaties
of friendship and mutual non-aggression with Yemen,
Burma, Nepal, Afghanistan, Guinea, Cambodia, Indonesia
and Ghana, and achieved a satisfactory seftlement of
boundary questions with Burma, Nepal and other coun-
tries, No one can deny these facts.

Yet there are persons in the international communist
movement who vilify and attack China as being opposed
to peaceful coexistence. The reason they do this is to
cover up their own erroneous and anti-Marxist-Leninist
views on this question.

On the question of peaceful coexistence, our differences
with those who attack us are the following. We believe
that socialist countries should strive to establish normal
international relations with countries with different so-
cial systcms on the basis of mutual respect for territorial
integrity and sovereignty, mutual non-aggression, mutual
non-interference in domestic affairs, equality and mutual
benefit, and peaceful coexistence. So far as the socialist
countries are concerned, this presents no difficulties
whatsoever. The obstacles come from imperialism and
from the reactionaries of various countries. Il is incon-
ceivable that peaceful coexistence can be achieved with-
out struggle. It is still less conceivable that the estab-
lishment of peaceful coexistence can eliminate class
struggles in the world arena and can abolish the antag-
onism between the two systems, socialism and capitalism,
and the antagonism between oppressed nations and op-
pressor nations. The Moscow Statement of 1960 points
out:

Peaceful coexistence of states does not i.mply re-
nunciation of the class struggle as the revisionists claim.
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The coexistence of states with different social systems

is a form of class struggle between socialism and capi-
talism.

But Comrade Togliatti and those who attack China
held that through ‘“peaceful coexistence” it is possible
to “renovate the structure of the whole world” and to
establish “a new world order”, to construct throughout
the world ‘“an economic and social order capable of
satisfying all the aspirations of men and peoples towards
frcedom, well-being, independence and the full develop-
ment of and respect for the human personality, and
towards peaceful co-operation of all states” and “a world
without war”. This means that it is possible through
“peaceful coexistence’ to change a “world structure” in
which there exists antagonism between the systems of
socialism and capitalism and between oppressed and
oppressor nations, and that it is possible to eliminate all
wars and to realize “a world without war” while impe-
rialism and reactionaries still exist.

In taking this stand, Comrade Togliatti and other com-
rades have completely revised Lenin’s principles for
peaceful coexistence and discarded the Marxist-Leninist
doctrine of class struggle; in reality they are substituting
class collaboration for class struggle on a world scale,
advocating a fusion of the socialist and capitalist systems.
U.S. imperialism is now making a lot of noise about estab-
lishing a “world community of free nations”, and vainly
hopes to absorb the socialist countries into the “free
world” through ‘“peaceful evolution”. The Tito group is
helping U.S. imperialism by beating the drums for “eco-
nomic integration” and “poli.ical integration” of the
world. Shouldn’t those who advocate “renovating the
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structure of the whole world” in peaceful coexistence
draw a line of demarcation between themselves and U.S.
imperialism? Shouldn’t they draw a line of demarcation
between themselves and the Tito group?

Even more absurd is the allegation that ‘‘a world with-
out war” can be achieved through peaceful coexistence.
In the present situation, it is possible to prevent impe-
rialism from launching a new world war if all the peace-
loving forces of the world unite into a broad interna-
tional anti-imperialist united front and fight together.
But it is one thing to prevent a world war and another
to eliminate all wars. Imperialism and the reactionaries
are the source of war. In conditions where imperialism
and reactionaries still exist, it is possible that wars of
one kind or another may occur. The history of the seven-
teen postwar years shows that local wars of one kind or
another have never ceased. Oppressed nations and
oppressed peoples are bound to rise in revolution. When
imperialism and the reactionaries employ armed force to
suppress revolution, it is inevitable that civil wars and
national-liberation wars will occur. Marxist-Leninists
have always maintained that only after the imperialist
system has been overthrown and only after all systems
of oppression of man by man and of exploitation of man
by man have been abolished, and not before, will it be
possible to eliminate all wars and to reach “a world with-
out war”’,

On peaceful coexistence we have another difference
with those who are attacking us. We hold that the ques-
tion of peaceful coexistence between countries with
different social systems and the question of revolution by
oppressed nations and oppressed classes are two different
kinds of questions, and not questions of the same kind.
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The principle of peaceful coexistence can apply only to
relations between countries with different social systems,
not to relations between oppressed and oppressor nations,
nor to relations between oppressed and oppressing classes.
For an oppressed nation or people the question is one of
waging a revolutionary struggle to overthrow the rule
of imperialism and the reactionaries; it is not, and cannot
be, a question of peaceful coexistence with imperialism
and the reactionaries.

But Togliatti and those attacking China extend their
idea of “‘peaceful coexistence” to cover relations between
the colonial and semi-colonial people on the one hand and
the imperialists and colonialists on the other. They say,
“the problem of starvation which still afflicts a billion
people”, and “the problem of developing the productive
forces and democracy in the underdeveloped areas” “must
be solved through negotiations, seeking reasonable solu-
tions and avoiding actions which might worsen the situa-~
tion and cause irreparable consequences”. They do not
like sparks of revolution among the oppressed nations
and peoples. They say that a tiny spark may lead to a
world war.

Such a way of speaking is really asking the oppressed
nations to ‘‘coexist peacefully” with their colonial rulers,
and asking them to tolerate colonial rule rather than to
resist or wage struggles for independence, much less to
fight wars of national liberation. Doesn’t this kind of
talk mean that the Chinese people, the Korean people, the
Vietnamese people, the Cuban people, the Algerian peo-
ple and the people of other countries who rose in revolu-
tion have all violated the principle of “peaceful coexist-
ence”’ and done wrong? It is very difficult for us to see

52

any real aifference between such talk and the preachings
of the imperialists and colonialists.

Even more astounding is the fact that Togliatti and
certain other persons extend their idea of class collabora-
tion in the international arena to cover “joint interven-
tion” in the underdeveloped areas. They have said that
“states of diverse social structure” can through mutual
co-operation “jointly intervene” to bring about progress
in the underdeveloped areas. To talk like this is obviously
to spread illusions in the interest of neo-colonialism.
The policy of imperialism towards the underdeveloped
areas, whatever its form or pattern, is bound to be a
policy which is of colonialist plunder, and can never be
a policy concerned for the progress of the underdeveloped
areas. The socialist countries should of course support
the people of the underdeveloped areas; first of all, they
should support their struggles for national independence,
and when independence has been won, they should sup-
port them in developing their national economies. But
the socialist countries should never second the colonialist
policy of the imperialists towards the underdeveloped
countries, much less “jointly intervene” with them in the
underdeveloped areas. For anyone to do so would be to
betray proletarian internationalism and to serve the in-
terests of imperialism and colonialism.

Is it really possible to have ‘‘peaceful coexistence” be-
tween the oppressed nations and peoples on the one hand
and the imperialists and colonialists on the other? What
does *“joint intervention” in the underdeveloped areas
really mean? The Congo incident is the best answer. When
the United Nations Security Council unanimously adopted
its resolution for international intervention in the Congo,
there were some people in the international communist
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movement who believed this to be a shining example of
international co~operation. They believed that colonial-
ism could be wiped out through the intervention of the
U.N., which would enable the Congolese people to obtain
their freedom and independence. But what was the out-
come? Lumumba, the national hero of the Congo, was
murdered; Gizenga, his successor, was imprisoned; many
Congolese patriots were murdered or thrown into jail; and
the vigorous Congolese struggle for national independence
was seriously set back. The Congo not only continues
to be enslaved by the old colonialists, but has also become
a colony of U.S. imperialism, sinking into ever deeper
suffering. We ask those who are clamouring for “peace-
ful coexistence” between the oppressed nations and peo-
ples on the one hand and the imperialists and colonialists
on the other, and for “joint intervention” in the under-
developed areas: Have you forgotten the tragic lesson of
the Congo incident?

Those who slander China as being against peaceful co-
existence attack her with the charge that she has com-
mitted mistakes in her relations with India. Disregarding
the true facts and failing to discriminate between right
and wrong, they invariably blame China for having
clashed with India. On this question, Togliatti said, “We
know all that is reasonable and right in the claims of
the People’s Republic of China. We also know that the
military actions began with an attack from the Indian
side.” This was a little fairer than the attitude of some
self-styled Marxist-Leninists who invariably make the
false charge that China started the clashes on the border.
Nevertheless, Togliatti, making no distinction between
black and white, still asserts that the Sino-Indian armed
clashes were “unreasonable and absurd”. We ask Com-

54

rade Togliatti: Confronted with the preposterous terri-
torial claims and the large-scale armed attacks of the
reactionary clique in India, what should China have done
in order to be called “reasonable” and not “absurd”? Is
it possible that the only way that China could prove her-
self “reasonable” and not “absurd” was to submit to the
unreasonable demands and the armed attacks of the In-
dian reactionary clique? Is it possible that the only way
socialist China could prove herself “reasonable” and not
“absurd” was to hand over with a bow large tracts of
her own territory? . ‘

The position taken by Comrade Togliatti and cert?m
other comrades on the Sino-Indian boundary quest1.on
reflects their point of view on peaceful coe}f:isfcence, wh1'ch
is that in carrying out this policy the socialist cou.ntrl.es
should make one concession after another to the capitalist
countries, should not fight even in self-defence Whep sub-
jected to armed attacks, but should surrender thE'l.I‘ te‘r-
ritorial sovereignty. May we ask, is there anyth}ng in
common between this point of view and the principle of
peaceful coexistence which a socialist country ought to
Tollow?

Those who accuse China of opposing peaceful co-
existence also attack the Chinese people for supporﬁlng
the just stand of the Cuban people in their struggle against
U.S. imperialism. When the heroic Cuban people and
their revolutionary leader, Premier Fidel Cas.tro,' res-
olutely rejected international inspection as an n}frm'ge-
ment on Cuba’s sovereignty and advanced their five just
demands, the Chinese people held gigantic mass d.ernon~
strations and parades throughout the country in ac-
cordance with their consistent stand for proletarian 1r§-
ternationalism, and firmly supported the Cuban people’s
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struggle in defence of their independence, sovereignty
and dignity. Was there anything wrong in that? Yet
some people have repeatedly charged China with creating
difficulties in the Caribbean situation and with wanting
to plunge the world into a thermonuclear war. This
slander against China is most malicious and most
despicable.

How can one possibly interpret the resolute support
which the Chinese people gave to the Cuban people in
their struggle against international inspection and in de-
fence of their sovereignty as meaning that China was
opposed to peaceful coexistence or wanted to plunge
others into a thermonuclear war? Does this mean that
China, also, should have applied pressure on Cuba to
force her to accept international inspection, and that only
by so doing would China have conformed to this so-called
“peaceful coexistence”? If there are people who give
verbal support to Cuba’s five demands but are actually
opposed to the Chinese people’s support for Cuba, are
they not merely exposing the hypocrisy of their own sup-
port for Cuba’s five demands?

The Chinese Communist Party and the Chinese people
have always maintained that the course of history is
decided by the great strength of the masses of the people
and not by any weapons. On more than one occasion we
have made it clear that we neither called for the estab-
lishment of missile bases in Cuba nor obstructed the with-
drawal of the so-called ‘“‘oifensive weapons” from Cuba.
We have never considered that it was a Marxist-Leninist
attitude to brandish nuclear weapons as a way of seftling
international disputes. Nor have we ever considered that
the avoidance of a thermonuclear war in the Caribbean
crisis was a “Munich”. What we did strongly oppose, still

56

strongly oppose and will strongly oppose in the future is
the sacrifice of another couniry’s sovereignty as a means
of reaching a compromise with imperialism. A com-
promise of this sort can only be regarded as one hundred
per cent appeasement, a “Munich” pure and simple. A
compromise of this sort has nothing in common with the
socialist countries’ policy of peaceful coexistence.

\4

In fact, not only do Comrade Togliatti and certain other
comrades of the Italian Communist Party call for class
collaboration in place of class struggle in the international
arena, they also extend their concept of ‘“peaceful
coexistence” to relations between the oppressed and the
oppressing classes within the capitalist countries. Togliatti
has said:

All our actions within the sphere of the internal
situation of our country are none other than the
translation into Italian terms of the great struggle for
renovating the structure of the whole world.

Here the phrase “all our actions” means what they call
the “advance towards socialism in democracy and in
peace”, or the road to socialism through ‘‘structural re-
form”, as they describe it.

Although the present line of the Italian Communist
Party on the question of socialist revolution is incorrect
in our opinion, we have never attempted to interfere be-
cause, after all, this is a matter for the Italian comrades
alone to decide. But now since Comrade Togliatti claims
that his theory of “structural reform” is a “line common
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to the whole international communist movement” and
unilaterally declares that peaceful transition has ‘“‘become
a principle of the world strategy of the working-class
and communist movement”, and since this issue in-
volves not only the fundamental Marxist-Leninist theory
of proletarian revolution and proletarian dictatorship,
but also the fundamental problem of the emancipation
of the proletariat and the people in all the capitalist
countries, we, as members of the international com-
munist movement and as Marxist-Leninists, cannot but
express our opinions on the subject,

The fundamental problem in every revolution is that
of state power. In the Communist Manifesto Marx and
Engels declared: “The first step in the revolution by the
working class is to raise the proletariat to the position
of ruling class.” This idea runs through the entire works
of Lenin. In The State and Revolution, Lenin laid stress
on the need to break up and smash the bourgeois state
machine and to establish the dictatorship of the prole-
tariat. He said, “The working class must break up,
smash the ‘ready-made state machinery’, and not con-
fine itself merely to laying hold of it”; and that “only he
is a Marxist who extends the recognition of the class
struggle to the recognition of the dictatorship of the
proletariat”. He further said, “All is illusion, except
power.”

In elucidating the common laws of socialist revolution
the 1957 Moscow Declaration first states that to embark
on the road to socialism it is necessary for the working
class, the core of which is the Marxist-Leninist Party,
to guide the working masses in effecting a proletarian
revolution in one form or another and establishing one
form or another of the dictatorship of the proletariat.
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There is not the slightest doubt that the fundamental
principles of Marxism-Leninism, and the commeon laws of
socialist revolution enunciated in the Moscow Declara-
tion, are universally applicable and, of course, applicable
also to Italy.

However, Comrade Togliatti and certain other com-
rades of the Italian Communist Party maintain that
Lenin’s analysis in The State and Revolution is “no
longer sufficient”, and that the content of proletarian
dictatorship is now different. According to their theory
of “structural reform”, there is no need for present-day
Italy to have a proletarian revolution, there is no need
to smash the bourgeois state machine, and there is no
need to establish the dictatorship of the proletariat; they
can arrive at socialism “progressively” and “peacefully”
merely through a “succession of reforms”, through the
nationalization of the big enterprises, through economic
planning and through the extension of democracy within
the framework of the Italian Constitution. In fact, they
take the state to be an instrument above class and believe
that the bourgeois state, too, can carry out socialist
policies; they take bourgeois democracy to be democracy
above class and believe that the proletariat can rise fo be
the “leading class” in the state by relying on such democ-
racy. This theory of “structural reform” is a complete
betrayal of the Marxist-Leninist theories of proletarian
revolution and proletarian dictatorship.

Present-day Italy is a capitalist country ruled by the
monopoly capitalist class. Although the Italian Constitu-
tion incorporates some of the gains achieved by the Italian
working class and the Italian people through their valiant
struggles over the years, it is still a bourgeois constitu-
tion with the protection of capitalist ownership as its
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core. Like the democracy practised in all other capital-
ist countries, democracy as practised in Italy is bourgeois
democracy, i.e., bourgeois dictatorship. Nationalization
as practised in Italy is not state capitalism under the so-
cialist system, but a state capitalism which serves the
interests of lhe monopoly capitalist class. In order to
maintain its exploitation and its rule, the monopoly capi-
talist class may at times adopt certain measures of re-
form. It is entirely necessary for the working class in
capitalist countries to wage day-to-day economic struggles
and struggles for democracy. However, the purpose of
waging these struggles is to achieve partial improve-
ments in the living conditions of the working class and
working people and, what is more important, to educate
the masses and organize them, enhance their political
consciousness and accumulate revolutionary strength for
the seizure of state power when the time is ripe. Marxist-
Leninists, while favouring struggle for reforms, resolutely
oppose reformism.

Facts have proved that whenever the political and
economic demands of the working class and working
people have exceeded the limits permitted by the
monopoly capitalists, the Italian government, which rep-
resents the interests of monopoly capital, has resorted
to repression. Have not innumerable historical facts
proved this to be an unalterable law of class struggle?
How is it conceivable that the monopoly capitalist class
will abandon its interests and its rule and step down from
the stage of history of its own accord?

Togliatti himself is not completely unaware of this.
Although he has energetically advocated the possibility
of “breaking the power of the big monopoly groups”
within the framework of the bourgeois constitution, his
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answer to the question, “How can this be done?” is, “We
don’t know.” It can thus be seen that the theory of
“structural reform” held by Togliatti and certain other
leaders of the Italian Communist Party stems not from
historical materialism and the scientific study of objective
reality, but from idealism and illusion. Yet they have
been energetically propagating views which they them-
selves know are unreliable and describing them as a “line
common to the whole international communist move-
ment”. Such a practice on their part serves only to
vitiate and attenuate the proletarian revolutionary
struggle, preserve capitalist rule and completely negate
the socialist revolution. Isn’t this a new kind of social-
democratic trend? . .

Recently in capitalist countries, some Communists
who have degenerated politically and some Right-wing
social-democrats have successively advertised the theory
of “structural reform”, using it to attack Communist
Parties. This fact in itself is sufficient to show how
closely the theory of “structural reform” resembles
social democracy and how remote it is from Marxism-
Leninism!

The Moscow Declaration and the Moscow Statement
point out that socialist revolution may be realized through
peaceful or non-peaceful means. Some people have tried
in vain to use this thesis to justify the theory of
“structural reform”. It is also erroneous o quote peace-
ful transition one-sidedly as “a principle of the world
stralegy of the communist movement”.

From the Marxist-Leninist point of view, it would
naturally be in the interests of the proletariat and the
entire people if peaceful transition could be realized.
Whenever the possibility for peaceful transition appears
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in a given country, the Communists should strive for
its realization. But, possibility and reality, the wish
and its fulfilment, are two different things. Hitherto,
history has not witnessed a single example of peaceful
transition from capitalism to socialism. Communists
should not pin all their hopes for the victory of the
revolution on peaceful transition. The bourgeoisie will
never step down from the stage of history of its own
accord. This is a universal law of class struggle. Com-
munists must not in the slightest degree relax their pre-
paredness for revolution. They must be prepared to repel
the assaults of counter-revolution and to overthrow the
bourgeoisie by armed force at the critical juncture of the
revolution when the proletariat is seizing state power and
the bourgeoisie resorts to armed force to suppress the
revolution.

That is to say, Communists should be prepared for
two eventualities, namely, while preparing for the peace-
ful development of the revolution, they should be fully
prepared for its non-peaceful development. Only in this
way can they avoid being caught unawares when a situa-
tion favourable to the revolution emerges, and when the
bourgeoisie resorts to violence in order to suppress the
revolution. Even when it is possible to secure state
power through peaceful means, one must be prepared to
deal immediately with armed intervention by foreign
imperialists and with counter-revolutionary armed re-
bellions supported by the imperialists. Communists
should concentrate their attention on the accumulation of
revolutionary strength through painstaking efforts and
must be ready to fight back against armed attacks by the
bourgeoisie whenever necessary. They should not lay
one-sided stress on peaceful transition and concentrate
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their attention on this possibility; otherwise they are
bound to benumb the revolutionary will of the pro-
letariat, disarm themselves ideologically, be utterly
passive and unprepared politically and organizationally,
and end up by burying the cause of the proletarian rev-
olution.

The thesis of Comrade Togliatti and certain other
leaders of the Italian Communist Party concerning “the
advance towards socialism in democracy and in peace”
is reminiscent of some of the statements of the old
revisionist Karl Kautsky. Kautsky said more than forty
years ago: '

I anticipate . . . that it will be possible to carry. it
[the social revolution of the proletariat] out by peace-
ful, economic, legal and moral means, instead of by
physical force, in all places where democracy has been
established.! . :

Should Communists not draw a clear line of demarcation
between themselves and such social-democrats as
Kautsky? '

VI

The extent to which Comrade Togliatti and certain
other comrades have departed from Marxism-Leninism
and from the Moscow Declaration and the Moscow State-
ment is more clearly revealed by their recent ardent
flirtation with the Yugoslav revisionist group.

A representative of the Tito group, who are renegades
from Marxism-Leninism, was invited to the recent

1The Dictatorship of the Proletariat by Xarl Kautsky,
published in 1918. .
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Congress of the Italian Communist Party and was given
a platform from which to attack China. At the same
congress, Comrade Togliatti and certain other comrades
publicly defended the Tito group and lavishly praised
them for “the value of what they have done and are
doing”’.

We wish to ask Comrade Togliatti and certain other
comrades: Do you still recognize the Moscow Statement

as binding on you? The 1960 Moscow Statement states
unequivocally:

The Communist Parties have unanimously con-
demned the Yugoslav variety of international oppor-
tunism, a variety of modern revisionist ‘“theories” in
concentrated form. After betraying Marxism-Leninism,
which they termed obsolete, the leaders of the League
of Communists of Yugoslavia opposed their anti-
Leninist revisionist programme to the Declaration of
1957; they set the League of Communists of Yugoslavia
against the international communist movement as a
whole. . . .

Can it be that this condemnation of the Tito group is a
mistake? Is the resolution which was unanimously
adopted by the Communist Parties of all countries to be
thrown overboard at the whim or will of any individual
or individuals?

After all, facts are facts and renegades to communism
remain renegades to communism. The judgement arrived
at in the Moscow Statement cannot be overturned by
anyone, whoever he may be.

Far from giving up their thoroughly revisionist pro-
gramme, the Titoites have stuck to it in the draft Yugo-
slav Constitution which they published not long ago,
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The Tito group have not changed their “unique road”
of building “socialism” through selling themselves to im-
perialism. On the contrary, they are working harder and
harder in the service of the U.S. imperialist policies of
aggression and war. Recently U.S. imperialism has
tipped the Tito group with extra “aid” amounting fo
more than 100 million dollars. Under the same old
camouflage of “being outside blocs” and of “positive co-
existence”, the Tito group are doing everything they can
to sabotage the national and democratic movements of the
peoples of Asia, Africa and Latin America, and to under-
mine the unity of the socialist camp and of all the peace-
loving countries.

With the development of the Tito group’s revisionist
line and their increasing dependence upen U.S. impe-
rialism, Yugoslavia has long ceased to be a socialist coun~
try, and the gradual restoration of capitalism in Yugo-
slavia began long ago.

The restoration of capitalism in Yugoslavia has occur-
red not through any counter-revolutionary coup d’etat by
the bourgeoisie, nor through any invasion by imperialism,
but gradually through the degeneration of the Tito group.
In this connection, as Lenin pointed out long ago, “The
main question of every revolution is, undoubtedly, the
question of state power. In the hands of which class
power is — this decides everything.”! The character of
a state depends on what class wields state power and on
what policy it carries out. In Yugoslavia today state
power is in the hands of the Tito group, a group who have
betrayed Marxism-Leninism and the cause of com-
munism, betrayed the fundamental interests of the

1Lenin, Collected Works, International Publishers, New York,
1932, Vol. 21, Book 1, p. 164.
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Yugoslav working class and the Yugoslav people, and
who are enforcing a whole set of out-and-out revisionist
policies. In the Yugoslav countryside, the rich peasant
and other capitalist forces are rapidly growing, and class
differentiation is being accelerated. The capitalist laws
of free competition and of profit are playing the dominant
role in all spheres of Yugoslav economic life, and
capitalist anarchy is rampant.

It may not be unprofitable to listen to what the im-
perialists have to say in their appraisal of the Tito group.
The U.S. imperialists have likened the Tito group to a
“bellwether”, that is to say, they aim at inducing certain
socialist countries to leave the socialist camp and enter
Kennedy’s “world community of free nations” through
the influence of the Yugoslav revisionists. The Yugoslav
example makes it clear that the struggle between the
socialist and capitalist roads is still going on and the
danger of the restoration of capitalism continues to exist
even in a country which has embarked on the road of
socialism.

The phenomena of political degeneration and of the
emergence of new bourgeois elements after the victory
of a proletarian revolution are not difficult to understand.
Lenin once said that historically various kinds of de-
generation had occurred and that in given conditions it
was possible for a handful of new bourgeois elements to
emerge from among Soviet functionaries. It is precisely
the new bourgeois elements such as Lenin referred to who
have occupied the ruling positions in Yugoslavia.

In his concluding speech Comrade Togliatti said:

When you say that capitalism has been restored in
Yugoslavia — and everybody knows that this is not
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true — nobody believes the rest of what you say, and
everyone thinks that it is all simply an exaggeration.

He seemed to think this a complete refutation of the
Marxist-Leninist theses of the Chinese Communist Party.
But sophistry does not alter the truth. The only reason
they advanced in support of the arbitrary assertion that
Yugoslavia is a socialist country was that they could not
find a single capitalist there. It is always hard for peo-
ple to see the truth when they wear coloured spectacles.
Since there are many points of similarity between
Togliatti et al and the Tito group in their understanding
of proletarian revolution, proletarian dictatorship and
socialism, it is small wonder that they fail to see the
restoration of capitalism in Yugoslavia, and that they fail
to see the new bourgeois elements in Yugoslavia.

It is particularly surprising that certain people, while
loudly boasting of their intimate relations with the rene-
gade Tito group, vigorously attack the Chinese Com-
munist Party, asserting that our unity with the Albanian
Party of Labour, which is based on Marxism-Leninism,
is “impermissible”. These people stop at nothing in their
attempt to eject the Albanian Party of Labour, a Marxist-
Leninist Party, from the international communist move-
ment, and at the same time, they are seeking ways to
inject the renegade Tito group, which the Moscow State-
ment unequivocally condemns, into the international com-
munist movement. What are they really after? As the
old Chinese saying has it, “Things of one kind come
together; different kinds of people fall into different
groups.” Should not those who treat the Tito group like
brothers and who cherish such bitter hatred for a
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fraternal Marxist-Leninist Party stop and think for a
moment where they now stand?

vl

In the final analysis our differences on a whole series
of problems with Comrade Togliatti and certain other
comrades who hold similar views involve the funda-
mental question of whether the basic principles of
Marxism-Leninism are outmoded, and whether the Mos-
cow Declaration and the Moscow Statement are out of
date.

Using the pretext that the epoch has changed and that
each nation has its special characteristics, Comrade
Togliatti and certain other comrades hold that Marxism-
Leninism is “outmoded” and that the common laws gov-
erning socialist revolution, as set forth in the Moscow
Declaration, do not apply to Italy. Gian Carlo Pajetta,
one of the leaders of the Italian Communist Party, has
gone even further. He has said, “How different is
Marxism from Leninism, and how different is the
Marxism of Marx from the Leninism of Lenin.” It is on
such pretexts that they have revised and discarded the
basic principles of Marxism-Leninism, and have put for-
ward and are peddling what they call the “Italian road”,
which is contrary to Marxism-Leninism.

Scientific socialism founded by Marx and Engels is a
summing-up of the laws governing the development of
human society and it is a truth that is universally appli-
cable. The development of history, far from “outmoding”
Marxism, has further proved its boundless vitality.
Marxism has continuously developed in the course of the
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struggle of the international proletariat to know and to
change the objective world. On the basis of the charac-
teristics of the epoch of imperialism, Lenin creatively
developed Marxism in the new historical conditions. In
the years since his death, the proletarian Partieg. of
various countries have enriched the treasury of Marxism-
Leninism by their own revolutionary struggles. Never-
theless, all these new developments proceeded from the
basic principles of Marxism, and definitely did not depart
from these basic principles. .

The path of the Oclober Revolution charted by Lenin,
and the common laws governing socialist revolution and
socialist construction as set forth in the Moscow Declara-
tion of 1957, are the common path along which the
peoples of the world are advancing towards. the aboliti_on
of capitalism and the establishment of socialism. In spite
of the great changes in the world since the October Rgv—
olution, the basic principles of Marxism-Leninism, wl:nch
are illustrated by the path of the October Revolution,
shine forth today with ever greater brilliance.

In defending his erroneous point of view Togliatti Si.lid
that the Chinese Communist Party pursued a line “which
corresponded not at all to the strategic and tactical line
followed by the Bolsheviks in the course of their revolu-
tion from March to October (1917)°. This definitely does
not conform with the historical reality of the Chinese
revolution. In its long revolutionary struggle, in its
struggle against dogmatism and empiricism as well as
against “Left” and Right opportunism, the Chinese Com-
munist Party under the leadership of Comrade .M.ao Tse-
tung has creatively developed Marxism—Lemmsm _by
integrating the universal truth of Marxism-Leninism wth
the concrete reality of the Chinese revolution. Despite
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the fact that the Chinese revolution, like the revolutions
of other countries, has many special characteristics, the
Chinese Communists have always regarded the Chinese
revolution as a continuation of the Great October Revolu-
tion. It was by following the path of the October Revolu-
tion that the Chinese revolution was won. Togliatti’s
distortions about the Chinese revolution only show that
he is trying to find pretexts for his own peculiar line,
which runs counter to the universal truth of Marxism-
Leninism and the common laws governing the socialist
revolution.

It is necessary for a Marxist-Leninist Party to integrate
the universal truth of Marxism-Leninism with the con-
crete practice of the revolutlion in its own country and
for it to apply the common laws of socialist revolution
creatively in the light of the specific conditions in its own
country. Marxism-Leninism develops continuously with
practice. Certain propositions advanced by a Marxist-
Leninist Party during a certain period and under certain
conditions have to be replaced by new propositions, be-
cause of changed circumstances and times. Failure to
do so will result in the error of dogmatism and losses to
the cause of communism. But under no circumstances is
a Marxist-Leninist Party allowed to use the pretext of
certain new social phenomena to negate the fundamental
principles of Marxism-Leninism, to substitute revisionism
for Marxism-Leninism and to betray communism.

At a certain stage in the development of a Communist
Party, dogmatism and sectarianism may become the main
danger. The Moscow Declaration and the Moscow State-
ment are fully correct in pointing out the necessity of
opposing dogmatism and sectarianism, Nevertheless,
under present conditions modern revisionism is the main
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danger to the international communist movement as a
whole, just as the Moscow Declaration and the Moscow
Statement point out. Modern revisionism “which mirrors
the bourgeois ideology in theory and practice, distorts
Marxism-Leninism, cmasculates its revolutionary es-
sence, and thereby paralyses the revolutionary will of
the working class, disarms and demobilizes the workers,
the masses of the working people, in their struggle
against oppression by imperialists and exploiters, for
peace, democracy and national liberation, for the triumph
of socialism”. At present, the modern revisionists are
opposing Marxism-Leninism under the pretext of opposing
dogmatism, are renouncing revolution under the pretext
of opposing “Left” adventurism, and are advocating un-
principled compromise and capitulationism under the
pretext of flexibility in tactics. If a resolute struggle is
not waged against modern revisionism, the international
communist movement will be seriously harmed.

The recent appearance of an adverse current which is
contrary to Marxism-Leninism and which is disrupting
the unity of the international communist movement
furnishes additional proof of the correctness of the theses
in the Moscow Declaration and the Moscow Statement.
Concerning the major features of revisionism, Lenin once
said:

To determine its conduct from case to case, to adapt
itself to the events of the day and to the chops and
changes of petty politics, to forget the basic interests
of the proletariat, the main features of the capitalist
system as a whole and of capitalist evolution as a whole;
to sacrifice these basic interests for the real or as-
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sumed advantages of the moment — such is the policy
of revisionism.!

The revolutionary proletariat and the revolutionary
people are sure to march along the correct road charted
by Marxism-Leninism. Difficult and tortuous though it
may be, it is the only road to victory. The historical
development of society will follow neither the “theories”
of imperialism nor the “theories” of revisionism. How-
ever much they may have done for the workers’ move-
ment in the past, no person, no political party and no
group can avoid becoming the servant of the bourgeoisie
and being cast aside by the proletariat, once they depart
from the road of Marxism-Leninism, step onto and slide
down the road of revisionism.

* * *

We have been forced into a public discussion of the
major differences between ourselves and Comrade
Togliatti and certain other comrades in the Italian Com-
munist Party. It has occurred against our wishes and
would not have occurred if they had not publicly chal-
lenged us first and insisted on a public debate. But even
though we are obliged to enter into public debate, we
still sincerely hope it will be possible to eliminate our
differences through comradely discussion. Although, to
our regret, we find that Togliatti and the comrades who
share his views are increasingly departing from Marxism-
Leninism, we still earnestly hope they will not plunge
further, but will recover their bearings and return to the
stand of Marxism-Leninism and the revolutionary princi-
ples of the Moscow Declaration and the Moscow State-

1T.enin, Selected Works, Foreign Languages Publishing House,
Moscow, 1950, Vol. 1, Part 1, p. 94.
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ment. We desire to look ahead. On several occasions, we
have suggested the holding of a representative conference
of the Communist and Workers’ Parties of all countries to
settle the current differences in the international com-
munist movement. We hold that Communists of all
countries should take to heart the common interests of the
struggle against the enemy and the cause of proletarian
revolution, should abide by the principles guiding
relations among fraternal Parties as set forth in the
Moscow Declaration and the Moscow Statement, and
should eliminate their differences and strengthen their
unity on the basis of Marxism-Leninism and proletarian
internationalism. This is the hope of the working class
and of people throughout the world.

The history of the working-class movement in all
countries during the past century and more is replete with
sharp struggles between Marxism and all kinds of oppor-
tunism. From the very beginning, the international com-
munist movement has steadily advanced by struggling
against and overcoming reformism, social democracy and
revisionism. Today, the revisionists of various brands
may bluster for a time, but this indicates not strength but
weakness on their part. The revisionist and new social-
democratic trends, which have now appeared in the
international communist movement and which suit the
needs of monopoly capitalism and U.S. imperialism, are
substantially the product of the policies of monopoly
capital and U.S. imperialism. But the various kinds of
revisionism can neither block the victorious advance of
the revolutionary struggles of the oppressed nations and
peoples, nor save imperialism from its final doom.

In 1913, in the course of his struggle against oppor-
tunism, Lenin pointed out, in expounding the historical
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destiny of the doctrines of Karl Marx, that although
Marxism had been subjected to distortions by the op-
portunists, the development of the revolutionary struggles
of the people in all countries had continuously brought
it new confirmation and new triumphs. Lenin correctly
predicted that “a still greater triumph awaits Marxism,
as the doctrine of the proletariat, in the period of history
that is now ensuing”.! Now we feel that Marxism-
Leninism is at a new and important historical juncture.
The struggle between the Marxist-Leninist trend and the
anti-Marxist-Leninist revisionist trend is once again being
placed on the Communist agenda in all countries in an
acute form. We are profoundly convinced that however
complicated the course of the struggle, the Marxist~
Leninist trend will eventually triumph.

More than a century ago, in the Communist Manifesto
Marx and Engels made the courageous and gallant call
to the whole world — “Let the ruling classes tremble at
a Communistic revolution. The proletarians have
nothing to lose but their chains. They have a world to
win.” This great call inspires all revolutionaries dedi-
cated to the cause of communism and the proletariat the
world over, and imbues them with full confidence about
the future, so that they will resolutely break through all
obstacles and boldly advance. At the present time, the
ranks of the international proletariat are growing stronger
and stronger, the political consciousness of the people of
all countries is constantly rising, the struggles for world
peace, national liberation, democracy and socialism are
gaining victory after victory, and the great ideas of
socialism and communism are attracting ever greater

11Ibid., p. 86.
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numbers among the oppressed nations and peoples who
find themselves in a difficult and bitter plight. Let im-
perialism and the reactionaries tremble before the great
revolutionary tide of the working class and of all
oppressed nations and peoples of the world! Marxism-
Leninism will finally triumph! The revolutionary cause
of the working class and of the people the world over will

finally triumph!




LENINISM AND
MODERN REVISIONISM

“Hongqi’ (Red Flag) Editorial, No. 1, 1963




Leninism, the fundamental revolutionary principles of
Marxism expounded by the great Lenin, which represents
a new stage in the development of Marxism, is being as-
sailed, distorted and adulterated by the modern revision-
ists more viciously than ever before.

The essential thing about Leninism is that it has carrled
the teachings of Marx and Engels further, providing a
scientific analysis of capitalism’s sharpening contradic-
tions in its development to the stage of imperialism, and
further enriching Marxist theory and tactics on prole-
tarian revolution and proletarian dictatorship. The Great
October Revolution achieved victory under the direct
leadership of Lenin. Carrying on the cause of the Octo-
ber Revolution, the Chinese people and the people of
many other countries have also won a series of victories.
These are victories for Marxism, victories for Leninism.

Lenin once said that “this doctrine [of Marx] had to
fight at every step in its course”. Similarly, Leninism
developed in the course of struggle against the revision-
ism of the Second International. Every new confirma-
tion and victory of Leninism has unavoidably been ac-
companied by “one battle after another against political
stupidity, vulgarity, opportunism, etc.”?

The old-line revisionists of the Second International
often used what they called “new data on economic

1lenin, “Marxism and Revisionism”, Selected Works, F.L.P.H,
Moscow, 1950, Vol. 1, Part 1, p. 87.
2L enin, “Letter to Inessa Armand”, Collected Works, 4th Rus-

sian ed., Moscow, Vol. 35, p. 209.
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development” to confuse the masses and cut the revolu-
tionary soul out of Marxism, while falsely displaying
the colours of “Marxism”. History is repeating itself
under different circumstances and in different forms.
The modern revisionists, while falsely displaying the
colours of ‘“Leninism” and talking glibly about being
“faithful to Lenin”, are actually repeating the same proc-
ess of using certain “new data” on historical develop-
ment to confuse people, undermine the revolutionary
teachings of Leninism and assail the essentials of Lenin-
ism, ie., Lenin’s teachings on imperialism and his theory
and tactics on proletarian revolution and proletarian dic-
tatorship.

Like the revisionism-opportunism of the Second Inter-
national, modern revisionism is trying hard to cover up
the contradictions of capitalism and imperialism and to
deny that imperialism is moribund, decaying capitalism
whose days are numbered. It has gore so far as to
describe modern imperialism as “peaceful” and “demo-
cratic”’, “supra-imperialism”. The modern revisionists
represented by the Tito group of Yugoslavia have
especially tried to make the imperialist monopoly-
capitalist state machine look attractive. They describe
the so-called policy of nationalization, state-monopoly
capitalism and state economic intervention in the impe-
rialist countries and capitalist countries in general in
such terms as “the growth of socialist factors”, ‘the
realization of planned economy”, “the beginning of the
process of socialist transformation”, ete. They prate
about ‘‘gradual change”, ‘“the integration of revolution
and reform”, “entering deeply into the socialist era”,
and so on. But they never have a single word to say
about the need, in the transition from capitalism to so-
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cialism, to make a revolution that will smash the bour-
geois state machine and to replace bourgeois dictatorship
with proletarian dictatorship. It is well known that the
fundamental Marxist standpoint which Lenin took great
pains to expound was precisely that of the revolution
to smash the bourgeois state machine and the replace-
ment of bourgeois dictatorship by proletarian dictator-
ship. For without such a revolution, all talk about
socialist transformation will be meaningless, and state-
monopoly capitalism will remain capitalism and nothing
else. Lenin well said that the existence and growth
of monopoly capitalism, including state-monopoly capital-
ism, can only demonstrate the maturing of the material
prerequisites for socialism and the impending approach
and inevitability of the socialist revolution, but cannot in
any way serve “as an argument in favour of tolerating
the repudiation of such a revolution and the efforts to
make capitalism look more attractive, an occupation in
which all the reformists are engaged”.!

Herein lies a fundamental difference in the appraisal
of our epoch. When Marxist-Leninists say that “the main
content of our epoch is the transition from capitalism
to socialism which was begun by the Great October So-
cialist Revolution in Russia”? they base themselves on
the viewpoint of proletarian revolution and proletarian
dictatorship, and on the fundamental experience of the
Great October Socialist Revolution. But the modern
revisionists, shunning this viewpoint like the plague, dis-
tort the experience of the October Revolution and avoid

1Lenin, “The State and Revolution”, Selected Works, F.L.P.H.,
Moscow, 1952, Vol. 2, Part 1, p. 270.

2 Declaration of the Meeting of Representatives of the Com-
munist and Workers’ Parties, held in Moscow, November 1957.
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referring to the road of the October Revolution as the
common road leading to the emancipation of mankind.
As a matter of fact, they regard our epoch as one of
“capitalism peacefully growing into socialism”.

Marxism-Leninism has always attached importance to
the struggle for democracy. In countries where the bour-
geois-democratic revolution has not yet been accom-
plished, the proletariat must mobilize the masses, make
every effort to lead the bourgeois-democratic revolution
and fight for its victory. In countries where bourgeois
democracy exists, the proletariat should utilize the demo-
cratic rights already won to fight for more democratic
rights in order to educate, arouse and organize the masses
to fight the bourgeois system of exploitation and viclence.
After the seizure of power, the proletariat should solidify
and strengthen the dictatorship of the proletariat and
at the same time give effect to widespread democracy
under highly centralized guidance. In other words, it
must enforce dictatorship over the enemy and practise
pevple’s democracy within the ranks of the people in order
to ensure the successful building of socialism and com-
munism. Democracy invariably has a class character.
Marxist-Leninists have always treated the problem of
democracy in its historical context and have never talked
about “democracy in the abstract” or “democracy in
general”,

Lenin emphasized that under capitalism, the pro-
letariat can retain its independence only if it makes
its struggle for democracy serve its over-all objective
of proletarian dictatorship.! He went on to point out

1 Cf. Lenin, “The Socialist Revolution and the Right of Nations
to Self-Determination”, Selected Works, International Publishers,
New York, 1943, Vol. 5, p. 273.
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that the replacement of bourgeois dictatorship by pro-
letarian dictatorship means an extension of democracy
which is of world-wide historic significance; it means a
change from bogus democracy to genuine democracy; and
it means depriving the exploiting few of democratic
rights and enabling the working people, the overwhelr'n—
ing majority, to enjoy democracy- To think that the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat implies the rejection of de-
mocracy is a degenerate “liberal and false assertion”
which loses sight of the class struggle.! Like the old-line
revisionists, the modern revisionists use every kind of
pretext to obliterate the class character of democracy and
the difference between bourgeois and proletarian de-
mocracy. In championing “democracy in general” or
“democracy of the whole people”, they are actually malf-
ing a fetish of bourgeois democracy, i.e., of bourgeois
dictatorship. Proceeding from this viewpoint, they do
their utmost to confound revolution with reform and to
limit and confine all their work to the scope permitted
by bourgeois dictatorship. Lenin long ago repudiated
this extremely wrong point of view:

It would be very absurd to think that the most
profound revolution in the history of mankind, .tpat
the first transference of power from the exploiting
minority to the exploited majority that has ever oc-
curred in the world, could proceed within the old frame-
work of bourgeois parliamentary democracy, that it
could proceed without extremely sharp changes, with-

in, “ i Renegade
1Cf. Lenin, “The Proletarian Revolution and the
Kautsky”, Selected Works, F.L.P.H.,, Moscow, Vol. 2, Part 2, pp.

40, 48-57.
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out creating new forms of democracy, new institutions
employing the new conditions for its application, etc.!

This proposition of Lenin’s has proved correct in
relation to the October Revolution and also completely
correct in relation to the victories subsequently won by a
number of other countries in their socialist revolution.
Yet the modern revisionists persist in exactly the absurd
theory Lenin refuted. Under socialism, the modern re-
visionists, again on the pretext of “democracy in general”,
deny the class character of democracy and strive to
achieve their objective of gradually eliminating the dicta-
torship of the proletariat in order to facilitate the gradual
restoration of capitalism in a certain form.

On the question of the fight for world peace and peace-
ful coexistence, too, the modern revisionists have very
greatly vulgarized Leninism and completely adulterated it.

Ever since the first socialist state in the world made its
appearance, all Marxist-Leninists, from Lenin onward,
have considered it a major task for socialist countries to
work for peaceful coexistence between countries with dif-
ferent social systems and to oppose the imperialist policies
of aggression and war. The Communist Party of China
headed by Comrade Mao Tse-tung has always held that
disputes between nations should be settled by peaceful
means and not by force. This Chinese Communist
Party view is not only constantly reiterated in our
statements but is firmly expressed in our policies and
actions. The whole world knows that the People’s Re-

1TLenin, “Theses and Report on Bourgeois Democracy and the
Dictatorship of the Proletariat, Submitted to the First Congress
of the Communist International”, Selected Works, International
Publishers, New York, Vol. 7, p. 230.
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public of China was an initiator of the Five Principles of
Peaceful Coexistence and has steadfastly put them into
practice. All the attempts of the imperialists, reaction-
aries and modern revisionists to obliterate these facts are
vain.

Of course, the policy of peace pursued by the socialist
countries has not eliminated the various contradictions
existing objectively in the world, namely, the contradic-
tion between the socialist and the imperialist countries,
the contradiction between the bourgeoisie and the prole-
tariat in the capitalist countries, the contradiction between
imperialism and the oppressed nations, the contradictions
between the imperialist powers and the contradictions
between the various monopoly groups inside each impe-
rialist country. Marxist-Leninists take the view that,
whether in the past, present or future, there can be no
ignoring or covering up of these contradictions — as such
political philistines as the modern revisionists are trying
to do —if world peace is to be secured and peaceful co-
existence between the socialist countries and countries
with different social systems is to be achieved. Marxist-
Leninists, including the Chinese Communists, have always
held that peaceful coexistence between the socialist coun-
tries and countries with different social systems can be at-
tained and that the world war the imperialists are seeking
to kindle can be prevented, provided the socialist countries
persist in their policy of peace, and provided the people’s
revolutionary forces in various countries and all the
Peace-loving countries and people of the world unite in
resolute and effective struggle against the imperialist
forces of aggression and war, manacle the imperialists
In various ways and narrow down the latter’s sphere of
Operation. At the same time, Marxist-Leninists have
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consistently held that the strivings for peaceful coexist-
ence between the socialist countries and countries with
different social systems on the one hand, and the class
struggle within the capitalist countries and the revolu-
tionary anti-imperialist struggles of the oppressed na-
tions on the other, are two different matters and two
different kinds of problem, and that the former cannot
replace or negate the latter. The struggle waged by
the oppressed people in the capitalist countries and the
struggle of the oppressed nations are helpful to the
strivings for world peace and for peaceful coexistence
between countries with different social systems. The
attempt of the modern revisionists to restrict, weaken and
even negate the revolutionary struggles of the ovpressed
peoples and oppressed nations by hypocritical appeals for
“peace” and “peaceful coexistence” is in complete accord
with the wishes of the imperialists and the reactionaries
of various countries and is most damaging to the struggle
for peace and for peaceful coexistence between countries
with different social systems.

Just as the old-line revisionists attacked Marxism un-
der the pretext of opposing dogmatism, so the modern
revisionists use the same pretext to attack Leninism. As
far back as the beginning of the 20th century, Lenin wrote
that the reformists and revisionists in the working-class
movement in various countries “all belong to the same
family, all extol each other, learn from each other, and
together come out against ‘dogmatic’ Marxism”.! Has
not the picture Lenin drew sixty years ago re-
appeared today in new historical conditions? The only

1Lenin, “What Is to Be Done?” Selected Works, F.L.P.H. Mos-
cow, Vol. 1, Part 1, p. 208.
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difference is that the modern revisionists are more un-
scrupulous in their attacks on Marxism-~Leninism. For
example, some persons indulging in sheer fabrication
say that the “dogmatists” want “to demonstrate the
superiority of socialism and communism over capitalism
by means of war”. What is this but 2 most absurd slander
levelled at Marxist-Leninists and a contemptible attempt
to curry favour with imperialism and the reactionaries of
various countries?

Moreover, the modern revisionists give voice to pure
inventions such as that the revolutionary Marxist-
Leninists, whom they label “dogmatists”, “reject” certain
necessary compromises. We would like to tell these
modern revisionists that no serious-minded Marxist-
Leninist rejects all compromises indiscriminately. In the
course of our protracted revolutionary struggle, we Chi-
nese Communists reached compromises on many oc-
casions with our enemies, internal and external. For
example, we came fo a compromise with the reactionary
Chiang Kai-shek clique. We also came to a compromise
with the U.S. imperialists, in the struggle to aid Korea
and resist U.S. aggression. For Marxist-Leninists, the
question is what kind of compromise to arrive at, its
nhature, and how to bring it about. Lenin rightly said
that “to reject compromises ‘on principle’, to reject the
admissibility of compromises in general, no matter of
what kind, is childishness, which it is difficult even to
take seriously.”* As Lenin also told us, a political leader
Who desires to be useful to the revolutionary proletariat
must know how to distinguish compromises that are per-

s 1lenin, “‘Left-Wing’ Communism, an Infantile Disorder”,
elecied Works, in two volumes, Moscow, Vol. 2, Part 2, p. 359.
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missible and in the interests of the people’s cause from
those that are impermissible and are an expression of
treachery. It is precisely in accordance with ILenin’s
teachings that we Chinese Communists distinguish be-
tween different kinds of compromise, favouring those
which are in the interests of the people’s cause and of
world peace, and opposing those that are in the nature of
treachery. It is perfectly clear that only those guilty
now of adventurism, now of capitulationism, are the ones
whose ideoclogy is Trotskyism, or Trotskyism in a new
guise.

In April 1946, Comrade Mao Tse-tung wrote in his
article “Some Points in Appraisal of the Present Inter-
national Situation” that it was possible for the socialist
countries to reach agreement with the imperialist coun-
tries through peaceful negotiation and make necessary
compromise on some issues, including certain important
ones. Comrade Mao Tse-tung holds that “such com-
promise . . . can be the outcome only of resolute, effective
struggles by all the democratic forces of the world against
the reactionary forces of the United States, Britain and
France”. He adds, “Such compromise does not re-
quire the people in the countries of the capitalist world
to follow suit and make compromises at home. The peo-
ple in those countries will continue to wage different
struggles in accordance with their different conditions.”
This analysis advanced by Comrade Mao Tse-tung is
scientific; it is 2 Marxist and Leninist analysis. The policy
we Chinese Communists pursue in international affairs has
all along been formulated according to this proposition
of Comrade Mao Tse-tung’s.

1 Mao Tse-tung, Selected Works, Foreign Languages Press,
Peking, 1961, Vol. IV, p. 8T.
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However, the imperialists, the reactionaries of various
countries and the modern revisionists invariably attempt
to hurt us through every kind of slander. We should be
aware that in history never has there been a revolution-
ary party which was not vilified by the enemy and his
agents. The great Bolsheviks were subjected to countless
enemy calumnies. “They fulminated against the Bol-
sheviks who were consistently described as ‘sectarians,
dogmatists, Blanquists, anarchists, etc’”*  All revolu-
tionary Marxist-Leninists the world over are now being
subjected to attacks by the modern revisionists, and it is
a matter for deep regret that Comrade Togliatti should
have joined in such attacks.

The modern revisionists have made many charges
against the Chinese Communist Party. Why? Is it not
because we resolutely defend the purity of Marxism-
Leninism? Is it not because we categorically refuse to
bargain over principles and categorically refuse to make
concessions as regards theory? Is it not because we stand
firm against both modern revisionism and dogmatism,
against both Right and “Left” opportunism, against both
capitulationism and adventurism, against both unprin-
cipled accommodation and sectarianism which alienates
one from the masses, and against both great-power chau-
vinism and the various kinds of reactionary nationalism?

Some people go to great lengths to attack, at every
available opportunity and with shameless misrepresenta-
tion, the thesis of the Chinese Communist Party that “‘im-
perialism and all reactionaries are paper tigers”. This
thesis is derived from Lenin’s scientific proposition that

1Lenin, “Tactics of the Russian Social-Democratic Labour Party
During the Election Campaign”, Collected Works, 4th Russian ed,,
Moscow, Vol. 12, p. 123.
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imperialism is moribund and decaying capitalism, from
the many years of China’s revolutionary experience and
from all historical revolutionary experience. It is in full
accord with Lenin’s description of imperialism as a
“colossus with feet of clay”, as a “bugbear”, as an
“enemy who appears so strong” and as “capitalist beasts

. . absolutely incapable of doing us any harm”. These
people constantly boast of acting in accord with Lenin’s
principles. But in fact they invariably deviate from them
and from the essence of Leninism, that is, from Lenin’s
teachings on imperialism, on proletarian revolution and
proletarian dictatorship. Do they not clearly reveal them-
selves to be far removed from Leninism on the question of
how to appraise the nature of imperialism? In the final
analysis, those who wildly attack the thesis that “im-
perialism and all reactionaries are paper tigers” are mere-
ly chiming in with imperialism, assiduously spreading the
idea among peoples who desire revolution that the im-
perialist forces of aggression must not be resisted, that
the imperialist system cannot be overthrown, and that
revolution of any kind is undesirable and hopeless.

For many years U.S. imperialism and its partners have
been using nuclear blackmail against the people of the
world: “whoever defies our domination will be destroyed”.
All the demagogic propaganda which the modern
revisionists represented by the Tito group have been
conducting among the masses on the subject of nuclear
weapons is entirely in tune with U.S. imperialism’s nu-
clear blackmail. All genuine Marxist-Leninists, including
the Chinese Communists, consistently and resolutely op-
pose the imperialist policy of nuclear war and stand firmly
for the banning and scrapping of nuclear weapons. The
Government of the People’s Republic of China has re-
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peatedly proposed that a zone free of atomic weapons be
established in the Asian and Pacific region embracing all
the countries there, including the United States. All
genuine Marxist-Leninists, including the Chinese Com-
munists, always maintain that the people of all countries
must grasp their destiny in their own hands and not be
cowed by the U.S. imperialist policy of nuclear black-
mail. At the same time, they maintain that the socialist
countries should rely on the just strength of the people
and their own just policies and should in no wise engage
in nuclear gambles in the international arena. The
modern revisionists are obviously well aware of these
correct views of the Marxist-Leninists. However, they
deliberately lie to deceive the masses, alleging that the
“dogmatists” hope to “push mankind to the brink of
nuclear war”. The modern revisionists often talk about
“morality”. But where is their “morality” when they
tell such lies? Have they not completely abandoned the
ordinary morality of human conduct?

To distort and attack the theses and the standpoint
of the genuine Marxist-Leninists, the modern revisionists
have spread a series of deliberate lies for the purpose of
preventing the oppressed peoples and oppressed nations
from rising in revolution and fighting for their emancipa-
tion. In the eyes of the modern revisionists, any revolu-
tion and any action supporting revolution runs counter
to the “logic of survival”, now that nuclear weapons
and similar military techniques exist. In faet, what
they call the “logic of survival” is the logic of slaves,
2 logic that would paralyse the revolutionary will of the
people of all countries, bind them up hand and foot and
make them the submissive slaves of imperialism and of
the reactionaries of various countries. The Marxist-
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Leninists are firmly opposed to this slave logic and main-
tain that the people should emancipate themselves and
build a happy, new life as their own masters. This is an
irresistible law of social development.

The modern revisionists believe that, under the present
historical conditions, it will be good enough just to
muddle along. So what point is there in differentiating
between classes, differentiating the proletariat from the
bourgeoisie, imperialism from the oppressed nations, cap-
italism from socialism, just wars from unjust wars, and
revolution from counter-revolution? To them, all these
differentiations have lost their significance for the pres-
ent “epoch” and are “dogmatic”. In short, they have
actually thrown all the teachings of Marxism and Lenin-
ism to the winds. At the same time, they insist that who-
ever does not agree with their viewpoint and practice and
does not speak and act in response to their baton is “vio-
lating” Marxism-Leninism, “denying” the creativeness of
Marxism-Leninism, “attacking” the policy of peaceful
coexistence, and is a “pseudo-revolutionary”, a “Left ad-
venturist”, a “dogmatist”’, a “sectarian”, a ‘“nationalist”,
and so on and so forth.

Lenin denounced the revisionist-opportunists of the
Second International, saying that “this non-class or above-
class, alleged general democratic presentation of the ques-
tion is a downright mockery of the fundamental tenet
of socialism, viz., the tenet of the class struggle”.! This
presentation is still more conspicuous in the preach-
ings and policies of the modern revisionists. They deny

1Lenin, “Theses and Report on Bourgeois Democracy and the
Dictatorship of the Proletariat, Submitted to the First Congress
of the Communist International”, Selected Works, International
Publishers, New York, Vol. 7, p. 223.
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that the masses of the people are the motive force and the
creators of history. They hold that changes in the inter-
national situation and the destiny of mankind are dictated
by the “leading personalities” of a few great powers,
dictated by their good sense or lack of it, and are not de-
termined by the combined strength and united struggle of
the people throughout the world. Some persons have
even set their hearts on being in the same boat with the
leading personalities of the imperialist countries, which
they regard as “‘the greatest honour”, but do not want to
be in the same boat with the masses of the world. Is it not
strange that such persons should have appeared in the
ranks of Marxist-Leninists?
Lenin said:

Lack of faith in the masses, fear of their initiative,
fear of their independence, trepidation before their
revolutionary energy instead of thorough and un-
stinted support of it— this is where the S-R.’s and
Menshevik leaders have sinned most.

This is the very sin of the modern revisionists.
Lenin said:

To determine its conduct from case to case, fo adapt
itself to the events of the day and to the chops and
changes of petty politics, to forget the basic interests
of the proletariat, the main features of the capitalist
system as a whole and of capitalist evolution as a
whole; to sacrifice these basic interests for the real or

1 Lenin, “One of the Fundamentzal Questions of the Revolution”,
Collected Works, International Publishers, New York, Vol. 21,
Book 1. pp. 167-68.
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assumed advantages, of the moment — such is the policy
of revisionism.!

Behaving thus, the revisionists always boast of their
“wisdom” and “creativeness” and trumpet forth their
views as the “latest theories”. In fact, the “latest theo-
ries” of the modern revisionists are simply variations in
modern conditions of the fallacies of Bernstein, Kautsky
and other old-line revisionists and simply refurbished
versions of the stock arguments which bourgeois reaction
uses to fool the people.

Revisionism is opium to anaesthetize the people;
it is beguiling music for the consolation of slaves. As
a political grouping, revisionism constitutes a detachment
of the bourgeoisie within the working-class movement,
an important social prop for the bourgeoisie and for impe-
rialism. As a trend of thought, revisionism will never
fail to appear in varying guises at different times so
long as capitalism and imperialism are in existence. In
January 1917, when the Second International had be-
come bankrupt in practice as well as in theory, Lenin
made the prediction:

During these decades, .. . new Plekhanovs, new
Scheidemanns, new sentimental conciliators like Kaut-
sky will grow up from the depths of the “united” inter-
national Social-Democracy.?

History has confirmed Lenin’s foresight. In fact, shortly
after Lenin’s death a serious struggle between Marxist-
Leninists and anti-Marxist-Leninists arose in the inter-

1Lenin, “Marxism and Revisionism”, Selected Works, F.L.P.H.,
Moscow, Vol, 1, Part 1, p, 94.

2Lenin, “A Turn in World Politics”, Collected Works, New
York, 1942, Vol. 19, p. 428.
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national communist movement. It was the struggle
between, on the one hand, the Leninists headed by Stalin
and, on the other, Trotsky, Bukharin and other “Left”
adventurists and Right opportunists. In conjunction
with that struggle there was the protracted struggle in
the Chinese Communist Party which the Marxist-Leninists
led by Comrade Mao Tse-tung waged against the “Left”
adventurists and the Right opportunists. Now another
serious struggle lies before us, the struggle of the Marxist-
Leninists against the anti-Marxist-Leninists, i.e., the
modern revisionists.

The Moscow Declaration of 1957 points out that “the
main danger at present is revisionism”, and that “the
existence of bourgeois influence is an internal source of
revisionism, while surrender to imperialist pressure is
its external source”. In the capitalist and imperialist
countries, the general cause of the emergence of re-
visionism, which was analysed by Lenin, still exists
today. Lenin said that “the comparatively peaceful and
cultured existence of a stratum of privileged workers
made them ‘bourgeois’, gave them crumbs from the prof-
its of their own national capital, and isolated them from
the sufferings, miseries and revolutionary sentiments of
the ruined and impoverished masses”.! This state of
affairs is still in evidence today and is indeed more
striking than ever.

The tactics used by the imperialists and the re-
actionaries in dealing with the masses of the people are
dictated by their needs: at times they resort to outright
violence, at others they adopt certain measures of reform;

1Lenin, “The Collapse of the Second International”, Seleéted
Works, New York, Vol. 5. p. 204.
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at times they make use of crude threats, at others they
make seeming, petty concessions. These two kinds of
methods are used either alternately or together in some
intricate combination. Generally speaking, the more
powerful the proletariat, the more cunning the policy
usually adopted by the bourgeoisic in order to instil
illusions in the working-class movement and evoke an
opportunist response. Lenin said:

The zigzags of bourgeois tactics intensify revisionism
within the labour movement and not infrequently ex-
acerbate the differences within the labour movement
to the pitch of a direct split.!

His words should always serve as a warning to the inter-
national working-class movement.

Today the dark clouds of revisionism hang over the
international working-class movement. The modern re-
visionists are openly engaged in splitting activities. Of
course, the emergence of modern revisionism is a bad
thing. But since its emergence was inevitable and since
its existence is an objective reality, its public appearance
enables people to see, discern and understand the harm
it does. Thus the bad thing will be turned to good ac-
count. The modern revisionists appear to be jubilant be-
cause of the support they are receiving from imperial-
ism. But truth will eventually prevail over falsehood
and Marxism-Leninism over modern revisionism. The
modern revisionists may bluster for a time with their
absurd announcements that Marxism-Leninism is “out
of date”. However, in the end it is not modern revision-

11enin, “Differences in the European Labour Movement”,
Selected Works, New York, Vol. 11, p. T42.
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ism, but Marxism-Leninism — which is in accord with
the historical development of human society ——that is
certain to triumph and to grow. This has been proved
by history.

The situation in which the international working-class
movement finds itself today is much better than in the
past. Now, there stands the mighty socialist camp with
a total population of one thousand million. There exists
the powerful world-wide army of Marxist-Leninists, and
the people throughout the world are awakened as never
before. There is the surging movement of national and
democratic revolution. For imperialism, things are going
from bad to worse. As for socialist revolution, to the
rich experience gained in Europe and Asia has been added
the highly important and brilliant experience of Latin
America. These experiences have enriched the treasury
of Marxism-Leninism, and are ideclogically arming the
revolutionary people of all countries. These experiences
are diametrically opposed to modern revisionism. They
are objective and historical reality, and all the attempts
on the part of the modern revisionists to tamper with
and twist these experiences are in vain.

The international ideological struggle between revolu-
tionary Marxism and revisionism towards the end of the
nineteenth century was the prelude to great revolu-
tionary battles waged by the proletariat. Today’s inter-
national ideological struggle against modern revisionism,
waged under the great banner of Leninism, will
prove a symbol and a signal for the growth of the
great proletarian revolutionary movement and all peo-
ples’ revolutionary movements on a still broader scale.
Guided by Marxism-Leninism, the revolutionary move-
ments of the people of various countries form an irresisti-
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ble torrent. In 1913, Lenin concluded his article “The
Historical Destiny of the Doctrine of Karl Marx” with
the sentence, . . . a still greater triumph awaits Marx-
ism, as the doctrine of the proletariat, in the period of
history that is now ensuing.’”* Similarly, today in our
great new epoch of revolution—a great new epoch
when the socialist countries have won one triumph
after another in construction, when the liberation move-
ments are rising in tempestuous waves in Asia, Africa
and Latin America, and when a new spirit of awakening
has emerged within the working class and among
the oppressed peoples in Europe and America—it can
be predicted that a still greater triumph awaits Leninism.

Guided by the great Leninist ideology, let us raise aloft
the banner of the unity of the international communist
movement, the banner of the unity of all the countries
in the socialist camp, the banner of the great friendship
and unity between China and the Soviet Union, the ban-
ner of the unity of the Communist and Workers’ Parties
of all countries, the banner of the unity of the people
of all countries, and the revolutionary banner of the
Moscow Declaration and the Moscow Statement, in the
common fight against imperialism and the reactionaries,
in defence of world peace and for the progressive and
righteous cause of the liberation of mankind!

1Yy enin, Selected Works, F.L.P.H., Moscow, Vol. 1, Part 1, p. 86.
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LET US UNITE ON THE BASIS OF
THE MOSCOW DECLARATION AND
THE MOSCOW STATEMENT

“Renmin Ribao” (People’s Daily) Editorial,
January 27, 1963




The Sixth Congress of the Socialist Unity Party of Ger-
many was held from January 15 to January 21.

In their attempts to stop the successful development of
the people’s struggles for world peace, national liberation,
democracy and socialism, the imperialists, the reaction-
aries of various countries and the Yugoslav revisionists
are at the present time using every means to disrupt the
unity of the peoples of the world, and especially the unity
of the socialist camp and of the international communist
movement. The Communists of all countries and all pro-
gressive mankind are deeply worried and disturbed over
the ever-increasing harm that is being done to the unity
of the international communist ranks, and they are
cagerly demanding the ironing out of differences and the
strengthening of unity in the common struggle against
the enemy on the basis of the Moscow Declaration and
the Moscow Statement.

It was our hope that, meeting in these circumstances,
the Congress of the Socialist Unity Party of Germany
would contribute to the unity of the socialist camp and of
the international communist movement by adhering to the
Moscow Declaration and the Moscow Statement. The
German Democratic Republic stands on the western front
of the socialist camp, and is facing the menace of the
West German militarism backed by U.S. imperialism. The
Spearhead of the struggle should naturally have been
directed against our common enemies; there was not the
slightest reason for this Congress to repeat practices
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which grieve those near and dear to us all and gladden
the enemy.

Unfortunately, events at the Congress ran counter to
our hope.

The outstanding features of the Congress were that
while much was said about stopping attacks and strength-
ening unity among the fraternal Parties, extremely
crude attacks were continued against the Chinese Com-
munist Party and other fraternal Parties, attacks which
further widen differences and damage unity, and that
while much was said about supporting the Moscow Dec-
laration and the Moscow Statement, brazen attempts,
which were in open violation of the Moscow Declaration
and the Moscow Statement, were made to reverse the
verdict passed on the Tito clique of renegades to Marx-
ism-Leninism.

When in the course of his speech the head of the Chi-
nese Communist Party Delegation, which attended the
Congress by invitation, quoted and discussed the criti-
cisms of Yugoslav revisionism made in the Moscow State-
ment, the executive chairman of the Congress repeatedly
stopped him. Prompted by this cue, there was an uproar
of booing, whistling and foot-stamping in the congress
hall. It is indeed strange and almost incredible for such
a phenomenon to occur in the international communist
movement, When the delegate of the Chinese Communist
Party ended his speech, the executive chairman of the
Congress went so far as to protest. He stated that he
“most decidedly rejected” the criticism of Yugoslav re-
visionism made by the delegate of the Communist Party
of China and described it as “contradicting all the norms
prevailing among Communist and revolutionary Workers’
Parties”. Following this, the Soviet newspaper Izvestia
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attacked the delegate of the Communist Party of China
for his criticism of Yugoslav revisionism, stating that it
was “utterly impermissible”.

This Congress of the Socialist Unity Party of Germany
has posed the following vitally important questions to the
Communists of the whole world: Are the ranks of the in-
ternational communist movement to be united or not?
Is there to be genuine unity or sham unity? On what
basis is there to be unity —is there to be unity on the
basis of the Moscow Declaration and the Moscow State-
ment, or “unity” on the basis of the Yugoslav revisionist
programme or on some other basis? In other words,
are differences to be ironed out and unity strengthened,
or are differences to be widened and a split created?

The Chinese Communists, all Marxist-Leninists and all
progressive mankind unanimously desire to uphold unity
and oppose a split, to secure genuine unity and oppose a
sham unity, to defend the common foundation of the
unity of the international communist movement and
oppose the undermining of this foundation, and to uphold
and strengthen the unity of the socialist camp and of the
international communist movement on the basis of the
Moscow Declaration and the Moscow Statement,

The Chinese Communist Party has always held that the
unity of the socialist camp and of the international com-
munist movement is the reliable guarantee of victory for
the revolution of the people in all countries, for the strug-
gle against imperialism and its running dogs, for the cause
of world peace, national liberation, democracy and
socialism, and for the communist cause throughout the
world. The basis for such unity is Marxism-Leninism
and proletarian internationalism, the Moscow Declaration
of 1957 and the Moscow Statement of 1960. These two
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documents of vital and historic importance were unani-
mously agreed upon by the Communist and Workers’
Parties of all countries and constitute the common pro-
gramme of the international communist movement. Only
by strict adherence to them is it possible to strengthen
unity and is it possible to have genuine unity. Violation
of these two documents can only result in the undermin-
ing of unity or in a sham unity. It is the sacred duty of
Communists in all countries resolutely to uphold both
the revolutionary principles and the common principles
guiding relations among fraternal Parties and coun-
tries laid down in the Moscow Declaration and the
Moscow Statement and to wage an uncompromising
struggle against all words and deeds violating the
Moscow Declaration and the Moscow Statement.

The Communist Party of China has consistently worked
to uphold and strengthen the unity of the socialist camp
and of the international communist movement. In 19586,
the imperialists, the reactionaries of various countries and
the Yugoslav revisionists organized a world-wide anti-
Soviet and anti-Communist onslaught and engineered a
counter-revolutionary revolt in Hungary. Together with
other fraternal Parties the Communist Party of China
waged a resolute struggle, thus safeguarding Marxism-
Leninism and defending the socialist camp. Through their
joint efforts and full consultations at the 1957 and 1960
Moscow meetings, the other fraternal Parties and the
Chinese Communist Party formulated a common line for
the international communist movement and established
common principles guiding the mutual relations of fra-
ternal Parties and countries. At these two meetings, we
conducted a necessary struggle against certain wrong
tendencies detrimental to unity and also made necessary
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compromises on certain matters, thus contributing to the
unanimous agreement reached at the meetings.

At the 22nd Congress of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union in 1961, when there occurred the first serious
incident in which one Party at its own congress made an
open attack by name on another fraternal Party, that
is, on the Albanian Party of Labour, the delegation of
the Chinese Communist Party voiced firm opposition
and proffered sincere advice, There and then we point-
ed out that a practice of this kind “does not help unity
and is not helpful to resolving problems. To bring a
dispute between fraternal Parties and fraternal countries
into the open in the face of the enemy cannot be regarded
as a serious Marxist-Leninist attitude. Such an attitude
will only grieve those near and dear to us and gladden
the enemy. The Communist Party of China sincerely
hopes that fraternal Parties which have disputes or dif-
ferences between them will unite afresh on the basis of
Marxism-Leninism and on the basis of mutual respect
for independence and equality.” It is regrettable that our
efforts failed to prevent a further deterioration in Soviet-
Albanian relations. Our good intentions were even sub-
jected to repeated censure by certain people.

In its desire to uphold the principles guiding the
mutual relations of fraternal Parties and countries and
to strengthen unity, the Chinese Communist Party in
April 1962 gave its active support to the proposals made
by some fraternal Parties for easing relations and im-
proving the atmosphere, and, in a letter to the fraternal
Party concerned, formally expressed its opinion that a
meeting of representatives of the Communist and Work-
ers’ Parties of all countries should be convened to iron
out differences and strengthen uvnity through comradely
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discussion and consultation. We also pointed out that,

prior to such a meeting, all fraternal Parties should make

extensive preparations, including the cessation of radio
and press attacks on another fraternal Party, in order
to create favourable conditions for the meeting and
ensure its success.

To our great distress, these positive proposals of the |

Communist Party of China and some other fraternal

Parties have not evoked a corresponding response from |
the fraternal Party concerned. On the contrary, the j
practice of violating the principles guiding relations ;

among fraternal Parties and countries, and especially

the vicious practice of openly attacking other fraternal

Parties by name at a Party congress, has gone from bad

to worse. At every one of the recent congresses of fra- |

ternal Parties the attacks on the Albanian Party of
Labour were continued and attacks were made against

the Communist Party of China, while at one congress the

Korean Workers’ Party, too, was attacked.

This adverse current, which runs counter to the
Moscow Declaration and the Moscow Statement and
which is disrupting the unity of the international com-

munist movement, reached a new climax at the Sixth }
Congress of the Socialist Unity Party of Germany. There, |
the Yugoslav revisionist clique was shielded in many
ways, while the fraternal Party delegate who criticized §
Yugoslav revisionism in accordance with the Moscow
Statement was treated in an utterly uncomradely and
rude manner. Such behaviour is extremely vulgar as §
well as completely futile. In the view of certain com-~
rades, adherence to the principles of the Moscow State- |
ment, which had been unanimously agreed upon by the 1}

fraternal Parties, was utterly impermissible and illegiti-
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mate while the Yugoslav revisionism condemned by the
Moscow Statement was to be welcomed and was legiti-
mate. On the one hand, they wantonly attacked com-
rades who adhere to Marxism-Leninism, and on the other,
they talked volubly of uniting with out-and-out revi-
sionists. On the one hand, they used every conceivable
method to deprive delegates of fraternal Parties opposing
Yugoslav revisionism of the opportunity to speak, and
on the other, they applauded the betrayers of Marxism-
Leninism. This outrageous practice was all the more
serious because it was carefully planned.

Here we must state in all seriousness that the interna-
tional communist movement is at a critical juncture. The
Moscow Declaration and the Moscow Statement — the
common basis of the unity of the Communist and Work-
ers’ Parties of all countries —are in great danger of
being publicly torn up. The unity of the socialist camp
and of the international communist movement is under
a grave threat.

In the international communist movement of today,
one’s attitude towards Yugeslav revisionism is not a
minor but a major question; it is a question that concerns
not just one detail or another but the whole. It is a
questionr of whether to adhere to Marxism-Leninism or
to wallow in the mire with the Yugoslav revisionists,
whether to take the Moscow Declaration and the Moscow
Statement as the foundation of unity or to take the
Yugoslav revisionist programme or something else as the
foundation of “unity”, and whether genuinely to strength-
en unity or merely to pay lip service to unity while in
fact creating a split. In the final analysis, it is a ques-
tion of whether to adhere strictly to the Moscow Dec-
laration and the Moscow Statement or to tear them up.
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The Moscow Statement of 1960 unequivocally declares: . s 3 .
gramme of the Communist and Workers’ Parties of ali

countries. In the Programme of the League of Com-
munists of Yugoslavia, the Tito clique deny the basic
antagonism between the socialist camp and the imperialist
camp and advocate what they call the “extra-bloc” stand;
they deny the theory of proletarian revolution and prole-
tarian dictatorship and maintain that the capitalist coun-
tries can “peacefully grow into” socialism; they describe
ownership by the whole people in the socialist countries
as ‘“state capitalism” and regard Marxism-Leninism as
obsolete. All this is as incompatible with the Marxist-
Leninist theses of the Moscow Declaration and the
Moscow Statement as fire with water.

The League of Communisis of Yugoslavia declared in
the communique of the Ninth Plenum of its Central
Committee, issued in December 1957 after the Moscow
meeting of the same year:

The Communist Parties have unanimously condemn- |
ed the Yugoslav variety of international opportunism,
a variety of modern revisionist “theories” in concen-
trated form. After betraying Marxism-Leninism, which |
they termed obsolete, the leaders of the League of Com- }
munists of Yugoslavia opposed their anti-Leninist }
revisionist programme to the Declaration of 1957; they |
set the L.C.Y. against the international communist j
movement as a whole, severed their country from the §
socialist camp, made it dependent on so-called “aid” |
from U.S. and other imperialists, and thereby exposed 9
the Yugoslav people to the danger of losing the revolu- |
tionary gains achieved through a heroic struggle. The }
Yugoslav revisionists carry on subversive work against
the socialist camp and the world communist move- }
ment. Under the pretext of an extra-bloc policy, they
engage in activities which prejudice the unity of all }
the peace-loving forces and countries. Further ex- }
posure of the leaders of Yugoslav revisionists and }
active struggle to safeguard the communist movement §
and the working-class movement from the anti- §
Leninist ideas of the Yugoslav revisionists, remains an
essential task of the Marxist-Leninist Parties. '

The plenum considers that the delegation, pursuing
the political line of the Central Committee of the League
of Communists of Yugoslavia, acted correctly by not
taking part in the meeting of the Communist and
Workers’ Parties of the twelve socialist countries and
by not signing the declaration of that meeting, which
contains some attitudes and appraisals contrary to the
attitude of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia
which considers them incorrect.

The stand taken by the Chinese Communist Party vis-
a-vis Yugoslav revisionism is exactly that prescribed in §
the Moscow Statement, a stand which should be taken and §
must be taken by all Marxist-Leninist Parties. It is the §
exact antithesis of the stand of the Yugoslav revisionists,
who are fundamentally opposed both to the Moscow
Declaration and to the Moscow Statement and who set §
their revisionist programme against the common pro- ,';’

As for the Moscow Statement, the Tito clique has made
wilder attacks on it. The same Vlahovic, who was given
a delirious ovation by some people at the recent Congress
of the Socialist Unity Party of Germany as the represen-

tative of the Tito clique, declared in February 1961 at the
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enlarged meeting of the Central Executive Committee of
the League of Communists of Yugoslavia:

The Moscow Conference followed the line of seeking
a compromise between different standpoints and ten-
dencies, the line based on “stereotyped, mechanically
equalized and identical tactical rules of struggle”.
Thus within the framework of a single statement there
are to be found standpoints and tendencies reflecting
contemporary objective social developments in the
world mixed together with bureaucratic-dogmatic con-~
ceptions, the most obvious example of which is the
position taken towards socialist Yugoslavia.

The resolution on the Moscow Statement adopted at the
same meeting said that “the Moscow Statement . . . can
have only harmful consequences not merely for the cause
of socialism but also for the efforts to consolidate peace
throughout the world”,

Is it or is it not right to criticize Yugoslav revisionism?
There should have been no doubt about this in the in-
ternational communist ranks. The principled stand taken
by the Chinese Communist Party in firmly opposing
Yugoslav revisionism was approved by the other fraternal
Parties. We may all recall that, at the Seventh Congress
of the Bulgarian Communist Party in June 1958, Comrade
Khrushchov said that “the Chinese comrades and also the
other fraternal Parties are rightly and profoundly criticiz-
ing the revisionist propositions of the draft programme of
the League of Communists of Yugoslavia”.

We also remember that at the previous Congress of the
Socialist Unity Party of Germany, that is, at its Fifth
Congress held in July 1958, there was no difference of
opinion among Communist and Workers’ Parties on
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whether Yugoslav revisionism should be criticized. Com-
rade Khrushchov then said:

The anti-Marxist, anti-Leninist views of the Yugoslav
leaders were subjected to thoroughgoing principled
criticism by the Communist Party of China, the So-
clalist Unity Party of Germany and all the other fra-
ternal Parties. In decisions taken by their leading
bodies and in articles in the Party press, all the Parties
took a clear-cut position and condemned those views,
paying considerable attention to a critical analysis of
them. And this was correct.

He also said:

.. . When the Yugoslav leaders declare they are
Marxist-Leninists and use Marxism-Leninism only as a
cover to mislead gullible people and divert them from
the path of revolutionary class struggle charted by Marx
and Lenin, they want to wrest from the hands of the
working class its sharpest class weapon., Whether they
wish to or not, they are helping the class enemy of the
working people, and in return for this they are given
loans; in return for this the imperialists praise their
“independent’” policy of “no blocs”, which the reac-
tionary forces make use of in an attempt to undermine
our socialist camp.

He added:

In their speeches and official documents the Yugoslav
leaders have outlined openly revisionist views that are
contrary to the revolutionary essence of Marxism-
Leninism. They have taken a clearly schismatic, revi-
sionist line and by so doing are helping the enemies of
the working class in the fight against communism, in
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the imperialists’ fight against the Communist Parties
and against the unity of the international revolutionary
working-class movement,

He went on to say:

In essence, the programme of the Yugoslav leadership
is a worse version of a whole series of revisionist
platforms held by Right-wing Social-Democrats. Con-
sequently the Yugoslav leaders have not been drawn to
the path of revolutionary Marxist-Leninist teachings;
they have followed the path laid down by revisionists
and opportunists of the Second International — Bern-

stein, Kautsky and other renegades. In actual fact :

they have now joined forces with Karl Kautsky’s off-
spring — his son Benedict, . . .

We cannot understand why some comrades, who for-
merly took the correct stand of criticizing Yugoslav revi-
sionism, should have now made an about-turn of 180
degrees.

It has been claimed that this was because “the Yugoslav
leaders have removed very much of what was considered
erroneous’. Unfortunately, the Tito clique themselves
have never admitted to having made any mistakes, let
alone removed them. It is indeed subjectivism pure and
simple fo assert that the Tito clique have “removed” their
mistakes. We would ask the apologists for the Tito clique
to listen to the Titoists’ own statements.

As early as April 1958, Tito declared at the Seventh
Congress of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia,
“It would just be a waste of time for any quarters to ex-
pect us to retreat from our principled position on interna-
tional and internal questions.”
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In 1959, Kardelj, another leader of the Tito clique,
stated even more bluntly in a pamphlet, “. . . and now the
critics insistently urge on us what they themselves have
begun to renounce, and criticize us for what they them-
selves have begun to accept.”

Only recently, in December 1962, the moment he
alighted from the train on his return from the Soviet
Union, Tito said in Belgrade, “Discussions . . . about
how Yugoslavia will now change her policy are simply
superfluous and ridiculous. We have no need to change
our policy.” He added a few days later, “I said there [in
the Soviet Union] that there is no possibility of Yugo-
slavia’s changing her foreign policy.”

These statements by Tito and Kardelj demonstrate the
Tito clique’s firm denial of any change in their revisionist
line and policies. In fact, they have not changed at all.
What were the apologists for the Tilo clique doing if not
lying when they said that the Tito clique “have removed
very much of what was considered erroneous”?

Certain people have lately been talking a lot about how
their views on many problems are coming closer to or
agreeing with those of the Tito clique. We would ask,
since there has not been any change in the revisionist line
and policies of the Tito clique, does it not follow that the
makers of these statements are themselves moving closer
to the revisionist line and policies of the Tito clique?

What is particularly astonishing is that certain people
have publicly declared the Moscow Declaration and the
Moscow Statement to be a “stereotyped formula”. They
do not allow any fraternal Party to expose and condemn
Yugoslav revisionism. Whoever insists on condemning
Yugoslav revisionism, they say, “follows the jungle laws
of capitalism” and “adopts this same jungle morality”.
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One might ask, what is the object of describing the Mos-
cow Statement, which was unanimously agreed upon by
eighty-one fraternal Parties, as “a stereotyped formula”
or “the jungle laws of capitalism”? Is it not the object to
tear up the Moscow Declaration and the Moscow State-
ment? If it is “jungle morality” to condemn Yugoslav
revisionism in accordance with the Moscow Statement,
what kind of morality is the violation of the Moscow
Declaration and the Moscow Statement and the eagerness
to “strangle” a fraternal Party and fraternal country?
We also note that Comrade Togliatti has gone so far as
to say: “. . . This amply justifies the stand which we
and others have taken towards the Yugoslav comrades,
hence correcting the resolution of 1960 [the Moscow
Statement unanimously agreed upon by the eighty-one
fraternal Parties — “Renmin Ribao” ed.] which is wrong
on this point.” We want to ask, what right has Comrade
Togliatti to declare one part or another of the Moscow
Statement, which was unanimously agreed upon by the
fraternal Parties, to be wrong? What right has he to
“correct” or tear up a solemn international agreement at
will? If one or several Parties may do as they please
in “correcting” agreements unanimously reached by all

the Communist and Workers’ Parties, will it be possible

to speak of any principle that all must abide by?

Certain people are contemptuous of solemn documents

adopted unanimously by the international communist
movement; they not only refuse to abide by documents
which bear their own signatures, but abuse others for
abiding by them. Clearly, this is perfidy.

Here we should like to emphasize that those who are
zealously engaged in reversing the verdict on the Tito
clique are trying to make a breach in the Moscow Declara-
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tion and the Moscow Statement on the Yugoslav issue
and then to tear them up completely. Were their scheme
to succeed, it would be tantamount to declaring that the
criticisms of Yugoslav revisionism made by all Communist
and Workers’ Parties over these years are wrong and the
traitorous Tito clique is right, that the Moscow Declara-
tion and the Moscow Statement are wrong and the Yugo-
slav revisionist programme is right, that the fundamental
principles of Marxism-Leninism have become obsolete
and modern revisionism can no longer be opposed, still
less be treated as the main danger in the international
communist movement, and that we should all follow at
the heels of the Tito clique and “join forces with Karl
Kautsky’s offspring — his son Benedict”.

Were this to happen, the strategy and tactics of the in-
ternational communist movement would have to be com-
pletely changed and the revolutionary line of Marxism-
Leninism would have to be replaced by the capitulation-
ist line of revisionism. Were this to happen, what pos-
sible common basis would there be for unity among the
Communist and Workers® Parties of all countries? Is this
not a deliberate attempt to create a split in the inter-
national communist movement?

The urgent task now facing the Communist and Work-
ers’ Parties is to defend the Moscow Declaration and the
Moscow Statement and to uphold and strengthen the unity
of the socialist camp and of the international communist
movement on the basis of the Moscow Declaration and
the Moscow Statement. We resolutely uphold unity on
the basis of the Moscow Declaration and the Moscow
Statement, and we resolutely oppose ‘“unity” on the basis
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of the Yugoslav. revisionist programme or on some other
basis. Together with all fraternal Parties, the Chinese
Communist Party will work indefatigably to this end.

The proletarian cause has always been international. To
be victorious in this common cause, Communists of all
countries must unite and wage a common struggle. With-
out the unity and solidarity of proletarian international-
ism, the revolutionary cause cannot be victorious and
consolidate its victory in any country.

The only correct way to uphold and strengthen this
kind of unity is to abide by the principles guiding rela-
tions among fraternal Parties and fraternal countries
laid down in the Moscow Declaration and the Moscow
Statement.

The principles guiding relations among fraternal Par-
ties and countries, as set forth in the Moscow Declaration
and the Moscow Statement, are as follows: the principle
of unity, the principle of mutual support and mutual
assistance, the principle of independence and equality,
and the principle of reaching unanimity through consul-
tation all on the basis of Marxism-Leninism and prole-
tarian internationalism,

The primary test of a Communist’s sincerity in uphold-
ing the unity of the international communist movement
is whether he conscientiously abides by the principles
guiding relations among fraternal Parties and countries.

The Moscow Declaration and the Moscow Statement,
the two international documents unanimously agreed
upon by the Communist and Workers’ Parties, are binding
on all the fraternal Parties. These Parties have the obli-
gation to abide by them and have absolutely no right to
wreck them, No single Party or group of Parties have the
right to change them or to declare them null and void. In
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the international communist movement, the resolutions
of any one fraternal Party, whether right or wrong and
however important the place and the role of that Party,
can be binding on that Party alone. According to the
principles laid down in the Moscow Declaration and the
Moscow Statement, it is impermissible to impose the pro-
gramme, resolutions, line or policies of any one Party on
other fraternal Parties, or to require other fraternal Par-
ties to obey the irresponsible self-contradictory statements
made by the leader of a Party who talks one way today
and another tomorrow, as if those statements were im-
perial decrees; and it is more impermissible for one or
more Parties wantonly to kick out one or another fra-
ternal Party from the international communist movement
or pull in renegades to Marxism-Leninism.

Since the international situation is complicated and is
changing rapidly and since each fraternal Party finds it-
self in different circumstances, the emergence of dif-
ferent views among fraternal Parties on one question or
another can hardly be avoided. The important thing is
that, once differences have emerged among fraternal
Parties, they should iron out their differences and
achieve unanimity through inter-Party consultation on
the basis of equality, basing themselves on the principles
guiding relations among fraternal Parties as set forth
in the Moscow Declaration and the Moscow State-
ment. In no circumstances should they make the dif-
ferences among the fraternal Parties public in the face
of the enemy, nor should they make use of the press and
other propaganda media for open attacks on other
fraternal Parties, and still less should they make use of
congresses of one Party for this purpose. Clearly, if
Open attacks are directed against one fraternal Party
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today and another tomorrow, will there be any unity
of the international communist movement to speak of?
We hold that continuing to make attacks while talking
about one’s desire to halt them is not the attitude an
honest Communist should take. As the leader of the
Korean Workers’ Party delegation at the recent Congress
of the Socialist Unity Party of Germany pointed out:

At this Congress, which is not an international meet-
ing of fraternal Parties, there has been some talk of
ending open disputes over differences of view and
strengthening unity, and yet differences of view among
the fraternal Parties have again been brought up, and
in particular there has been unilateral criticism of the
Chinese Communist Party. We maintain that this
cannot be regarded as a friendly and comradely at-
titude and that such an attitude is not conducive to
the unity and unanimity which we are all calling for.

Better a single good deed contributing to unity than a
thousand empty words about unity. It is time to rein in
on the brink of the precipice! To do so late in the day
is better than not to do it at all. We sincerely hope that

the fraternal Party which launched the first attack will §
suit its action to its words, take the initiative, and return 4§
to the path of inter-Party consultation on the basis of §

equality, to the principles guiding relations among
fraternal Parties and countries as set forth in the Moscow
Declaration and the Moscow Statement.

The Communist Party of China is profoundly con-

scious of the duty incumbent on it to uphold and |

strengthen the unity of the socialist camp and of the in-

ternational communist movement. As always, we shall j

spare no effort in making our contribution in this con-
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nection. The Communist Party of China has advocated
on more than one occasion, and still advocates, the con-
vening of a meeting of representatives of the Communist
and Workers’ Parties of all countries at which all can sit
down calmly, and, through adequate and comradely dis-
cussion, harmonize their viewpoints, iron out their dif-
ferences and strengthen their unity on a new basis. To-
gether with all other fraternal Parties, we desire to take
every possible step towards easing relations and strength-
ening unity, in order to improve the atmosphere and
create the conditions necessary for convening the meet-
ing of fraternal Parties.

Today, the imperialists headed by the United States
and all the reactionaries are frantically and vainly
struggling to halt and turn back the tide of our epoch,
to prevent the emancipation of the oppressed nations
and oppressed peoples and to disrupt the socialist camp.
In the face of our arch-enemy, we Communists should,
more than ever, unite closely and wage the common
battle unswervingly. No words or deeds detrimental to
the struggles against imperialism and the reactionaries of
various countries, to the revolutionary struggles of the
peoples of the world, or to the unity of all Communists
and the revolutionary people of the world, will be
tolerated by Communists anywhere, by the proletariat
and working people of all countries, by all the oppressed
nations and oppressed peoples and by all those engaged
in the struggle to safeguard world peace.

The unity of the socialist camp and of the interna-
tional communist movement is the source of our strength
and the hope of the oppressed nations and the oppressed
peoples of the world. The more closely we are united,
the more the people of the world are heartened and
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inspired. The more closely we are united, the greater
is our ability to strengthen the revolutionary people’s
confidence in victory and to deal telling blows at the
imperialists and the reactionaries of all countries.

We should not disappoint the expectations of the
people of the world. We must firmly uphold unity and
oppose a split. We must have genuine unity and oppose
sham unity. Let us unite on the basis of Marxism-
Leninism and proletarian internationalism and on the
basis of the Moscow Declaration and the Moscow
Statement!

WHENCE
THE DIFFERENCES?

—A REPLY TO THOREZ AND OTHER COMRADES

“Renmin Ribao” (People’s Daily) Editorial,
February 27, 1963




Comrade Thorez, General Secretary of the French
Communist Party, and certain other members of the
C.P.F. have a prominent place in the present adverse
current of attacks on the Chinese Communist Party and
other fraternal Parties, a current which is undermining
the unity of the international communist movement.

Since the latter part of November 1962, they have made
numerous statements in quick succession attacking the
Chinese Communist Party and other fraternal Parties and
published many related inner-Party documents. The
following are among the main ones:

Thorez’ speech at the Plenary Session of the Central
Committee of the French Communist Party on Decem-
ber 14, 1962;

The report on problems relating to the international
situation and to the unity of the international commu-
nist and working-class movement, made by R. Guyot,
member of the Political Bureau of the C.P.F., at the
Plenary Session of the Central Committee of the C.P.F.
on December 14, 1962;

The resolution on problems relating to the interna-
tional situation and to the unity of the international
communist and working-class movement adopted by
the Plenary Session of the Central Committee of the
C.P.F. on December 14, 1962;

The editorial written by R. Guyot in PHumanité,
Jsrgan of the Central Committee of the C.P.F., on Janu-
ary 9, 1963;
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The article entitled “War, Peace and Dogmatism”,
which appeared on the same day in France Nouvelle,
a weekly published by the Central Committee of the
C.PF.;

Ten successive articles attacking the Chinese Com-
munist Party by name in UHumanité from January 5
to January 16, 1963:

The article entitled “In What Epoch Do We Live?”
in France Nouvelle on January 16, 1963;

The pamphlet entitled Problems of the International |
Communist Movement, published by the Central Com-
mittee of the C.P.F. in January 1963, containing fifteen j
documents attacking the Chinese Communist Party |
written by C.P.F. leaders over the last three years, §
including Thorez’ speech at the Moscow Meeting of the }
fraternal Parties in November 1960 and his subsequent
report on the Moscow Meeting to a Plenary Session of §
the Central Committee of the C.P.F,;

The article by R. Guyot in PHumanité on February {
15, 1963. ' 4

and even gone so far as to assail the national-liberation
movement, which is hercically fighting imperialism and
colonialism. They have slanderously alleged that the
“sectarian and adventurist” positions taken by the Chi-
nese Communist Party “have found some echoes in cer-
tain Communist Parties, particularly in Asia, and within
nationalist movements”, and that they “feed the ‘Leftism’
which exists at times in these Parties and movements”.
The attitude of certain French comrades towards the
revolutionary cause of the oppressed nations is indeed
shocking. They have truly gone too far in disrupt-
ing the unity of the international communist movement.

The Chinese Communist Party has long held, and still
holds, that differences between fraternal Parties should
and must be settled within our own ranks, and through
full and comradely discussion and consultation on an
equal footing in accordance with the principles set forth
in the Moscow Declaration and the Moscow Statement.
In no instance have we been the first to launch public
criticism of any fraternal Party or to provoke public de-
bate. Nevertheless, it would be a miscalculation for
anyone to suppose that he can take advantage of our
correct stand of giving first place to the interests of unity
against the enemy and that he can launch public attacks
on the Chinese Communist Party at will without evoking
a deserved rebuff.

We should like to tell those comrades who have wan-
tonly attacked the Chinese Communist Party and other
fraternal Parties: The fraternal Parties are equal. Since
you have publicly lashed out at the Chinese Communist
Party, you have no right to demand that we should refrain
from publicly answering you. Similarly, since you have
Made public and vicious attacks on the Albanian Party of

The main content of these statements has already been |
published in the Renmin Ribao (People’s Daily) of |
February 24. It is evident from these statements that
in the recent anti-Chinese chorus and in the emulation §
campaign against the Chinese Communist Party, Thorez |
and other comrades have been particularly energetic and j
have outdone many other comrades in assailing the §
Chinese Communist Party. ]

Besides their assaults on us, Thorez and other comrades 3}
have levelled malevolent attacks at the Albanian Party ]
of Labour, censured the fraternal Parties of Korea. §
Burma, Malaya, Thailand, Indonesia, Viet Nam and Japan |
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Labour, the Albanian comrades have the full and equal
right to answer you publicly. At present, certain com-
rades of fraternal Parties, while talking about a halt to the
public polemics, are themselves continiiing to attack the
Chinese Communist Party and other fraternal Parties.
This double-faced attitude actually implies that only you
are permitted to attack others and that it is impermissible
for others to reply. This will never work. In the words of
an old Chinese saying, “Courtesy demands reciprocity.
It is discourteous not to give after receiving.” In all
seriousness we feel it necessary to bring this point to the
attention of those who have been assailing the Chinese
Communist Party.

In attacking the Chinese Communist Party, Thorez and
other comrades have touched on the nature of our epoch,
the appraisal of imperialism, war and peace, peaceful

coexistence, peaceful transition, and other questions. But 3
a close look reveals that they have merely repeated other ]

people’s stale arguments. Since we have already answered
their erroneous arguments on these questions in our edi-
torials entitled “Workers of All Countries, Unite, Oppose

Our Common Enemy!”’, “The Differences Between Com- ;
rade Togliatti and Us” and “Let Us Unite on the Basis of |
the Moscow Declaration and the Moscow Statement”, and §
also in the editorial entitled “Leninism and Mocdern Re- }
visionism” in the periodical Hongqi (Red Flag), there is §

no need here to go over the same ground again.

It is worth pointing out that in their speeches, reports §
and articles, Thorez and the other comrades use a great §
many words to distort the facts, confound right and wrong §
and mislead the people, thus seeking to make the Chinese }
Communist Party shoulder the responsibility for under- §
mining the unity of the international communist move-
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ment and creating a split. They endlessly repeat that the
differences in the international communist movement
“were in particular the act of the Chinese comrades”, and
that the diiferences arose because the Chinese comrades
“have not yet fundamentally accepled the theses of the
20th Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union”. They also allege that the greater the lapse of
time since the first and second Moscow Meetings of
the fraternal Parties, the more does the position of the
Chinese comrades “diverge from the theses which they
had nevertheless approved and voted for”.

Since Thorez and other comrades have brought up the
question of who is responsible for the emergence of dif-
ferences in the international communist movement, let
us discuss it.

Whence the differences in the international communist
movement?

Thorez and other comrades state that these differences
arose because the Chinese Communist Party did not ac-
cept the theses of the 20th Congress of the CPSU. This
very statement is a violation of the principles guiding
relations among fraternal Parties as set forth in the Mos-
cow Declaration and Statement. According to these two
documents which were jointly agreed upon, the fraternal
Parties are equal and independent in their relations. No
one has the right to demand that all fraternal Parties
should accept the theses of any one Party. No resolution
of any congress of any one Party can be taken as the com-
mon line of the international communist movement or be
binding on other fraternal Parties. If Thorez and other
tomrades are willing to accept the viewpoints and resolu-
tions of another Party, that is their business. As for the
Chinese Communist Party, we have always held that the
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only common principles of action which can have binding
force on us and on all other fraternal Parties are Marxism-
Leninism and the common documents unanimously agreed
upon by the fraternal Parties, and not the resolutions of
the congress of any one fraternal Party, or anything else.

As for the 20th Congress of the CPSU, it had both its
positive and negative aspects. We have expressed our
support for its positive aspects. As for its negative as-
pects, namely, the wrong viewpoints it put forward on
certain important questions of principle relating to the
international communist movement, we have held dif-
ferent views all along. In talks between the Chinese and
Soviet Parties and at meetings of fraternal Parties, we
have made no secret of our views and have clearly set
forth our opinions on many ocecasions. But in the in-
terests of the international communist movement, we have
never publicly discussed this matter, nor do we intend
to do so in the present article.

The facts are clear. The differences in the interna-
tional communist movement in recent years arose en-
tirely because certain comrades of a fraternal Party had
violated the Moscow Declaration which was unanimously
agreed upon by all the Communist and Workers’ Parties.

As is well known, the 1957 Moscow Meeting of Com-
munist and Workers’ Parties, basing itself on Marxism-
Leninism, eliminated certain differences among the fra-
ternal Parties, reached agreement on the current major
issues in the international communist movement, and pro-
duced the Moscow Declaration as a result of comradely
consultation and collective effort. The Declaration is the
common programme of the international communist
movement. Every fraternal Party has proclaimed its
acceptance of this programme.
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If the Declaration had been strictly adhered to by all
the fraternal Parties in their practice and had not been
violated, the unity of the international communist move-
ment would have been strengthened and our common
struggle advanced.

For some time after the Moscow Meeting of 1957, the
Communist and Workers’ Parties were fairly successful
and effective in their united struggle against the common
enemy, and above all against U.S. imperialism, and in
their struggle against the Yugoslav revisionists, renegades
from Marxism-Leninism.

But, because certain comrades of a Iraternal Party
repeatedly attempted to place the resolutions of the con-
gress of one Party above the Moscow Declaration, above
the common programme of all the fraternal Parties, dif-
ferences within the international communist movement
inevitably ensued. Particularly around the time of the
Camp David talks in September 1959, certain comrades
of a fraternal Party put forward a series of erroneous
views on many important issues relating to the interna-
tional situation and the international communist move-
ment, views which departed from Marxism-Leninism and
violated the Moscow Declaration.

They contravened the Moscow Declaration’s scientific
thesis that imperialism is the source of modern wars, and
that “so long as imperialism exists there will always be
soil for aggressive wars”’. They incessantly proclaimed
that even while the imperialist system and the system
of exploitation and oppression of man by man continue
to exist in the greater part of the world, “already in our
times, the practical possibility is being created of banish-
ing war from the life of society finally and for ever”, and
“3 world without weapons, without armed forces and
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without wars” can be brought into being. They also
predicted that 1960 would ‘‘go down in history as a year
in which the long-cherished hope of mankind about a
world without weapons and armed forces and a world
without wars begins to come true”.

They contravened the thesis of the Moscow Declara-
tion that in order to prevent another world war w2
should rely on the joint struggle of the socialist camp,
the national-liberation movement, the international work-
ing class and the mass movement of the peoples for
peace. They pinned their hopes for defending world
peace on the “wisdom” of the heads of the major powers,
holding that the historical fate of the present epoch is
actually decided by individual “great men” and their
“wisdom”, and that summit meetings of the major powers
can determine and change the course of history. They
made such statements as: “We have already said more
than once that it is only the heads of governments who
are invested with great powers, who are able to settle
the most complicated international questions.” They
portrayed the Camp David talks as a “new stage”, a “new
era” in international relations, and even ‘“‘a turning point
in the history of mankind”.

They contravened the thesis of the Moscow Declaration
that the U.S. imperialists “are becoming the centre of
world reaction, the sworn enemies of the people”. They
were especially ardent in lauding Dwight Eisenhower, the
chieftain of U.S. imperialism, as one who had “a sincere
desire for peace”, who “sincerely wishes to put an end to
the state of ‘cold war’”’, and who “also worries about en-
suring peace just as we do”.

They violated the Leninist principle of peaceful co-

existence between the two different social systems as
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set forth in the Moscow Declaration, and interpreted
peaceful coexistence as nothing but ideological struggle
and economic competition, saying: “The inevitable strug-
gle between the two systems must be made to take
the form exclusively of a struggle of ideas and peaceful
emulation, as we say, or competition, to use a word more
common in the capitalist lexicon.” They even extended
peaceful coexistence between countries with different
social systems to the relations between oppressor and
oppressed classes and between oppressor and oppressed
nations, maintaining that for all countries peaceful
coexistence is the road leading to socialism. All this rep-
resents a complete departure from the Marxist-Leninist
viewpoint of class struggle. They thus actually used the
pretext of peaceful coexistence to negate the political
struggle against imperialism and for the cause of libera-
tion of the people of all countries, and to negate the in-
ternational class struggle.

They contravened the thesis of the Moscow Declara-
tion that U.S. imperialism vigorously seeks “to enmesh
the liberated peoples in new forms of colonialism”, and
proclaimed far and wide that imperialism could help the
underdeveloped countries to develop their economies on
an unprecedented scale, thus virtually denying that it is
the nature of imperialism to plunder the underdeveloped
countries. They made such statements as: “General and
complete disarmament would also create entirely new op-
portunities for aid to the countries whose economies are
still underdeveloped and need assistance on the part of
more developed countries. Even if only a small part of
the money released by the termination of the military
expenditures of the great powers were devoted to such
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aid, it could open up literally a new epoch in the economic
development of Asia, Africa and Latin America.”

They contravened the thesis of the Moscow Declara-
tion that in our day the liberation movement of the
colonial and semi-colonial peoples and the revolutionary
struggle of the working class of various countries are
powerful forces for the defence of world peace, and
counterposed the national-liberation movement and the
people’s revolutionary struggle in various countries to the
struggle for the defence of world peace. Although they
occasionally spoke of the necessity of supporting national
liberation wars and people’s revolutionary wars, they
repeatedly stressed that “a war under contemporary con-
ditions would inevitably become a world war”, that “even
a tiny spark can cause a world conflagration” and that
it was necessary to “oppose all kinds of wars”. This
amounts to making no distinction between just and un-
just wars and to opposing wars of national liberation, peo-
ple’s revolutionary wars and just wars of all kinds on the
pretext of preventing a world war.

They contravened the thesis of the Moscow Declara-
tion that there are two possibilities, peaceful and non-
peaceful, with regard to the transition from capitalism to
socialism, and that “the ruling classes will never relin-
quish power voluntarily”, and laid a one-sided stress
on the “growing immediate possibility” of peaceful tran-
sition, alleging that peaceful transition “is already a
realistic perspective in a number of countries”.

From this series of erroneous views, one can only draw
the conclusions that the nature of imperialism has
changed, that all its insuperable inherent contradictions
no longer exist, that Marxism-Leninism is outmoded and
that the Moscow Declaration should be cast aside.
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But no matter what pretexts they may resort to,
whether “diplomatic language” or “flexibility”, the com-
rades of a fraternal Party who spread these erroneous
views cannot cover up their deviations from Marxism-
Leninism and from the principles of the 1957 Moscow

eclaration or absolve themselves from their responsi-
bility for the creation of differences in the international
communist movement,

Such is the origin of the differences in the international
communist movement which have arisen in recent years.

How did these differences come to be exposed before
the enemy?

Thorez and other comrades allege that the differences
were brought into tl » open with “the Chinese Com-
munist Party’s publication of the pamphlet Long Live
Leninism in all languages in the summer of 1960”. But
what are the actual facts?

The truth is that the internal differences among the
fraternal Parties were first brought into the open, not in
the summer of 1960, but on the eve of the Camp David
ralks in September 1959 — on September 9, 1959, to be
exact. On that day a socialist country, turning a deaf
ear to China’s repeated explanations of the true situation
and to China’s advice, hastily issued a statement on a
Sino-Indian border incident through its official news
agency. Making no distinction between right and wrong,
the statement expressed ‘regret” over the border clash
and in reality condemned China’s correct stand. They
even said that it was ‘“sad” and “stupid”. Here is
the first instance in history in which a socialist coun-
try, instead of condemning the armed provocations of
the reactionaries of a capitalist country, condemned an-
other fraternal socialist country when it was confronted
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with such armed provocation. The imperialists and §
reactionaries immediately sensed that there were dif- }
ferences among the socialist countries, and they made ]
venomous use of this erroneous statement to sow dis- |
sension. The bourgeois propaganda machines at the time §
made a great deal of it, saying that the statement f
was like a “diplomatic rocket launched at China” and ;
that “the language of the statement was to some extent |
like that of a stern father coldly rebuking a child and }
telling him to behave himself”. v

After the Camp David talks, the heads of certain com- |
rades were turned and they became more and more in- ]
temperate in their public attacks on the foreign and do- |
mestic policies of the Chinese Communist Party. They 1
publicly abused the Chinese Communist Party as attempt- 1
ing “to test by force the stability of the capitalist system”, 4
and as “craving for war like a cock for a fight”. They |
also attacked the Chinese Communist Party for its gen- §
eral line of socialist construction, its big leap forward and |
its people’s commune, and they spread the slander that ]
the Chinese Party was carrying out an “adventurist” |
policy in its direction of the state. i

For a long time these comrades have eagerly propagated 1
their erroneous views and attacked the Chinese Com- j
munist Party, banishing the Moscow Declaration from 3
their minds. They have thus created confusion within j
the international communist movement and placed the
peoples of the world in danger of losing their bearings }
in the struggle against imperialism. Comrade Thorez can ,}‘
no doubt recall what was vigorously propagated at the j
time in the organ of the French Communist Party, 'Hu- §
manité, “Between Washington and Moscow a common j

language has been found, that of peaceful coexistence.
America has taken the turning.”

It was in those circumstances and for the sake of up-
holding the Moscow Declaration, defending Marxism-
Leninism and enabling the people of the world to under-
stand our point of view on the current international
situation that the Chinese Communist Party published,
on the ninetieth anniversary of Lenin’s birth, the three
articles, “Long Live Leninism!’, “Forward Along the
Path of the Great Lenin!”’, and “Unite Under Lenin’s
Revolutionary Banner!”. Although we had already been
under attack for more than half a year, we set store
by unity and made imperialism and Yugoslav re-
visionism the targets of the struggle in our discussion of
the erroneous views which contravened the Moscow
Declaration.

Thorez and other comrades turned the truth upside-
down when they alleged that the publication of the three
articles was the point at which the differences in the
international communist movement were brought into
the open.

In May 1960, the American U-2 spy plane intruded
into the Soviet Union, and the four-power summit meet-
ing in Paris was aborted. We then hoped that the com-
rades who had so loudly sung the praises of the so-called
spirit of Camp David would draw a lesson from these
events, and would strengthen the unity of the fraternal
Parties and countries in the common struggle against the
U.S. imperialist policies of aggression and war. But, con-
trary to our hopes, at the General Council Meeting of the
World Federation of Trade Unions held in Peking
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early in June of the same year, certain comrades of fra-
ternal Parties still refused to denounce Eisenhower,

spread many erroneous views and opposed the correct

views put forward by the Chinese comrades. It was a
fact of particular gravity that late in June 1960 someone
went so far as to wave his baton and launch an all-out
and converging surprise attack on the Chinese Commu-
nist Party at the meeting of the fraternal Parties in

Bucharest. This action was a crude violation of the prin- §
ciple that questions of common interest should be solved }
through consultation among fraternal Parties. It set an }
extremely bad precedent for the international communist }

movement.

Thorez and other comrades have alleged that the §
delegate of the Albanian Party of Labour “attacked the }
Communist Party of the Soviet Union” at the meeting "1
in Bucharest. But all the comrades who attended the }
meeting are very well aware that the Albanian comrade }
did not attack anyone during the meeting. All he did
was to adhere to his own views, disobey the baton and §
take exception to the attack on China. In the eyes of

those who regard the relations between fraternal Parties i
as those between patriarchal father and son, it was indeed 3
an appalling act of impudent insubordination for tiny Al-
bania to dare to disobey the baton. From that time on they §
harboured a grudge against the Albanian comrades, em- §
ployed all kinds of base devices against them and would §
be satisfied with nothing less than their destruction. :

After the Bucharest meeting, some comrades who had
attacked the Chinese Communist Party lost no time in §
taking a series of grave steps to apply economic and §
political pressure, even to the extent of perfidiously and 1
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unilaterally tearing up agreements and contracts they
had concluded with a fraternal country, in disregard of
international practice. These agreements and contracts
are to be counted, not in twos or threes or in scores, but
in hundreds. These malicious acts, which extended ideo-
logical differences to state relations, were out-and-out
violations of proletarian internationalism and of the prin-
ciples guiding relations among fraternal socialist coun-
tries as set forth in the Moscow Declaration. Instead of
criticizing their own errors of great-power chauvinism,
these comrades charged the Chinese Communist Party
with the errors of “going it alone”, “sectarianism”, “split-
ting”, “national communism”, etc. Does this accord with
communist ethics? Thorez and other comrades were
aware of the facts, yet they dared not criticize those who
actually committed the error of extending political and
ideological disputes to the damage of state relations,
but on the contrary charged the Chinese comrades
with “mixing problems of state with ideological and
political questions”. This attitude which confuses truth
and falsehood and makes black white and white black is
indeed sad.

It is clear from the foregoing facts that the aggravation
of differences in the international comm.unist movement
after the Moscow Meeting of 1957 was due entirely to the
fact that with respect to a series of important issues
certain fraternal Party comrades committed increasingly
serious violations of the common line unanimously agrced
upon by the fraternal Parties and of the principles guid-
ing relations among fraternal Parties and countries.

The fact that Comrade Thorez disregards the facts and
Perverts the truth is =zlso strikingly manifested in his
distortion of what actually happened at the 1960 Moscow
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Meeting. He has charged that the Chinese Communist
Party “did not approve the line of the international
working-class movement . . . and thus created a diffi-
cult situation” for the meeting.

For the good of the international communist movement |
we prefer not to go into detail here about what went on §
at this internal meeting of the fraternal Parties; we J
intend to give the true picture and clarify right and ]
wrong at the proper time and place. It must be pointed }
out here, however, that the Chinese Communist Party |
was an initiator of the 1960 Meeting of all the Com- §
munist and Workers’ Parties of the world. We made }
great efforts to bring about its convocation. During the |
meeting, we upheld Marxism-Leninism and the Moscow j
Declaration of 1957 and opposed the erroneous views put 4
forward by certain comrades of fraternal Parties; at the }
same {ime, we made necessary compromises on certain 3
questions. Together with other fraternal Parties, we }
made concerted efforts to overcome a variety of diffi- }
culties and enabled the meeting to achieve positive re- §
sults, reach unanimous agreement and issue the Moscow |
Statement. These facts alone give the lie to Thorez and

certain other comrades.

After the Moscow Meeting of 1960, the fraternal Parties
should have strengthened the unity of the international }
communist movement and concentrated their forces for }
the common struggle against the enemy in accordance |
with the Statement to which they had unanimously }
agreed. In the Resolution on the Moscow Meeting of Rep- -
resentatives of the Communist and Workers’ Parties |
adopted at the Ninth Plenary Session of the Eighth Cen- }
tral Committee of the Chinese Communist Party held in §

January 1961, we pointed out:

138

The Communist Party of China, always unswervingly
upholding Marxism-Leninism and the principle of pro-
letarian internationalism, will uphold the Statement of
this Meeting, just as it has upheld the Moscow Declara-
tion of 1957, and will resolutely strive for the realiza-
tion of the common tasks set forth by this document.

In the two years and more that have passed, the Chinese
Communist Party has faithfully carried out the common
agreements of the international communist movement
and devoted sustained efforts to upholding the revolu-
tionary principles of the Moscow Declaration and State-
ment.

Yet Thorez and other comrades have charged that after
the Moscow Meeting of 1960 the Chinese Communist
Party “continued to express divergences on essential
aspects of the policy worked out in common by all the
Parties”, and that “the positions taken by the Chinese
comrades are prejudicial to the interests of the whole
movement”.

Since the Moscow Meeting of 1960, who is it that has
committed increasingly serious violations of the Moscow
Declaration and Statement with respect to a number of
issues?

Shortly after the Moscow Meeting there was a further
deterioration in the relations between the Soviet Union
and Albania. Comrade Thorez has tried to shift the re-
Sponsibility for this deterioration onto the Chinese Com-
Mmunist Party. He has accused China of failing “to use
its influence to bring the leaders of the Albanian Party
of Labour to a more correct understanding of their duty”.

In fact, the Chinese Communist Party has always
Maintained that the relations between fraternal Parties
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and fraternal countries should be guided by the prin-
ciples of independence, equality and the attainment of
unanimity through consultation as laid down in the
Moscow Declaration and Statement. We have consistently
upheld this view in regard to Soviet-Albanian relations.
It has been our earnest hope that the relations between
the two countries would improve and we have done our
internationalist duty to this end. We have offered our
advice to the Soviet comrades many times, stating that

the larger Party and the larger country should take the 1

initiative in improving Soviet-Albanian relations and
settle the differences through inter-Party consultation on
an equal footing, and that even if it were not possible
to settle some differences for the {ime being, they should
exercise patience instead of taking any steps that might
worsen relations. Accordingly, the Central Committee of
the Chinese Communist Party wrote to the Central Com-
mittee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, ex-
pressing the hope that the question of Soviet-Albanian
relations would be resolved through consultation.

But no consideration was given to our sincere efforts.

A number of incidents occurred —the withdrawal of }

naval vessels from the naval base of Vlore, the recall of
experts from Albania, the cessation of aid to Albania,
interference in her internal affairs, etc.

The Chinese Communist Party was pained by these ]

crude violations of the principles guiding relations among

fraternal countries. On the eve of the 22nd Congress of 1

the CPSU, the leaders of the Chinese Communist Party
once again gave the Soviet comrades comradely advice
concerning the improvement of Soviet-Albanian rela-
tions. But to our surprise, at the 22nd Congress there

occurred the grave incident in which the Albanian Party _i
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of Lavour was publicly named and attacked, and the
odious precedent was thus created of one Party using its
own congress to make a public attack on another fraternal
Party. In defence of the principles of the Moscow Declara-
tion and Statement guiding relations among fraternal
Parties and in the interest of unity against ihe enemy,
the delegation of the Chinese Communist Party attending
the Congress explicitly stated our objection to a course
of behaviour which can only grieve those near and dear
to us all and gladden the enemy.

It is a matter for regret that this serious and just
attitude of ours should have been censured. One com-
rade even said:

If the Chinese comrades wish to contribute to
normalizing relations between the Albanian Party of
Labour and fraternal Parties, there is hardly anyone
who could do more than the Communist Party of China
to help solve this problem.

What did this remark mean? If it meant to hold the
Chinese comrades responsible for the deterioration of
Soviet-Albanian relations, that was shirking one’s own
responsibility and trying to impute it to others. If
it meant that the Chinese comrades should help to bring
about an improvement in Soviet-Albanian relations, we
would point out that some comrades actually deprived
other fraternal Parties of the possibility of effectively
contributing to the improvement of those relations
by completely ignoring our repeated advice and by ob-
durately exacerbating Soviet-Albanian relations even to
the length of openly calling for a change in the leader-
ship of the Albanian Party and state. After the CPSU
Congress these comrades broke off the Soviet Union’s
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diplomatic relations with the fraternal socialist country of
Albania without any scruples. Did this not convincingly
demonstrate that they had not the slightest desire to im-
prove relations between the Soviet Union and Albania?

Thorez and other comrades have blamed the Chinese
press for “spreading the erroneous propositions of the
Albanian leaders”. We must point out that the Chinese
Communist Party has always opposed bringing inter-
Party differences into the open and that it was certain
comrades of a fraternal Party who insisted on doing this
and maintained, moreover, that not to do so was in-
consistent with the Marxist-Leninist stand. In these cir-
cumstances, when the differences between the Soviet
Union and Albania came into the open, we simultaneously
published some of the material on both sides of the con-
troversy in order to let the Chinese people understand
how matters actually stood. Can it possibly be considered
right that certain comrades of a fraternal Party may
repeatedly and freely condemn another fraternal Party,
may say that its leaders are anti-Leninist, that those
leaders want to earn the privilege of receiving an im-
perialist hand-out of thirty pieces of silver, that they are
executioners with bloud on their hands, and so on and so
forth, while this fraternal Party is not allowed to defend
itself, and other fraternal Parties are not allowed to
publish material on both sides of the controversy simul-
taneously? Those who claim to be “‘completely correct”
have published one article after another attacking
Albania, but they are mortally afraid of the Albanian
comrades’ replies, they dare not publish them and are
afraid of others doing so. It simply shows that justice
is not on their side and that they have a guilty con-
science.
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Furthermore, Comrade Thorez and other comrades
accuse the Chinese Communist Party of having “trans-
ferred into the mass movements the differences which
may exist or arise among communists”, referring
especially to the Stockholm Conference of the World
Peace Council in December 1961, where, they say, the
Chinese Communist Party “counterposed the struggle
for national liberation to the struggle for disarmament
and peace”.

But the truth is just the reverse. It is not the
Chinese comrades but certain comrades of a fraternal
Party who have injected the differences between
fraternal Parties into the international democratic
organizations. They have repeatedly tried to impose on
these international democratic organizations their own
wrong line, which runs counter to the Moscow Declara-
tion and the Moscow Statement. They have counterposed
the struggle for national liberation to the struggle for
world peace. In disregard of the widespread desire of _the
masses represented by these organizations to oppose im-
perialism and colonialism, to win or safegualtd national
independence, these comrades insist on making “every
effort for disarmament” the overriding task and they
energetically peddle the wrong idea that “a world with-,
out weapons, without armed forces and without wars’
can be realized while imperialism and ihe system of ex-
ploitation still exist. It is this that has given risg to
continual sharp controversies in these organizations.
Similar controversies broke out at the Stockholm Con-
ference of the World Peace Council in December 1961.
The demand made by certain persons at this conference
was that colonial and semi-colonial peoples living under
the bayonets of imperialism and colonialism should wait
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until the imperialists and colonialists accept general and
complete disarmament, renounce their armed suppres-
sion of the national independence movement and help
the underdeveloped countries with the money saved
from disarmament. In fact, what these persons want
is that, while waiting for all this, the oppressed nations
should not fight imperialism and colonialism or resist
the armed suppression by their colonial rulers, for other~
wise, they say, a world war would be touched off, caus-
ing the death of millions upon millions of people. Pro-
ceeding from precisely this absurd ‘“theory”, these per-
sons have vilified the national independence movement
as a “movement for piling up corpses”. It is these per-
sons, and not the Chinese comrades, who violated the
Moscow Declaration and the Moscow Statement,

The two most recent major issues in the international
situation were the Caribbean crisis and the Sino-Indian
border conflict. The stand taken by the Chinese Com-
munist Party on these issues conforms entirely with
Marxism~Leninism and with the Moscow Declaration and
the Moscow Statement. Yet in this connection Thorez
and other comrades have made vicious attacks on the
Chinese Communist Party.

With regard to the Caribbean crisis, Thorez and
the other comrades have accused China of wanting
to “bring on a war between the Soviet Union and
the United States and so plunge the world into
a thermonuclear catastrophe”. Do the facts bear out
this charge? What did the Chinese people do during the
Caribbean crisis? They firmly condemned the acts of
aggression perpetrated by U.S. imperialism, they firmly
supported the five demands of the Cuban people in
defence of their independence and sovereignty, and they
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firmly opposed the attempt to impose “international in-
spection” on Cuba which was made for the sake of an
unprincipled compromise. In all this, what exactly did
we do that was wrong? Did not the French Communist
Party’s statement of October 23, 1962 also call for
“yigorously protesting U.S. imperialism’s warlike and
provocative actions”? Did not UHumanité of the same
date condemn the U.S. aggression as ‘“‘pure and simple
aggression prepared a long time ago against Cuba” and
did it not appeal to the pecple of all countries as “a matter
of urgency that the peoples reinforce their solidarity with
Cuba and intensify their struggle”? May we ask Com-
rade Thorez: In thus supporting the Cuban people and
opposing U.S. aggression, did you, too, want to plunge
the world into a thermonuclear catastrophe? Why was
it all right for you to do this at one time, and why has
it become a crime for China consistently to do the same
thing? Plainly the reason is that, following the baton,
you suddenly changed your stand and began to hold forth
about the need for ‘‘reasonable concessions’ and “‘sensible
compromise” in the face of the U.S. acts of aggression.
That is why you turned your artillery from the Yankee
pirates to those fraternal Parties which have consistently
maintained a correct stand.

Worse still, certain comrades in the C.P.F. have vilified
all who stand firm against the U.S. aggressors, calling
them such insulting names as ‘“heroes of the revolution-
ary phrase” and accusing them of “using fine words” and
“speculating on the admiration which the Cuban peo-
ple’s courage has legitimately inspired”. These comrades
said that ‘“against hydrogen bombs courage alone
is not sufficient” and “let us beware of sacrificing
Cuban breasts on the altar of revolutionary phrases”.

145




What kind of talk is this? Whom are you accusing? If
you are accusing the heroic Cuban people, that is dis-
graceful. If you are accusing the Chinese people and the
people of other countries who oppose the U.S. pirates and
support the Cuban people, does this not expose your
support of the Cuban pecple as an utter fraud? As Thorez
and certain other French comrades see it, if those who
do not possess hydrogen bombs support the Cuban
people, they are simply using ‘fine words” and indulg-
ing in “speculation”, while the Cuban people who do
not possess hydrogen bombs must submit to the coun-
tries which have them, sell out their state sovereignty,
accept “international inspection” and allow themselves
to be sacrificed on the altar of U.S. imperialist aggression.
This is naked power politics. It makes an unqualified
fetish of nuclear weapons. It is no way for Communists
to talk.

We should like to say to Thorez and the other comrades
that the eyes of the people of the world are clear; it is
not we but you who have committed mistakes in connec-
tion with the Caribbean crisis. For you have tried to help
out the Kennedy Administration, which provoked the
crisis in the Caribbean, by insisting that people should
believe the U.S. promise not to attack Cuba, although the

Kennedy Administration has itself denied having made |
any such promise. You have defended those comrades

who committed both the error of adventurism and the

error of capitulationism. You have defended infringe- }
ments upon the sovereignty of a fraternal country. And }
you are making the fight against the Chinese Communist }
Party and other Marxist-Leninist Parties, rather than }
the fight against U.S. imperialism, your prime cencern. 4§
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On the Sino-Indian boundary question, Thorez and
other comrades have accused China of lacking the ‘“mini-
mum of goodwill” for a settlement of the dispute. This
charge is ludicrous.

We have already had occasion to deal at length with the
Chinese Government’s consistent sta..d for a peaceful set-
tlement of the Sino-Indian border issue and with the ef-
forts it has exerted in this connection over a number of
years. At the moment, the situation on the border has
begun to relax, as a result of the serious defeat which the
Indian forces sustained in their massive attacks and of
the cease-fire and withdrawal which the Chinese forces
effected on China’s initiative after having fought back
successfully in self-defence. The three years and more
of the Sino-Indian boundary dispute have furnished con-
clusive proof that the Chinese Government has been
absolutely right in waging a necessary struggle against
the reactionary policy of the Nehru government of India.

The surprising thing is that when a fraternal socialist
country was facing the Nehru government’s provocations
and attacks, certain self-styled Marxist-Leninists shculd
abandon the principle of proletarian internationalism and
assume a ‘“neutral” stand. In practice, they have not only
been giving political support to the anti-China policy of
the Nehru government, but have been supplying that gov-
ernment with war matériel. Instead of condemning these
wrong actions, Thorez and other comrades have described
them as a “sensible policy”. What has happened to your
Marxism-Leninism and your proletarian internationalism?

Time and again, Comrade Thorez has denounced China’s
policy towards India as benefiting imperialism. As early
as 1960, he said that the Chinese Communist Party “‘gives
Eisenhower the opportunity to obtain a welcome in India
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which he would not have received in other circum-
stances”. To this day, some French comrades are repeat-
ing this charge.

To anybody with political judgement, it is hardly nec-
essary to dwell on the fact that one of the objects of the
Nehru government in stirring up conflict on the Sino-
Indian border was to serve the needs of U.S. imperialism
and secure more U.S. aid. We would only like to ask
Comrade Thorez and certain other members of the C.P.F.:
Is it possible you have forgotten that Eisenhower was
accorded not only a welcome in India but a rousing
welcome in France too. Comrade Thorez sharply criti-
cized a number of elected Communist municipal and
general councillors of the Paris region at the Plenary
Session of the Central Committee of the French
Communist Party for not attending the reception

to welcome Eisenhower when the latter was visiting

Paris in September 1959. To quote Comrade Thorez,

“It is necessary to say that we considered it a mistake

that in spite of the decision of the Political Bureau, which
had wanted the elected municipal and general coun-
cillors of the Paris region to be present, they were not

all present at the reception for Eisenhower at the Town |
Hall. That was an erroneous position. I have also criti- §
cized it since my return. (Comrade Thorez had just re- }
turned from a trip abroad — Ed.) I wish to repeat that
the Political Bureau had taken a correct decision but that §
it did not know how to secure its application.” ('Huma- §
nité, November 11, 1959.) If the Chinese Communist §
Party is to blame for the welcome Nehru gave to Eisen- |
hower, who is to blame, we would like to ask Comrade

Thorez, for his endeavours to get all the elected Com-

munist municipal and general councillors of the Paris j
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region to attend the reception welcoming Eisenhower?
From the class viewpoint of Marxism, no one need be
surprised at Nehru’s welcome to Eisenhower, but when a
Communist Party leader shows such eagerness to wel-
come the chieftain of U.S. imperialism and uses such
stern language in criticism of comrades for failing to at-
tend the reception, one cannot help being amazed.

These two issues, the Caribbean crisis and the Sino-
Indian border question, have once again thoroughly ex-
posed the line and policy followed by those who claim to
be “completely correct” and shown them to be contrary
to Marxism-Leninism and the Moscow Declaration and
the Moscow Statement. Nevertheless, they did not draw
the proper lessons or show any desire to correct their er-
rors and return to the path of Marxism~Leninism and the
Moscow Declaration and Statement. Instead, angrier and
more red-faced than ever, they have slid further and fur-
ther down the wrong path; and in an effort to divert
people’s attention and cover up their mistakes, they have
started a still bigger adverse current directed against the
Chinese Communist Party and other fraternal Parties, a
current that is destructive of the unity of the interna-
tional communist movement.

Several fraternal European Parties held their congresses
between November 1962 and January 1963. At these
congresses, by careful arrangements, a disgusting situa-
tion was created in which large-scale and systematic
public attacks were made on the Chinese Communist Party
and other fraternal Parties by name. In particular, at
the recent congress of the German Socialist Unity Party,
this adverse current reached a new high in the attacks on
the Chinese Communist Party and other fraternal Parties
and the disruption of the unity of the international com-
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mu_nist mpvement. At this congress, certain comrades, |
while talking about ending the attacks, continued violently

;3 as§ail the Chinese Communist Party and other fraternal
art%es and, moreover, they openly tried to reverse the
verdict on the traitorous Tito clique. Can these comrades

deceive anybody by their double-dealing? Obviously |
not. Such double-f;lealing just shows that they are not :
sincere about stopping the polemics and restoring unity.

In particular, it must be pointed out that the question

of how to treat the Tito clique is a major question of

ﬁ‘inciple. It is not a question of how to interpret the
oscow Statement but of whether to defend it or tear it

up- It is not a question of what attitude to take towards

a f.raternal Party, but of what attitude to take towards
traltprs to the communist cause. It is not a question of
helping comrades rectify the mistakes they have made
but of unmasking and denouncing enemies of Marx’sm:

Leninism. Adhering faithfully to Marxism-Leninism |
and the .Moscow Statement, the Chinese Communist
Party will never allow the common agreement of

the fraternal Parties to be either doctored or scrapped,

w@ll never allow traitors to be pulled into our ranks, and |
vs_nll never agree to any trading in Marxist-Leninist prin- |
ciples or bartering away of the interests of the interna- |

tional communist movement.

From the.facts cited above one can clearly see that on |
a whole series of questions it is not we but certain com-

rades of fraternal Parties who have been committing

increasingly serious violations of the Moscow Declaration
and the Moscow Statement. It is not we but certain |
comrades of fraternal Parties who have failed to try to ',
remove the differences among fraternal Parties in ac- |
cordance with these two common documents, but have on
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the contrary exacerbated these differences. It is not we
but certain comrades of fraternal Parties who have fur-
ther exposed to the enemy the differences among fra-
ternal Parties and publicly attacked fraternal Parties by
name and with increasing violence. It is not we but cer-
tain comrades of fraternal Parties who have counter-
posed to the common line of the international communist
movement their own erroneous line and who have thus
exposed the socialist camp and the international com-
munist movement to the more and more serious danger
of a split.

From the facts cited above, one can also clearly see
that Thorez and certain other comrades of the French
Communist Party have been taking a surprisingly irre-
sponsible attitude towards the present serious debate in
the international communist movement. They have been
resorting to deception, blocking information, concealing
facts and distorting the views of the Chinese Communist
Party in order to be able to make unbridled attacks on it.
This is certainly not the proper way to carry on a debate,
nor does it show a responsible attitude towards the mem-
bers of the French Communist Party and the French
working class. If Thorez and the other comrades dare
to face the facts and believe themselves to be right, they
ought to publish the material of the Chinese Communist
Party which explains its views, including the relevant
articles we have published recently, and let all the mem-
bers of the French Communist Party and the French
working class learn the truth and decide for themselves
what is right and what is wrong. Comrade Thorez and
the other comrades! We have already published your
statements accusing us. Will you do the same? Do you
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have that kind of statesmanship? Do you have that kind |

of courage?

Comrade Thowez and certain other comrades of the }
French Communist Party have distorted facts and re-
versed right and wrong to an extent that is really j
astonishing and yet they keep on calling themselves }
“creative Marxist-Leninists”. Very well, let’s look at ]

this kind of ‘“‘creativeness”.

We note that prior to 1959 Thorez and the other com- ;
rades rightly pointed out that U.S. imperialism was the }

leader of the forces of aggression and that they denounced

the U.S. government’s policies of aggression and war. {
But on the eve of the Camp David talks someone said |
that Eisenhower hoped for ‘‘the elimination of tension |
in the relations between states”, and so Thorez and
the others vied with each other in lauding Eisenhower §
and decided that the elected municipal and general coun- §
cillors of the French Communist Party should welcome ]

this “peace emissary”. This was a complete turn of 180
degrees in response to the baton.

We also note that in September 1959 after de Gaulle §
had issued a statement about “self-determination” for §
Algeria in which he totally refused to recognize her inde- |
pendence and sovereignty, the Political Bureau of the ]
Central Committee of the French Communist Party issued ]
a statement which rightly exposed this as a ‘“‘purely dema- §
gogic manoeuvre”. At that time Comrade Thorez him- }
self said that it was “nothing but a political manoeuvre”. }
But in little more than a month, as soon as a foreign com- |

rade said that de Gaulle’s statement had “great signifi-

cance”, Comrade Thorez severely criticized the Political :
Bureau of the Central Committee of the French Com- }
munist Party for having made a “false appreciation”, de- |
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ciaring that the Political Bureau’s original statement had
been “hasty, precipitate”. This was another complete
turn of 180 degrees in response to the baton.

We note further that in the past Thorez and the other
comrades correctly denounced the revisionist programme
of the Yugoslav Tito clique, saying that the Tito clique
was accepting “the subsidies of the American capitalists”,
and that these “capitalists clearly do not bestow them in
order to facilitate the construction of socialism”. But
recently someone spoke of “helping” the Tito clique “to
resume its place in the great family of all fraternal Par-
ties”, and so Thorez and other comrades began to talk
a great deal about “helping the League of Yugoslav
Communists to return once again to the fold of the great
communist family”. This was another complete turn of
180 degrees in response to the baton.

We also note that a year or so ago when the Chinese
Communist Party opposed the practice of one Party
publicly attacking another fraternal Party at its own con-
gress, someone condemned this as being “contrary to the
Marxist-Leninist stand”. And then, Comrade Thorez
followed him by saying that the Chinese comrades were
“wrong” to take such an attitude, which was ‘“not right”.
Recently, someone continued the attacks while saying
that open polemics should halt, and so certain comrades
nf the French Communist Party again followed suit and
said this was “sensible, Leninist”. This was still another
turn in response to the baton.

Instances of this sort are too numerous to mention.
Turning about in this way and following the baton so
unconditionally cannot possibly be regarded as indicative
of the normal relationship of independence and eguwality
that should exist among fraternal Farties, but rather of
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abnormal feudal, patriarchal relationships. Some com- |

rades apparently believe that the interests of the prole-

tariat and of the people in their own country may be }

disregarded completely, that the interests of the inter- |

national proletariat and of the people of the world may |

also be completely disregarded, and that it is good enough |

just to follow others. Is it right to go east or is it right §

to go west? Is it right to advance or is it right to retreat? }

— about all such questions they do not care at all. What ,

someone else says, they repeat word for word. If some-
one else takes one step, they follow with the same step. |

Here there is all too much ability to parrot and all§

too little of Marxist-Leninist principle. Are “creative’
Marxist-Leninists” of this kind something to be proud of‘?
However much Comrade Thorez and certain other com-

rades of the French Party publish in order to slander and
viciously attack the Chinese Communist Party, they can- {
not in the least sully the glory of the great Chinese Com- §
munist Party. These practices of theirs run counter to 4
the desire of all Communists to remove differences and §

strengthen unity and they are not in keeping with the
glorious tradition of the French working class and the §
French Communist Party. 3

The working class and the labouring people of France
have a long and glorious revolutionary tradition. In 1
their heroic endeavour to found the Paris Commune the]
French working class set a brilliant example for the pro-§
letarian revolution in all countries of the world. The]
Internationale, the immortal battle-march created by two
outstanding fighters and gifted songsters of the French:
working class, is a clarion call to the people of the world ]
to fight for their own emancipation and carry the revolu-§
tion to the end. Founded under the influence of the/
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Great October Socialist Revolution, the French Com-
munist Party gathered together a vast number of the
finest sons and daughters of the French people and waged
determined struggles jointly with the French working
class and the labouring people. In the resistance move-
ment against fascism the French people under the leader-
ship of the French Party enriched the revolutionary tradi-
lion of the French working class and showed dauntless
heroism. Since the War, the French Communists have
played an important role in the struggle to defend world
peace, to preserve democratic rights, to better the living
conditions of the working people and to oppose monopoly
capital. The Chinese Communist Party and the Chinese
people have always had the greatest respect for the
French Communist Party and the French working class.

Comrade Thorez and the other comrades have repeated-
ly stressed that the Chinese comrades should correct
their mistakes. But it is Comrade Thorez and the others,
and not we, who really need to correct mistakes. In spite
of the fact that we have no alternative but to debate with
Comrade Thorez and certain other French comrades in
this article, we sincerely hope that they will honour the
history of the French Communist Party and treasure
their own record of militant struggle for the cause of
communism. We hope that they will take the basic in-
terests of the international communist movement to heart,
correct their errors which are out of keeping with the
revolu . nary tradition of the French proletariat, out of
keeping with the glorious tradition of the French Com-
munist Party and out of keeping with their oath of
dedication to communism, and will return to the banner of
Marxism-Leinism and to the revolutionary principles of
the Moscow Declaration and the Moscow Statement.
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As always, the Chinese Communist Party firmly up- |
holds the unity of the socialist camp, of the international
communist movement and of the revolutionary people
throughout the world, and opposes any disruption of this ]
unity by word or deed. As always, we firmly uphold 1
Marxism-Leninism and the revolutionary principles of .
the Moscow Declaration and the Moscow Statement, and j
we are against all words and deeds that run counter to |
these revolutionary principles.

Naturally, the occurrence of one kind of difference or |
another in the international communist movement can ,
hardly be avoided. When differences do occur, and }
especially when they concern the line of the movement, ]
the only way to strengthen the unity of the internationaly
communist movement is to start from the desire for unity}
and, through serious debate, to eliminate these differences }
on the basis of Marxism-Leninism. The question is not]
whether to debate, but through what channels and by
what methods to conduct the debate. We have alwaysj
maintained that debates should be conducted only among
the fraternal Parties and not in public. Although this§
stand of ours is irrefutable, it has been under attack by{
certain comrades of fraternal Parties. After having pub-§
licly attacked us and other fraternal Parties for more thany
a year, they have now changed their tune and say theyj
want to stop open polemics. We should like to ask: Doj
you or do you not consider now that the public attacks
you have been making on fraternal Parties were 3aj
mistake? Are you or are you not ready to admit this]
mistake and to apologize to the fraternal Parties you
have attacked? Are you truly and sincerely ready 16§
return to the proper course of inter-Party consultation onj
the basis of equality?
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In order to eliminate differences and strengthen unity,
the Chinese Communist Party has many times proposed,
and still holds today, that a meeting of representatives
of the Communist and Workers’ Parties of all countries
should be convened; moreover, the Chinese Communist
Party is ready to take the necessary steps together with
all the fraternal Parties to prepare the conditions for the
convening of such a meeting.

One of the preparatory steps for such a meeting is the
cessation of the public polemics which are still going on.
The Chinese Communist Party made this proposal long
ago. We are of the opinion that in ceasing public polem-
ics the actions must suit the words, and that the cessa-
tion must be mutual and general. While professing to
terminate these polemics, some persons have continued
to make attacks. Actually they want to forbid you to
strike back after they have beaten you up. This will
not do. Not only must attacks on the Chinese Communist
Party cease, the attacks levelled at the Albanian Party
of Labour and other fraternal Parties must also stop.
Moreover, it is absolutely impermissible to use the pre-
text of stopping polemics in order to forbid the exposure
and condemnation of Yugoslav revisionism, because
this violates the provision of the Moscow Statement on
the obligation to expose further the revisionist leaders
of Yugoslavia. Some persons now want to oust the fra-
ternal Albanian Party of Labour from the international
communist movement on the one hand, and to pull in the
renegade Tito clique on the other. We want to tell these
people frankly that this is absolutely impossible.

A necessary step for preparing such a meeting is to
hold bilateral and multilateral talks among the fraternal

! 157




Parties. This was proposed by the Chinese Communist
Party as far back as ten months ago. We have always
been willing to have talks with all the fraternal Parties
which share our desire to eliminate differences and
strengthen unity. As a matter of fact, we have had such
talks with a number of fraternal Parties. We have never
refused to hold bilateral talks with any fraternal Party.
In their statement of January 12 the Executive Commit-
tee of the British Communist Party alleged that the Chi-
nese Communist Party had not accepted the CPSU’s re-
quest “for joint discussion”. It has been said they were
told this by another Party. However, we must point out
in all seriousness that this is a sheer fabrication. We wish
to reiterate that we are ready to hold talks and to ex-
change views with any fraternal Party or Parties in order
to facilitate the convening of a meeting of representatives
of the Communist Parties of all countries.

At present the imperialists, and particularly the U.S.
imperialists, are stepping up their policies of aggression

and war, are frantically opposing the Communist Parties |
and the socialist camp, and are savagely suppressing _
national-liberation movements in Asia, Africa and Latin

America and the people’s revolutionary struggles in va-

rious countries. At this juncture all Communist Parties, ;
the proletariat of the world and the people of all countries
are urgently calling for the strengthening of the unity of §
the socialist camp, the unity of the international com- }
munist ranks and the unity of the people of the whole -'
world against our common enemy. Let us eliminate §
differences and strengthen unity on the basis of Marxism- ’-
Leninism and on the basis of the Moscow Declaration and }
the Moscow Statement! Let us .work together to ;
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strengthen our struggle against imperialism, to win vic-
tory for the cause of world peace, national liberation,
democracy and socialism, and to attain our great goal of
communism!




MORE ON THE DIFFERENCES
BETWEEN COMRADE TOGLIATTI
| AND US

— SOME IMPORTANT PROBLEMS OF LENINISM
IN THE CONTEMPORARY WORLD

by
The Editorial Department of “Hongqi” (Red Flag),
i Nos. 3-4, 1963




I. INTRODUCTION

At the Tenth Congress of the Communist Party of
Italy Comrade Togliatti launched an open attack on the
Chinese Communist Party and provoked a public debate.
For many years, he and certain other comrades of the
C.P.I. have made many fallacious statements violating
fundamental tenets of Marxism-Leninism on a whole
series of vital issues of principle concerning the in-
ternational communist movement. From the very outset
we have disagreed with these statements. However, we
did not enter into public debate with Togliatti and the
other comrades, nor did we intend to do so. We have
always stood for strengthening the unity of the inter-
national communist movement. We have always stood
for handling relations between fraternal Parties in ac-
cordance with the principles of independence, equality
and the attainment of unanimity through consultation
as laid down in the Moscow Declaration and the Moscow
Statement. We have always held that differences be-
tween fraternal Parties should be resolved through
inter-Party consultation by means of bilateral or
multilateral talks or conferences of fraternal Parties.
We have always maintained that no Party should make
unilateral public charges against a fraternal Party, let
alone level slanders or attacks against it. We have been
firm and unshakable in thus standing for unity. It was
contrary to our expectations that Togliatti and the other
comrades should have utilized their Party Congress to
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launch public attacks against the Chinese Communist
Party. But since they directly challenged us to a public
debate in this way, what were we to do? Were we to
keep silent as we had done before? Were the “magis-
trates to be allowed to burn down houses, while the
common people were forbidden even to light lamps”?
No and again no! We absolutely had to reply. They
left us no alternative but to make a public reply. Con-
sequently, our paper Renmin Ribao (People’s Daily)
carried an editorial on December 31, 1962, entitled “The
Diiferences Between Comrade Togliatti and Us”.

Togliatti and certain other comrades of the C.P.I. were
not at all happy about this editorial and they published
another series of articles attacking us. They declared
that our article “often lacked explicit clarity”, was
“highly abstract and formal” and “lacked a sense of
reality”.! They also said that we were “not accurately
informed™ on the situation in Italy and on the work of
the C.P.I. and had committed an “obvious falsification’2
of the views of the CP.I. They accused us of being
“dogmatists and sectarians who hide their opportunism
behind an ultra-revolutionary phraseology”2? and so on
and so forth. Togliatti and the other comrades are bent
on continuing the public debate. Well then, let it con-
tinue!

In the present article we shall make a more detailed
analysis and criticism of the fallacious statements made
by Togliatti and the other comrades over a number of

1 Togliatti, “Let Us Lead the Discussion Back to Its Real Limit”,
L’Unite, January 10, 1963.

2 Luigi Longo, “The Question of Power”, L’Unita, January 16,
1963.
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years, as a reply to their continued attacks against us.
When Togliatti and the other comrades have read our
reply, we shall see what attitude they will take —
whether they will still say that we “often lack explicit
clarity”, that we are “highly abstract and formal” and
“lack a sense of reality”, that we are “not accurately
informed” on the situation in Italy and on the work of
the C.P.I, that we are committing an “obvious falsifica-
tion” of the views of the C.P.I.,, and that we are “dogma-
tists and sectarians who hide their opportunism behind
an ultra-revolutionary phraseology”. We shall wait and
see.

In a word, it will not do for certain persons to behave
like the magistrate who ordered the burning down of
people’s houses while forbidding the people so much as
to light a lamp. From time immemorial the public has
never sanctioned any such unfairness. Furthermore,
differences between us Communists can only be settled
by setting forth the facts and discussing them rationally,
and absolutely not by adopting the attitude of masters
to their servants. The workers and Communists of all
countries must unite, but they can be united only on the
basis of the Moscow Declaration and the Moscow
Statement, on the basis of setting forth the facts and
discussing them rationally, on the basis of consultations
on an equal footing and reciprocity, and on the basis
of Marxism-Leninism, If it is a case of masters wielding
batons over the heads of servants, incanting “Unity!
Unity!’, then what is actually meant is “Split! Split!”
The workers of all countries will not accept such
splittism. We desire unity, and we will never allow a
handful of people to keep on with their splitting
activities.
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II. THE NATURE OF THE PRESENT GREAT
DEBATE AMONG COMMUNISTS

As a result of the challenge the modern revisionistsj
have thrown out to Marxist-Leninists, a widespread ,
debate on issues of theory, fundamental line and policy §
is now unfolding in the international communist move-§
ment. This debate has a vital bearing on the success}
or failure of the whole cause of the proletariat and thef}
working people throughout the world and on the fate of!
mankind.

In the last analysis, one ideological trend in this debate
is genuine proletarian ideology, that is, revolutionaryj
Marxism-Leninism, and the other is bourgeois ideology]
which has infiltrated into the ranks of the workers, that§
is, an anti-Marxist-Leninist ideology. Ever since the]
birth of the working-class movement, the bourgeoisie hasf
tried its utmost to corrupt the working class ideologically¥
in order to subordinate the movement to its own funda-
mental interests, weaken the revolutionary struggles off
the people of all countries and lead the people astray.!
For this purpose, bourgeois ideological trends assume]
different forms at different times, now taking a Rightist]
form and now a “Leftist” form. The history of thef
growth of Marxism-Leninism is one of struggle agains]
bourgeois ideological trends, whether from the Right 0;
the “Left”. The duty of Marxist-Leninists is to act ag}
Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin did, not to run away}
from the challenge presented by any bourgeois ideologica
trend, but to smash attacks in the fields of theoryj
fundamental line and policy whenever they are madé
and to chart the correct road to victory for the prol,'
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tariat and the oppressed peoples and nations in their
struggles.

Since Marxism became predominant in the working-
class movement, a number of struggles have taken place
between Marxists on the one hand and revisionists and
opportunists on the other. Among them there were two
debates of the greatest historic significance, and now a
third great debate is in progress. Of these the first was
the great debats which Lenin had with Kautsky and
Bernstein and the other revisionists and opportunists of
the Second International; it advanced Marxism to a new
stage of development, the stage of Leninism, which is
Marxism in the era of imperialism and proletarian
revolution., The second was the great debate which the
Communists of the Soviet Union and of other countries,
headed by Stalin, conducted against Trotsky, Bukharin
and other “Left” adventurists and Right opportunists.
It successfully defended Leninism and elucidated Lenin’s
theory and tactics concerning the proletarian revolution,
the dictatorship of the proletariat, the revolution of the
oppressed nations and the building of socialism. Side by
side with this debate there was the fierce and fairly pro-
tracted debate inside the Chinese Communist Party,
which Comrade Mao Tse-tung carried on against the
“Left” adventurists and Right opportunists for the
purpose of closely integrating the universal truth of
Marxism-Leninism with the concrete practice of the
Chinese revolution.

The current great debate was first provoked by the
Tito clique of Yugoslavia through its open betrayal of
Marxism-Leninism.

The Tito clique had taken the road of revisionism long
ago. In the winter of 1956, it took advantage of the anti-
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Soviet and anti-Communist campaign launched by the {
imperialists to conduct propaganda against Marxism—
Leninism on the one hand and, on the other, to carry 4
out subversive activities within the socialist countries :
in co-ordination with imperialist schemes. Such prop~ |
aganda and sabotage reached a climax in the counter- }
revolutionary rebellion in Hungary. It was then that |
Tito made his notorious Pula speech. The Tito clique 4
did its utmost to vilify the socialist system, insisted that §
“a thorough change is necessary in the political system™? |
of Hungary, and asserted that the Hungarian comrades §
“need not waste their efforts on trying to restore the ¢
Communist Party”.! The Communists of all countries §
waged a stern struggle against this treacherous attack §
by the Tito clique. We had published the article “On
the Historical Experience of the Dictatorship of the §
Proletariat” in April 1956. Towards the end of December ,
1956, aiming directly at the Titoite attack, we published
another article “More on the Historical Experience of the {
Dictatorship of the Proletariat”. In 1957, the Meeting j
of Representatives of the Communist and Workers’ |
Parties of the socialist countries adopted the famous §
Moscow Declaration. This Declaration explicitly singled §
out revisionism as the main danger in the present in- ;
ternational communist movement. It denounced the §
modern revisionists because they “seek to smear the §
great teaching of Marxism-Leninism, declare that it is §
‘outmoded’ and allege that it has lost its significance for
social progress”. The Tito clique refused to sign the j
Declaration, and in 1958 put forward their out-and-out §
revisionist programme, which they counterposed to the §

1Cf. Kardelj’s speech at the National Assembly of the Federal 4
People’s Republic of Yugoslavia, Borbg, December 8, 195¢. 5
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Moscow Declaration. Their programme was unanimously
repudiated by the Communists of all countries. But in
the ensuing period, especially from 1959 onwards, the
leaders of certain Communist Parties went back on the
joint agreement they had signed and endorsed, and made
Tito-like statements. Subsequently, these persons found
it increasingly hard to contain themselves; their language
became more and more akin to Tito’s, and they did their
best to prettify the U.S. imperialists. They turned the
spearhead of their struggle against the fraternal Par-
ties which firmly uphold Marxism-Loninism and the
revolutionary principles laid down in the Moscow Dec-
laration, and made unbridled attacks on them. After
consultation on an equal footing at the 1960 Meeting of
Representatives of Communist and Workers’ Parties,
agreement was reached on many differences that had
arisen between the fraternal Parties. The Moscow State-
ment issued by this meeting severely condemned the
leaders of the Yugoslav League of Communists for their
betrayal of Marxism-Leninism. We heartily welcomed
the agreement reached by the fraternal Parties at this
meeting, and in our own actions have strictly adhered
to and defended the agreement. But not long afterwards,
the leaders of certain fraternal Parties again went back
on the joint agreement they had signed and endorsed,
and they made public attacks on other fraternal Parties
at their own Party congresses, laying bare before the
enemy the differences in the international communist
movement. While assailing fraternal Parties, they extrav-
agantly praised the Tito clique and wilfully wallowed
in the mire with it.

Events have shown that the modern revisionist trend
is a product, under new conditions, of the policies of im-
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perialism. Inevitably, therefore, this trend is international i
in character, and, like the previous debates, the present }
debate between Marxist-Leninists and the modern revi- :
sionists is inevitably developing into an international one. §

The first great debate between the Marxist-Leninists
and the revisionists and opportunists led to the victory }
of the Great October Socialist Revolution and the found- i
ing of revolutionary proletarian parties of a new type }
throughout the world. The second great debate led to §
victory in the building of socialism in the Soviet Union, 4
the victory of the anti-fascist world war, in which the
great Soviet Union was the main force, the victory of ]
the socialist revolution in a number of European and }
Asian countries and the victory of the great revolution |
Qf the Chinese people. The present great debate is tak- §
ing place in the epoch in which the imperialist camp is §
disintegrating, the forces of socialism are developing and
growing stronger, the great revolutionary movement in
Asia, Africa and Latin America is surging forward, and
the mighty working class of Europe and America is ]
experiencing a new awakening. In starting the present
debate, the modern revisionists vainly hoped to abolish ]
Marxism-Leninism at one stroke, liquidate the liberation §
struggles of the oppressed peoples and nations and save )
the imperialists and the reactionaries of various countries
from their doom. But Marxism-Leninism cannot beb'
abolished, the peoples’ liberation struggles cannot be;
liquidated, and the imperialists and reactionaries cannot: 3
be saved from their doom. Contrary to their aspirations; § 1
the modern revisionists are doomed to fail in their
shameful attempt. !

The working-class movement of the world sets befor ]
all Marxist-Leninists the task of replying to the general]
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revision of Marxism-Leninism by the modern revisionists.
Their revisions serve the current needs of world im-
perialism, of the reactionaries of various countries or
of the bourgeoisie of their own countries, and are aimed
at robbing Marxism-Leninism of its revolutionary soul;
they throw overboard the most elementary principle of
Marxism-Leninism, the principle of class struggle, and
all they want to retain is the Marxist-Leninist label.

In discussing international and social problems, the
modern revisionists use the utterly hypocritical bourgeois
“supra-class” viewpoint in place of the Marxist-Leninist
viewpoint of class analysis. They concoct a host of
surmises and hypotheses, which are purely subjective
and devoid of any factual basis and which they substitute
for the scientific Marxist-Leninist investigation of
society as it actually exists. They substitute bourgeois
pragmatism for dialectical materialism and historical
materialism. In a word, they indulge in a lot of non-
sensical talk, which they themselves must find it hard
to understand or believe, in order to fool the working
class and the oppressed peoples and oppressed nations.

In the past few years, a great number of international
events have testified to the bankruptcy of the theories
and policies of the modern revisionists. Nevertheless,
every time their theories and policies are disgraced
before the people of the world, they invariably “glory
in their shame”,! as Lenin once remarked, and, stopping
at nothing and disregarding all consequences, they direct
their fire at the revolutionary Marxist-Leninists — their

1Lenm “What Should Not Be Imitated in the German Labour
l\’Tovemenf:" Selected Works, International Publishers, New York,
1943, Vol. 4, p. 336.
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brothers in other countries —who have previously ad- |
vised them not to entertain illusions nor to act so blindly.
By venting their venom and fury on others in the same |
ranks, they try to prove that they have gained al
“victory”, in a vain attempt to isolate the revolutionary §
Marxist-Leninists, to isolate all their brothers in other
countries who are defending revolutionary principles.

In the circumstances, what can all true revolutionary }
Marxist-Leninists do but take up the challenge of the §
modern revisionists? With regard to differences and}
disputes on matters of principle, Marxist-Leninists have|
the duty to differentiate between truth and error and’
to straighten things out. For the common interests of}
unity against the enemy, we have always stood for aj
solution through inter-Party consultation and against}
making the differences public in the face of the enemy.§
But since some people have insisted on making thej
dispute public, what alternative is there for us but toj
reply publicly to their challenge? ,,

Latterly, the Chinese Communist Party has come under§
preposterous attacks. The attackers have vociferousl
levelled many trumped-up charges against us in total
disregard of the facts. The hows and whys of these at-)
tacks are not hard to understand. It is also as clear & s}
daylight where those who have planned and carried ouf
these attacks put themselves, and with whom they align}
themselves.

Whoever is acquainted with statements made by Comsy
rade Togliatti and certain other comrades of the Italian)
Communist Party in recent years will see that it is
accident that at the last C.P.I. Congress they added th
voice to the attacks on the Marxist-Leninist views of the
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Chinese Communist Party. An ideological thread alien to
Marxism-~Leninism runs right through the Theses for the
C.PI. Congress and Comrade Togliatti’s repprt and con-
cluding speech at the Congress. Along this line, they em-
ployed the same language as that used. by thfe social-
democrats and the modern revisionists in dealing bgth
with international problems and with domestic Italian
issues. A careful reading of the Theses and other dt_qu—
ments of the C.P.I. reveals that the numerous formulations
and viewpoints contained therein are none too fresh, but
by and large are the same as those put forward by the old-
line revisionists and those propagated from the outset by
the Titoite revisionists of Yugoslavia.

Let us now analyse the Theses and other relevant
documents of the C.P.I. so as to show clearly how far
Togliatti and the other comrades have moved away from
Marxism-Leninism.

III. CONTRADICTIONS IN THE
CONTEMPORARY WORLD

COMRADE TOGLIATTI'S NEW IDEAS

Comrade Togliatti and some other comrades of the
Communist Party of Italy make their appraisal of the
international situation their fundamental point of de-
parture in posing questions.

Proceeding from their appraisal, they have formed
their new ideas, of which they are very proud, concern-
ing international as well as domestic issues.
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1. “It is necessary, in the world struggle for peace
and peaceful coexistence, to fight for a policy of interna-
tional economic co-operation, which will make it possible
to overcome those contradictions at present preventing
a more rapid economic development which will be trans-
lated into social progress.”

2. “In Europe, in particular, it is necessary to de-
velop an integral initiative in order to lay the foundation
for European economic co-operation even among states
with diverse social structures, which will make it pos-
sible, within the framework of the economic and political
organs of the United Nations, to step up trade, eliminate
or lower customs barriers, and make joint interventions
to promote the progress of the underdeveloped areas.’

3. “One should demand . . . the unfolding of system-
atic action to overcome the division of Europe and the
world into blocs while breaking down the political and
military obstacles which preserve this division,”! and
“the reouilding of a single world market.”!

4. In the conditions of modern military technique,
“war becomes something qualitatively different from
what it was in the past. In the face of this change in
the nature of war, our very doctrine requires fresh
deliberations.”?

5. “Fighting for peace and peaceful coexistence, we
wish to create a new world, whose primary characteristic
will be that it is a world without war.””

1“Theses for the Tenth Congress of the C.P.1.”

2Togliatti, “Unity of the Working Class in Order to Advance
Towards Socialism in Democracy and Peace”, report {0 the Tenth
Congress of the C.P.I., December 2, 1962.

174

6. “The colonial regime has almost completely crum-
bled.”! . . . there are no longer any spheres of influence
preserved for imperialism in the world.”?

7. “In fact, there exists in the capitalist world today
an urge towards structural reforms and fo reforms of a
socialist nature, which is related to economic progress
and the new expansion of productive forces.™

8. “ .. the very term ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’
can assume a content different from what it had in the
hard years of the Civil War and of socialist construction
for the first time, in a country encircled by capitalism.”?

9. In order “to realize profound changes in the pres-
ent economic and political structure” in the capitalist
countries, “a function of prime importance can fall . . .
on parliamentary institutions”.*

10. In capitalist Italy “the accession of all the people
to the direction of the state’? is possible. In Italy, the
democratic forces “can oppose the class nature and class
objectives of the state, while fully accepting and defend-
ing the constitutional compact”.?

11. “Nationalization”, “planning” and “state inter-
vention” in economic life can be turned into “instruments
of struggle against the power of big capital in order to
hit, restrict and break up the rule of the big monopoly
groups”.!

12. The bourgeois ruling groups can now accept “the
concepts of planning and programming the economy, con-
sidered at one time a socialist prerogative”, and “this can

1 Togliatti’s report to the Tenth Congress of the C.P.L

2 Togliatti, “Today It Is Possible to Avoid War”, speech at the
session of the Central Committee of the C.P.I., July 21, 1960.

3 “Theses for the Tenth Congress of the CP.L” See L'Unita

supplement, September 13, 1962.
4 “heses for the Tenth Congress of the C.P.I.”
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be a sign of the ripening of the objective conditions for §

a transition from capitalism to socialism”.

To sum up, the new ideas advanced by Comrade j
Togliatti and others present us with a picture of the |
contemporary world as they envisage it in their minds. §
Despite the fact that in their Theses and articles they f§

employ some Marxist-Leninist phraseology as a camou-
flage and use many specious and ambiguous formula-

tions as a smokescreen, they cannot cover up the essence

of these ideas. That is, they attempt to substitute class

collaboration for class struggle, “structural reform” for
proletarian revolution, and “joint intervention” for the }

national-liberation movement.

These new ideas put forward by Togliatti and the other 1

comrades imply that antagonistic social contradictions
are vanishing and conflicting social forces are merging
into a single whole throughout the world. For instance,
such conflicting forces as the socialist system and the
capitalist system, the socialist camp and the imperialist
camp, rival imperialist countries, imperialist countries
and the oppressed nations, the bourgeoisie and the pro-
letariat and working people in each capitalist country,
and the various monopoly capitalist groups in each im-
perialist country, are all merging or will merge into a
single whole.

It is difficult for us to see any difference between these
new ideas put forward by Togliatti and other comrades
and the scries of absurd anti-Marxist-Leninist vicws in
the Tito clique’s Programme which earned it notoriety.

Undoubtedly, these new ideas advanced by Togliatti
and other comrades constitute a most serious challenge

1 Togliatti’s report to the Tenth Congress of the C.P.L.
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to the theory of Marxism-Leninism and an attempt to
overthrow it completely. It reminds us of the title Engels
gave to the book he wrote in his polemic against Diihring,
Herr Eugen Diihring’s Revolution in Science. Can it be
that Comrade Togliatti now intends to follow in Diihring’s
footsteps and start another “revolution” —in the theory
of Marxism-Leninism?

A PRESCRIPTION FOR CHANGING THE WORLD IN WHICH
THE PRESCRIBER HIMSELF SCARCELY BELIEVES

How can “those contradictions at present preventing a
more rapid economic development which will be trans-
lated into social progress”’ be overcome? In other
words, how can the antagonistic social forces, interna-
tional and domestic, be merged into a single whole? The
answer of Togliatti and other comrades is:

For the socialist countries, and for the Soviet Union
in the first place, to challenge the bourgeois ruling
classes to a peaceful competition for the establishment
of an economic and social order capable of satisfying
all the aspirations of men and peoples towards freedom,
well-being, independence and the full development of
and respect for the human personality, and towards
peaceful co-operation of all states.?

Does this mean that it is possible, merely through peace-
ful competition between the socialist and the capitalist
countries, and without a people’s revolution, to establish
the same “economic and social order” in capitalist coun-
tries as in the socialist countries? If so, does it not mean
that capitalism need no longer be capitalism, that impe-
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