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To Our Readers

)EKING REVIEW made its debut in March 1958. It is now five

years old. On this memorable birthday anniversary, it seems [itting
and proper to look back along the road Peking Review has travelled
and to look forward to see what lies ahead.

The five years Peking Review has just gone through were eventful
and momentous years. It was during these years that the Chinese peo-
ple, guided by the three red banners — the general line for socialist
construction, the big leap forward and the people’s commune — success-
fully implemented the Second Five-Year Plan, overcame three con-
secutive years of climatic disasters and did a splendid job readjusting
the national economy. Now the Chinese people are triumphantly carry-
ing out the general policy of developing the national economy with
agriculture as the foundation and industry as the leading factor.

On the international scene much has happened during the five
years. The march of events has fully borne out Chairman Mao
Tse-tung’s thesis that the East wind prevails over the West wind. The
surging worldwide struggle against the U.S. imperialist policies of
aggression and war, for world peace, for national independence, democ-
racy and socialism shows clearly which way the wind blows. Bearing
aloft the banner of opposing imperialism and saleguarding world peace
and the banner of revolution, People’s China has made great efforts for
the cause of world peace and human progress.

The anti-Chinese chorus struck up by the imperialists, reactionaries
and modern revisionists about China’s internal and external policies has
become more discredited and it shows that the road the Chinese people
have followed is the right road.

During the five years of its existence, Peking Review has come a long
way. A good deal has been accomplished, but much more remains to be
done. In order to do much betler to keep our readers well informed
about socialist construction in China and about the views of the Chinese
Communist Party and the People's Government on current world
problems, concrete measures are being taken.

Peking Review, beginning this week, appears in French and
Spanish editions as well as in English. While the English edition is a
weekly, the French and Spanish editions will be published every other
week. These two new editions contain all the important articles in the
English edition and will carry special articles of their own from time
to time. Publication of these two editions, it is hoped, will meet the
needs of French-speaking and Spanish-speaking readers all over the
world.

Some change has also been made in the English edition. This has
been done in the light of the experience gained over the past years
and in response to suggestions from our readers. Apart from the
Chinese scene, more coverage will be given to world affairs and the
international communist movement.

On this fifth anniversary we take much pleasure in availing
ourselves of the opportunity to thank our readers for the valuable help
they have given and express the hope that they will continue to write
lo us giving their suggestions and comments on our magazine.



THE WEEK

Among the major events of the week:

e In the past week Renmin Ribao
published the full texts of the report
delivered by Chairman N.S. Khrush-
chov on December 12, 1962, at a meet-
ing of the Supreme Soviet of the
US.S.R.; Pravda’s editorial article of
January 7; Khrushchov's speech at the
6th Congress of the German Socialist
Unity Party on January 16, and Prav-
da’s editorial article of February 10.

® On February 24 it devoted two
pages to recent statements made by
Maurice Thorez and other comrades
of the French Communist Party and
by Palmiro Togliatti and other com-
rades of the Italian Communist Party
attacking the Chinese Communist
Party and disrupting the unity of the
international communist movement.

® On February 26 it published the
full text of the editorial article of the
Albanian paper Zeri I Popullit of
February 7.

® On February 27 Renmin Ribao
published its editorial entitled “Whence
the Differences?”, a reply to Thorez
and other comrades.

o Chairman Mao receives Soviet

Ambassador.

e China signs trade agreements
with Cuba and Syria.

e Vice-Premier Nieh Jung-chen de-
fines the current task of agricultural
science and technology.

e Popular organizations in China
protest against persecution of pro-
gressives and patriots in Iraq.

Chairman Mao Receives Soviet
Ambassador

Mao Tse-tung, Chairman of the
Central Committee of the Chinese
Communist Party, received and had
a cordial talk with Comrade S.V.
Chervonenko, Soviet Ambassador to
China on February 23.

Present on the occasion were Liu
Shao-chi and Chou En-lai, Vice-
Chairmen of the Central Committee
of the Chinese Communist Party; and
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Wu Hsiu-chuan, Member of
Central Committee of the C.C.P.

the

Soviet Army Day

Marshal Lin Piao, Vice-Premier and
Minister of National Defence, last
week sent a cable to Marshal R.Y.
Malinovsky, Minister of Defence of
the U.S.S.R., greeting the Soviet Army
on its 45th anniversary.

The comradeship-in-arms of the
Chinese and Soviet Armies was toasted
at the reception given in honour of
the occasion by Lieutenant-General
N.A. Vasiliev, the Military Attache of

the Soviet Embassy in China on
February 23.
Marshal Ho Lung, Vice-Premier;

Senior General Lo Jui-ching, Vice-
Premier and Chief of the General
Staff of the Chinese People's Libera-
tion Army, were among the high-
ranking Chinese officers present at the
reception.

Speaking at the reception General
Vasiliev recalled the glorious events
in the history of the Soviet Army. He
toasted the further growth of the
unbreakable friendship between the
peoples and armies of the Soviet
Union and China.

General Lo Jui-ching, on behalf of
the Chinese armed forces, extended
greetings to the Soviet people and
their army. Denouncing U.S. im-
perialism for its policies of war and
aggression, he said, “Facing such a
chief enemy, we must strengthen the
unity of the peoples and armies of
the socialist camp and the unity of
the international communist move-
ment on the basis of the Moscow
Declaration and Moscow Statement
and proletarian internationalism, and
unite all the forces in the world that
can be united, to oppose our common
enemy and to win still greater vic-
tories in the struggle for peace, de-
mocracy, national liberation and
socialism.”

Economic Co-operation

In the past week China forged
stronger economic ties with other
lands. Peking has been host to a

Cuban government economic delega-
tion, a Syrian economic delegation
and a Bulgarian government trade
delegation which arrived here only a
few days ago. By the end of the
week new gains for friendship and co-
operation between China and Cuba,
and China and Syria were confirmed
by the signing of half a dozen agree-
ments.

CHINA AND CUBA. Three trade and
loan agreements between China and
Cuba were signed on February 22.
They are a protocol on Sino-Cuban
trade in 1963, an agreement on a loan
extended by China to Cuba and a
protocol on the common conditions
governing the delivery of goods by
the foreign trade organizations of the
two countries.

Premier Chou En-lai and Vice-
Premier Li Hsien-nien and Cuban
Ambassador Oscar Pino Santos were
among those present when the docu-
ments were signed by Yeh Chi-
chuang, China’s Minister of Foreign
Trade, and Alberto Mora, Minister of
Foreign Trade and head of the Cuban
government economic delegation.

According to the joint communique
issued by the Chinese and Cuban
economic delegations on February 26
the Sino-Cuban trade protocol stip-
ulates that China will supply Cuba
with rice, soya-beans, oil, canned
meat, cotton cloth, paper, rolled steel,
machinery, chemical products, medi-
cine and other commodities, while
Cuba will supply China with raw
sugar., nickel and copper ore and
other commodities.

The Chinese Government has
agreed to grant Cuba, as a long-term
interest-free loan, the trade balance
remaining in China’s favour at the
end of the period, 1962-63.

Officials on both sides highly eval-
uated the significance of these agree-
ments. Speaking at the reception he
gave in honour of the occasion,
Ambassador Oscar Pino Santos said:
“The signing of these three documents
will assuredly help strengthen the
friendly relations already eswablished
between our two countries in the
fields of trade, culture and ideology.
Just as surely it means a fresh blow
against the aggressive and backward
forces of imperialism and reaction.”
“Our successful negotiations,” said
Alberto Mora, “will help strengthen
the rock-firm, everlasting fraternal
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relations between the Cuban and the
Chinese peoples forged in their com-
mon struggle against  imperialism.”
And Yeh Chi-chuang characterized
the signing of the documents as mark-
ing “a new advance in the economic
and trade relations of the two coun-
tries and a further consolidation of
the solidarity and friendship between
the Chinese and Cuban peoples.”

The Cuban delegation came to Pe-
king on February 8. During their stay
in China. its members visiled Nan-
king. Shanghai. Hangchow and Tien-
tsin and received the warmest of wel-
comes wherever they went.

On February 21 the delegation was
received by Chairman Mao Tse-tung,
Chairman Liu Shao-chi and Premier
Chou En-lai.

While in Peking its members were
guests of honour at a cocktail party
given by the China-Cuba Friendship
Association and the China-Latin
America Friendship Association.

CHINA AND SYRIA. The day before,
on February 21, China signed three
economic agreements with the Syrian
Arab Republic.

In the presence of Premier Chou
En-lai, Yeh Chi-chuang. Chinese
Minister of Foreign Trade. and Soubhi
Kahalle, head of the Syrian economic
delegation and Minister of Communi-
cations, signed a trade agreement and
a paymenis agreement. Fang Yi.
director of China’s Central Bureau of
Foreign Economic Relations, and
Soubhi Kahalle affixed their signa-
tures to an agreement on economic
and technical co-operation.

At the farewell banquel given by
the head of the Syrian delegation
that evening, officials of both coun-
tries greeted the success of the nego-
tiations.

Chinese public opinion welcomes
this new advance in the economic
relations between the two countries.
As participants of the Bandung Con-
ference, both countries uphold the
Five Principles of Peaceful Coexist-
ence and the ten principles of the
Bandung Conference. They have
helped each other in the fight against
imperialism and in national construc-
tion. Through the new agreement on
cconomic and technical co-operation,
the Chinese Government will extend
to Syria loans without attached
conditions or privileges while the
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new frade agreement encourages both
parties to expand their trade as much
as possible. Such economic co-opera-
tion based on equality, mutual benefit
and mutual respect is in the interests
of the national independence and
economic growth of both countries.

The Syrian economic delegation ar-
rived in China on February 3. While
in Peking it was received by Chair-
man Liu Shao-chi and Premier Chou
En-lai.

Prince Sihanouk Tours China

Prince Norodom Sihanouk. Head of
State of Cambodia, and Madame
Sihanouk and other distinguished
Cambodian guests are continuing
their visit in China. Shanghai gave
them an exuberant welcome when
they arrived there on February 18.

They had a busy schedule during
their Shanghai stay. The Prince and
Madame Sihanouk paid a cordial call
on Soong Ching Ling, Vice-Chairman
of the People’s Republic of China, and
visited Dr. Sun Yat-sens former
residence. Their sightseeing tours
took them to the Shanghai Industrial
Exhibition and the Memorial Hall of
Revolutionary History.

On February 22, China’s distin-
guished guests flew by special plane
to Changsha, central China, ac-
companied by Vice-Premier Chen Yi
and his wife. They drove together to
Shaoshan  Village, southwest of
Changsha. to visit the house where
Chairman Mao Tse-tung spent his
childhood and youth. From Changsha,
they proceeded to Kweilin in Kwangsi,
famous for its scenery.

As we go to press Prince Sihanouk
and his party has arrived in Nanning.

Focus on Agricultural Science

The agricultural science and tech-
nology conference which opened in
Peking on February 8 continues to be
a focus of national attention. Here
leading government officials and ex-
perts from every branch of agricultural
science are discussing key problems
relating to the application of their
knowledge to agriculture. Long-term
development plans are being mapped
out too.

“The development of science and
technology constitutes an important
part of China's socialist construction,

and the modernization of science and
technology is the key to building China
into a strong socialist country with
a modern agriculture, industry, na-
tional defence, and science and
technology.” This was said by Vice-
Premier and Chairman of the State
Scientific and Technological Commis-
sion Nieh Jung-chen in his opening
speech on February 8 and was stressed
again by him at the conference’s ple-
nary session on February 21. He called
on scientists and technologists through-
out the country to provide, through
research and experiment, scientific
and technological bases for the
planned development of the national
economy and for gelling greater,
faster, better and more economical
results in production and construction.

The conference has as one of its
chief aims the pooling of the nation’s
scientific resources and collective
wisdom to speed up the technical
transformation of agriculture and
boost farm output. This is no easy
task in a country like China, with its
vast territory, its very varied nat-
ural conditions and, not the least,
backward agricultural techniques in-
herited from the past. Much headway
has been made since liberation, but
a good deal more remains to be done
to modernize her agriculture.

The relatively low labour produc-
tivity in China’s agriculture today is
expressed in low yields. Higher yields
depend in large measure on mechaniz-
ing farming, irrigation, more chemical
fertilizer, soil improvement, improved
seeds and much else. All these point
the way technically to higher yields
and bigger output; they also point
to the big scope there is for the ap-
plication of science and technology in
China’s agriculture. This is what
Vice-Premier Nieh had in mind when
he said: “There is the greatest scope
for scientists and technologists work-
ing in the fields of agriculture and
industry, on surveys of resources, the
basic sciences and technology, medi-
cine and public health to display their
abilities in modernizing our agricul-
ture. Everyone can and should make
his contribution in this.”

Referring {o the current tasks con-
fronting agricultural scientists and
technologists, Vice-Premier Nieh said
that, first and foremost, they should
work to fulfil the national programme
for agricultural development and help
the technical transformation of agri-
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Preparing the land for spring sowing

culture by fruitful research and ex-
periment. Agronomists should centre
research on soil amelioration, rational
application of fertilizer, irrigation,
improving seed strains, rational close
planting, plant protection, field man-
agement and improvement of farm
implements. “These,” he said, “com-
prise the programme for increasing
farm yields, and a focus for scientific
research in agriculture.”

The Vice-Premier reiterated how
necessary it was to adopt methods
suited to local conditions in bring-
ing about the technical reform of
agriculture in different regions. While
relying on our own efforts to solve
our special problems in agricultural
science and technology, to sum up the
experience of the masses in produc-
tion, and systematize the agronomic
heritage of our country, he said that
it was necessary, among other things,
to draw on the advanced science and
technology of other lands, to spread
the results of research and popularize
agricultural science and technology.
Vice-Premier Nieh concluded by call-
ing on all scientists and experts to
work hard and make fresh contribu-
tions to speed up the growth of agri-
cultural production.

Industry Looks Ahead

Striding into March, the nation’'s
industries are off to a good start.
Hundreds of factories in the major
industrial centres have fulfilled or
overfulfilled their January-February
production plans for the goods that

socialist construction needs. Farm
machines, equipment for making
chemical fertilizers and pesticides

figure high on their order lists.
Special Light Tractor. The Shanghai
engineering indusiry is stepping up
production of a special type of 7 h.p.
small tractor specially suited to the
small farm plots, typical of some parts
of southern China. About a dozen
plants in this industrial centre pooled
resources to design and make the pro-
totype. Serial production on a small
scale started early this year, and the
first batch of these tractors came off
the assembly line at the Shanghai
Tractor Works a few weeks ago.
These are being rushed to the farms
in various provinces to reinforce the
tractor force already readied there for
the spring ploughing.

Fertilizers. More chemical fertilizer
plants are being built to answer

the mounting farm demand for
fertilizer. Over a hundred engineer-
ing and power equipment fac-

tories in Shanghai, Shenyang, Harbin
and other cities have shouldered the
task of making the needed equipment.
They are producing whole sets of
equipment, including high-pressure
compressors and containers and
synthesizing towers which have been
designed as a result of several years
of combined, painstaking research by
a large number of engineering works.
Factories so equipped have an annual
capacity of 25,000 tons of synthetic am-
monia which in turn can be made into
100,000 tons of ammonium sulphate.

Only a few years ago China still
had to import most of the essential
cquipment for her large chemical
fertilizer plants. Those built in Lan-
chow, Kirin and elsewhere during the
First Five-Year Plan (1953-57) were
mostly equipped with foreign-made
machinery. Now the first important
step has been taken to build an inde-
pendent industry for the manufacture
of machinery for producing chemical
fertilizers. The significance of this can-
not be overestimated. It will pay off
in steadily increasing vyields from
enriched farmland.

Emulation. While keeping a weather
eye open at all times to the needs of
agriculture, workers in large and
small industrial cenires producing
consumer goods for the people are
engaged in emulation campaigns be-
tween factories, workshops, groups
and individuals for better work and
increased production. One emulation
campaign between 33 textile mills in
Shanghai resulted in an average in-
crease of 11 per cent in labour pro-
ductivity since the last quarter of last
vear, compared to the third quarter,
coupled with notable economies in
raw materials and lowered costs. A
number of advanced groups and in-
dividuals have distinguished them-
selves, and these are helping the less
advanced ones along as the campaign
rolls on.

Chinese Skaters in Japan

Chinese speed-skaters gave a good
account of themselves at the 1963
World Championships held at Karui-
zawa, Japan, from February 20 to 24.
Lo Chih-huan won the men’s 1,500
metres in 2 min. 9.2 sec.

Another Chinese skater who figured
prominently was Wang Chin-yu. In
the all-round championship, won by
Sweden’s Jonny Nilsson, Wang Chin-
yvu held his position as the world's
No. 5 speed-skater,

China’s 19-year-old Wang Shu-yuan
made an impressive debut. She came
second in the 1,000 metres and placed
sixth in the all-round championship
won by Lidia Skoblikova of the
Soviet Union.

Among the nations participating in
the world championships, China, ac-
cording to the unofficial rating, while
maintaining her second place for the
women's events, has advanced from
fourth to third place for the men’s
events.
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RENMIN RIBAO

WHENCE THE DIFFERENCES?

— A Reply to Thorez

The following is a translation of the editorial of
“Renmin Ribao” published on February 27, 1963. Sub-
heads and emphases are ours. — Ed.

("()MR.\I)I-.' Thorez, General Secretary of the French
4 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 numcrous 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 December 14, 1962;

The report on problems relating to the inter-
national situation and to the unity of the inter-
national communist 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
international situation and to the unity of the
international communist and working-class move-
ment adopted by the plenary session of the Central
Committee of the C.P.F. on December 14, 1062;

The editorial written by R. Guyot in L'Humanite,
organ of the Ceniral Commitlee of the C.P.F., on
January 9, 1963;

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
CPEP.F;;

Ten successive articles attacking the Chinese
Communist Party by name in L’Humanite 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 Inter-
naftonal Communist Movement, published by the
Central Committee of the C.P.F. in January 1963,
containing 15 documents attacking the Chinese Com-
munist 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
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and Other Comrades —

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 L’Humanite on
February 15, 1963.

Particularly Energetic in Anti-Chinese Chorus

The main content of these statements has already
been published in the Renmin Ribao 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 have
outdone many other comrades in assailing the Chinese
Communist Party.

Besides their assaults on us, Thorez and other
comrades have levelled malevolent attacks at the
Albanian Party of Labour, censured the fraternal Parties
of Korea, Burma, Malaya, Thailand, Indonesia, Viet Nam
and Japan and even gone so far as to assail the national-
liberation movement, which is heroically fighting im-
perialism and colonialism. They have slanderously alleged
that the ‘“sectarian and adventurist” positions taken by
the Chinese Communist Party “have found some echoes
in certain Communist Parties, particularly in Asia. and
within nationalist movements,” and that they “feed the
‘Leftism' which exists at times in these Parties and move-
ments.” The attitude of certain French comrades towards
the revolutionary cause of the oppressed nations is indeed
shocking. They have truly gone too far in disrupting
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 State-
ment. In no instance have we been the first to launch
public criticism of any fraternal Party or to provoke public
debate. 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.

Returning Compliments

We should like to tell those comrades who have
wantonly attacked the Chinese Communist Party and
other fraternal Parties: The fraternal Parties are equal.
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Since you have publicly lashed out at the Chinese Com-
munist 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 Labour, the Albanian comrades have the full and
equal right to answer you publicly. At present, cerfain
comrades of fraternal Parties, while talking about a halt
to the public polemics, are themselves continuing to at-
tack 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
veciprocity. It is discourteous not to give after receiving.”
In all seriousness we feel it necessary to bring this point
to the altention of those who have been assailing the
Chinese Communist Party.

In attacking the Chinese Communist Party, Thorez
and other comrades have louched on the nature of our
epoch, the appraisal of imperialism. war and peace,
peaceful coexistence, peaceful transition, and other ques-
tions. But a close look reveals that they have merely re-
peated other people’s stale arguments. Since we have al-
ready answered their erroneous arguments on these ques-
tions in our editorials entitled “Workers of All Countries,
Unite, Oppose Our Common Enemy!”. “The Differences
Between Comrade 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 Modern Revisionism” in the periodical Hongqi (Red
Flag), there is no need 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
undermining the unity of the international communist
movement and creating a split. They endlessly repeat
that the dilferences in the international communist move-
ment “were in particular the act of the Chinese comrades.”
and that the differcnces arose because the Chinese
comrades “have not yet fundamentally accepted 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.”

Who Should Be Held Responsible for the
Emergence of Differences?

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

Whenee the differences in  the inlernational com-
munist movement?

Thorez and other comrades state that these differ-
ences arose because the Chinese Communist Party did not
accept the theses of the 20th Congress of the C.P.S.U.
This very statement is a violation of the principles guid-
ing relations among fraternal Parties as set forth in the
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Moscow Declaration and Statement. According to these
two documents which were jointly agreed upon, the fra-
ternal Parties are equal and independent in their rela-
tions. 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 common line of the international communist move-
ment or be binding on other fraternal Parties. If Thorez
and other comrades are willing to accept the viewpoints
and resolutions of another Party, that is their business.
As for the Chinese Communist Party, we have always
held that the only common principles of action which
can have binding force on us and on all other fraternal
Parties are Marxism-Leninism and the common docu-
ments unanimously agreed upon by the fraternal Parties,
and not the resolutions of the congress of any one frater-
nal Party, or anything elsec.

As for the 20th Congress of the C.P.S.U., it had both
its positive and negative aspeets. 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 differ-
ent 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 occasions. 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 entirvely
because certain comrades of a frarernal 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 Meeling of Com-
munist and Workers' Parties. basing itsell on Marxism-
Leninism, eliminated certain differences among the
fraternal 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 move-
ment. Every [raternal Party has proclaimed its accep-
tance of this programme.

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
movement would have been strengthened and our com-
mon struggle advanced.

For some time after the Moscow meeting of 1957, the
Communist and Workers' Parties were [airly successful
and effective in their united struggle against the common
enemy, and above all against U.S. imperialism. and in their
struggle against Yugoslav revisionists, who had betrayed
Marxism-Leninism,

A Series of Erroneous Views

But, because certain comrades of a fraternal Party
repeatedly attempted to place the resolutions of the
congress of one Party above the Moscow Declaration,
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above the common programme of all the fraternal Par-
ties, differences within the international communist move-
ment inevitably ensued. Particularly around the time
of the Camp David talks in September 1959, certain com-
rades of a fraternal Party put forward a series of er-
roneous views on many important issues relating to the
international situation and the international communist
movement, views which departed from Marxism-Lenin-
ism 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
time, the practical possibility is being created of banishing
war from the life of society finally and for ever,” and “a
world without weapons, without armies and 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 for a world without
weapons and armies and a world without wars begins
to come Lrue.”

They contravened the thesis of the Moscow Declara-
tion that in order to prevent another world war we should
rely on the joint struggle of the socialist camp, the
national-liberation movement, the international working
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 meclings of the major powers can deter-
mine 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 com-
plicated international questions.” They portrayed the
Camp David talks as a “‘new stage,” a “new era” in inter-
national relations, and even “a turning-point in the history
of mankind.”

They contravened the thesis of the Moscow Declayi-
tion 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 hopes to eliminate the
state of ‘cold war,”” and who “also worries about ensuring
peace just as we do.”

They violated the Leninist principle of peaceful co-
cxislence between the two different social systems as set
forth in the Moscow Declaration, and interpreted peaceful
coexistence as nothing but ideological struggle and
economic competition, saying: “The inevitable struggle
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 co-
existence between countries with different social systems
to the relations between oppressor and oppressed classes
and between oppressor and oppressed nations, maintain-
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ing that for various countries peaceful coexistence is the
road leading to socialism. All this represents a complete
departure from the Marxist-Leninist viewpoint of class
struggle. They thus actually used the pretext of peace-
ful coexistence to negate the political struggle against
imperialism and for the liberation cause of the people of
all countries. and to negate the international 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 pro-
claimed 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
opportunities 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
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 siressed that “a war under contemporary
conditions 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,
people’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 slress on
the “growing immediate possibility” of peaceful transi-
tion, 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.

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
Declaration or absolve themselves from their responsibility
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for the creation of differences in the international com-
munist movement.

Such is the origin of the differences in the inter-
national communist movement which have arisen in
recent years,

How the Differences Were Exposed Before the Enemy

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

Thorez and other comrades allege that the differences
were brought into the open with “the Chinese Communist
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
talks 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 statemeni 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 “tragic” and “deplorable.” Here is
the first instance in history in which a socialist country,
instead of condemning the armed provocations of the
reactionaries of a capitalist country, condemned another
fraternal socialist country when it was confronted with
such armed provocation. The imperialists and reaction-
aries immediately sensed that there were differences
among the socialist countries, and they made venomous
use of this erroneous statement to sow dissension. The
bourgeois propaganda machines at that time made a great
deal of it, saying that the statement 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 him-
self.”

Attacks on the Chinese Communist Party

After the Camp David talks, the heads of certain
comrades were turned and they became more and more
intemperate in their public attacks on the foreign and
domestic policies of the Chinese Communist Party. They
publicly abused the Chinese Communist Parly as attempt-
ing “to test by [orce the stability of the capitalist system,”
and as “craving for war like a cock for a fight.” They
also attacked the Chinese Communist Party for its general
line of socialist construction, its big leap forward and its
people’s communes, and they spread the slander that the
Chinese Party was carrying out an “adventurist” policy
in its direction of the state.

For a long time these comrades have eagerly prop-
agated their erronecus views and attacked the Chinese
Communist Party, banishing the Moscow Declaration
from their minds. They have thus created confusion
within the international communist movement and placed
the peoples of the world in danger of losing their bear-
ings in the struggle against imperialism. Comrade Thorez
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can no doubt recall what was vigorously propagated at the
time in the organ of the French Communist Party,
L’Humanite, “Between Washington and Moscow a common
language has been found, that of peaceful coexistence.
America has taken the turning.”

It was in those circumstances and for the sake of
upholding 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 Revolu-
tionary Banner!”. Although we had already been under
altack for more than half a year, we set store by unity
and made imperialism and Yugoslav revisionism the tar-
gets 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.

An Extremely Bad Precedent

In May 1960, the American U-2 spy plane intruded
into the Soviet Union, and the four-power summit meeting
in Paris was aborted. We then hoped that the comrades
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 [raternal Parties
and countries in the common struggle against the U.S.
imperialist policies of aggression and war. But, contrary
to our hopes, at the Peking session of the General Council
of the World Federation of Trade Unions held early in
June of the same year, certain comrades of f{raternal
Parties still refused to denounce Eisenhower, spread many
erroneous views and opposed the correct views put for-
ward 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 Communist Party at the
meeting of the fraternal Parties in Bucharest. This action
was a crude violation of the principle that questions of
common interest should be solved through consultation
among fraternal Parties. it set an extremely bad prec-
edent for the international communist movement.

Thorez and other comrades have alleged that the
delegate of the Albanian Parly of Labour “attacked the
Communist Party ol the Soviet Union™ at the meeting
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 hetween fraternal Parties
as those between patriarchal father and son, it was indeed
an appalling act of impudent insubordination for tiny
Albania to dare to disobey the baton. From that time
on they harboured a grudge against the Albanian com-
rades, employed all kinds of base devices against them
and would not be satisfied until theyv had destroyed them.
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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
unilaterally tearing up agreements and contracts they had
concluded with a fraternal country, in disregard of in-
ternational 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 countries
as set forth in the Moscow Declaration. Instead ol
criticizing their own errors of great-nation chauvinism,
these comrades charged the Chinese Communist Party with
the errors of “going it alone,” sectarianism, splitting, na-
tional communism, ete. Does this accord with communist
ethics? Thorez and other comrades were aware of the facts,
vet 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 at-
titude which confuses right and wrong and makes black
white and white black is indeed deplorable.

It is clear from the foregoing facts that the aggrava-
tion of differences in the international communist move-
ment after the Moscow meeting of 1957 was due entirely
to the fact that with respect to a series of important issues
certain comrades of fraternal Parties committed increas-
ingly serious violations of the common line unanimously
agreed upon by the fraternal Parties and of the principles
guiding relations among fraternal Parties and countries.

Lies Nailed

The fact that Comrade Thorez disregards the facts
and perverts the truth is also strikingly manifested in his
distortion of what actually happened at the 1960 Moscow
meeting. He has charged that the Chinese Communist Party
“did not approve the line of the international working-

class movement . . . and thus created a difficult situation”
for the meeting.

For the good of the international communist move-
ment we prefer not to go into detail here about what went
on at this internal meeting of the fraternal Parties; we
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 Communist and
Workers' Parties of the world. We made great efforts to
bring about its convocation. During the meeting, we up-
held Marxism-Leninism and the Moscow Declaration of
1957 and opposed the erroneous views put forward by
certain comrades of [raternal Parties; at the same time,
we made necessary compromises on certain questions. To-
gether with other fraternal Parties, we made concerted
efforts to overcome a variety of difficulties and enabled
the meeting to achieve positive results, 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 inter-
national communist movement and concentrated their
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forces for the common struggle against the enemy in ac-
cordance with the Statement to which they had unani-
mously agreed. In the Resolution on the Moscow
Meeting of Representatives of the Communist and Work-
ers’ Parties adopted at the Ninth Plenary Session of the
Eighth Central Committee of the Chinese Communist
Party held in January 1961, we pointed out:

The Communist Party of China, always unswervingly
upholding Marxism-Leninism and the principle of prole-
tarian internationalism, will uphold the Statement of this
meeting, just as it has upheld the Moscow Declaration of
1957, and will resolutely strive for the realization 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 revolutionary
principles of the Moscow Declaration and Statement.

Yet Thorez and other comrades have charged that
after the Moscow meeting of 1960 the Chinese Communist
Party “continued to express divergences on essential as-
pects 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?

Responsibility for Deterioration of
Soviet-Albanian Relations

Shortly after the Moscow meeting there was a further
deterioration in the relations between the Soviet Union
and Albania. Comrade Thorez has firied to shift the
responsibility for this deterioration on to the Chinese Com-
munist 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
and fraternal countries should be guided by the principles
of independence, equality and the attainment of unanimity
through consultation as laid down in the Moscow Declara-
tion 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 coun-
tries 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 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 time 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 Committee
of the Soviet Communist Party, expressing the hope that
the question of Soviet-Albanian relations would be re-
solved through consultation.

But no consideration was given to our sincere efforts.
A number of incidents occurred — the withdrawal of the
fleet from the naval base of Vlore, the recall of experts
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from Albania, the cessation of aid to Albania, interference
in her internal affairs, etc.

Grieving the Friends and Gladdening the Enemy

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
the C.P.S.U., the leaders of the Chinese Communist Party
once again gave the Soviet comrades comradely advice
concerning the improvement of Soviet-Albanian relations.
But to our surprise, at the 22nd congress there occurred
the grave incident in which the Albanian Party of Labour
was publicly named and attacked, and the odious prec-
edent was thus created of one Party using its own con-
gress to make a public attack on another fraternal Party.
In defence of the principles of the Moscow Declaration
and Statement guiding relations among fraternal Parties
and in the interest of unity against the enemy, the delega-
tion of the Chinese Communist Party attending the con-
gress explicitly stated our objection to a course of be-
haviour 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 comrade
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 effec-
tively 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 C.P.S.U.
Congress these comrades broke off the Soviet Union’s
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
circumstances, 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-
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perialist hand-out of 30 pleces of silver, that they are
executioners with blood 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 pub-
lish material on both sides of the controversy simul-
taneously? Those who claim to be “completely correct”
have published one article after another attacking Al-
bania, but they are mortally afraid of the Albanian com-
rades’ 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 conscience.

“A Movement for Piling Up Corpses”

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 especial-
ly to the Stockholm conference of the World Peace Coun-
cil in December 1961, where, they say, the Chinese Com-
munist Party “counterposed the struggle for national
liberation to the struggle for disarmament and peace.”

But this is the diametrical opposite of the facts. 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 safeguard national
independence, these comrades insist on making “every
effort for disarmament” the overriding task and they
energetically peddle the wrong idea that “a world without
weapons, without armies, without wars” can be realized
while imperialism and the system of exploitation still
exist. It is this that has given rise to continual sharp
controversies in these organizations. Similar controversies
broke out at the Stockholm conference 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 until the imperialists and
colonialists accept general and complete disarmament,
renounce their armed suppression 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 otherwise, they say, a world war would
be touched off, causing the death of millions upon millions
of people. Proceeding from precisely this absurd “theory,”
these persons have vilified the national-independence
movement as a “movement for piling up corpses.” It is
these persons, 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
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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 [lirmly 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
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
“vigorously protesting U.S. imperialism’s warlike and
provocative actions”? Did not L’Humanite 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 people of all countries as *a
matter of urgency that the peoples reinforce their solidar-
ity with Cuba and intensify their struggle”? May we ask
Comrade 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.

Power Politics and Fetish of Nuclear Weapons

Worse still. certain comrades in the C.P.F. have vili-
fied all who stand firm against the U.S. aggressors,
calling them such insulting names as “heroes of the revo-
lutionary phrase’ and accusing them of “using fine words”
and “speculating on the admiration which the Cuban
people’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.”
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 people 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 indulging in
“speculation,” while the Cuban people who do not pos-
sess hydrogen bombs must submit to the countries which
have them, sell out their state sovereignty, accept “in-
ternational inspection™ and allow themselves to be sacri-
ficed on the altar of U.S. imperialist aggression. This is
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naked power politics.
nuclear weapons.

It makes an unqualified fetish of
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 connection with the Caribbean crisis. For you have
tried to help out the Kennedy Administration, which pro-
voked 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 in-
fringements upon the sovereignty of a fraternal country.
And you are making the fight against the Chinese Com-
munist Party and other Marxist-Leninist Parties, rather
than the fight against U.S. imperialism, your prime con-
cern.

Who Is to Blame on the Sino-Indian
Border Question?

On the Sino-Indian boundary question, Thorez and
other comrades have accused China of lacking the
“minimum 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 stand for a peaceful
settlement of the Sino-Indian border issue and with the
efforts 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 ceasefire 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 ab-
solutely 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 should
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
government with war materiel. Instead of condemning
these wrong actions, Thorez and other comrades have
described them as a “sensible policy.” What has hap-
pened 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 wel-
come in India which he would not have received in other
circumstances.” To this day, some French comrades are
repeating this charge.

Welcoming the Chieftain of U.S. Imperialism

To anybody with political judgment, 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-
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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 wel-
come in France too. Comrade Thorez sharply criticized
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 {o 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 wanted the elected municipal and
general councillors 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
criticized it since my return. (Comrade Thorez had just
returned from a trip abroad. — Renmin Ribao Ed.) 1 wish
to repeat that the Political Bureau had taken a cor-
rect decision but that it did not know how to secure
its application.” (L’Humanite, November 11, 1959.) If
the Chinese Communist Party is to blame for the wel-
come Nehru gave to Eisenhower, who is to blame, we
would like to ask Comrade Thorez, for his endeavours to
get all the elected communist municipal and general
councillors of the Paris 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 {o welcome the chieftain of U.S. imperial-
ism and uses such stern language in criticism of com-
rades for failing to attend 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
errors 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
further 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 international
communist movement.

Several fraternal European Parties held their con-
gresses between November 1962 and January 1963. At
these congresses, by careful arrangements, a disgusting
situation was created with large-scale and systematic
public attacks made on the Chinese Communist Parly 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 communist
movement. At this congress, certain comrades, while
talking about ending the attacks, continued violently to
assail the Chinese Communist Party and other fraternal
Parties and. moreover, they openly tried to reverse the
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verdict on the traitorous Tito clique. Can these comrades
deceive anybody by their double-dealing? Obviously not.
Such double-dealing just shows that they are not sincere
about stopping the polemics and restoring unity.

How to Treat the Tito Clique — A Question of Principle

In particular, it must be pointed out that the question
of how to treat the Tito clique is a major question of
principle. It is not a question of how to interpret the
Moscow Statement but of whether to defend it or tear
it up. It is not a question of what attitude to take towards
a fraternal Party, but of what attitude to take towards
traitors to the communist cause. It is not a question of
helping comrades rectify the mistakes they bhave made,
but of unmasking and denouncing enemies of Marxism-
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, will never allow
traitors to be pulled into our ranks, and will never agree
to any trading in Marxist-Leninist principles or bartering
away of the interests of the international communist
movement.

From the facts cited above one can clearly see that
on a whole series of questions it is not we but certain
comrades 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 accor-
dance with these two common documents, but have on the
contrary exacerbated these differences. It is not we but
certain comrades of fraternal Parties who have further
exposed to the enemy the differences among fraternal
Parties and publicly attacked fraternal Parties by name
and with increasing violence. It is not we but certain com-
rades of fraternal Parties who have counterposed to the
common line of the international communist movement
their own erroneous line and who have thus exposed the
socialist camp and the international communist move-
ment to the more and more serious danger of a split.

Let the French Working Class Pass Judgment

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
irresponsible attitude towards the present serious debate
in the international communist movement. They have
been resorting to deception, blocking information, con-
cealing 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 members 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, in-
cluding the relevant articles we have published recently.
and let all the members of the French Communist Party
and the French working class learn the truth and decide
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for themselves what is right and what is wrong. Com-
rade Thorez and the other comrades! We have already
published your statements accusing us. Will you do the
same? Do you have that kind of statesmanship? Do you
have that kind of courage?

Comrade Thorez and certain other comrades of the
French Communist Party have distorted facts and reversed
right and wrong to an extent that is really astonishing
and yet they keep on calling themselves “creative

Marxist-Leninists.” Very well, let's look at this kind of
“creativeness.”

Turning in Response to the Baton

We note that, prior to 1959, Thorez and the other
comrades 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 some-
one said that Eisenhower hoped for “the elimination of
tension in the relation between states,” and so Thorez
and the others vied with each other in lauding Eisen-
hower and decided that the parliamentary deputies 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 in-
dependence and sovereignty, the Political Bureau of the
Central Committee of the French Communist Party issued
a statement which rightly exposed this as a “purely
demagogic manoeuvre.” At that time Comrade Thorez
himself said that it was “nothing but a political manoeu-
vre,” But in little more than a month, as soon as a foreign
comrade said that de Gaulle’s statement had “great
significance,” Comrade Thorez severely criticized the
Political Bureau of the Central Committee of the French
Communist Party for having made a “false appreciation,”
declaring 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 pro-
gramme 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 Parties,” 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 com-
plete 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 pub-
licly attacking another fraternal Party at its own congress.
someone condemned this as being ‘“contrary to the
Marxist-Leninist stand.” And then, Comrade Thorez fol-
lowed 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
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that open polemics should halt, and so certain comrades
of the French Communist Party again followed suit and
said this was “sensible, Leninist.” This was still another
turn in response to the baton.

Talking Like a Parrot

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 equality
that should exist among fraternal Parties, but rather of
abnormal, feudal, patriarchal relationships. Some com-
rades apparently believe that the interests of the pro-
letariat and of the people in their own country may be
disregarded completely, that the interests of the interna-
tional 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
comrades of the French Party publish in order to slander
and viciously attack the Chinese Communist Party, they
cannot in the least sully the glory of the great Chinese
Communist Party. These practices of theirs run counter
to 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.

The Glorious Revolutionary Tradition of
The French Working Class

The working class and the labouring people of France
have a long and glorious revolutionary tradition. In their
heroic endeavour to found the Paris Commune the French
working class set a brilliant example for the proletarian
revolution in all countries of the world. The Inter-
nationale, the immortal battle-march created by an out-
standing fighter and gifted composer of the French work-
ing class, is a clarion call to the people of the world to
fight for their own emancipation and carry the revolution
to the end. Founded under the influence of the Great
October Socialist Revolution, the French Communist Party
gathered together a vast number of the [inest sons and
daughters of the French people and waged determined
struggles jointly with the French working class and the
labouring people. In the resistance movement against
fascism the French people under the leadership of the
French Party enriched the revolutionary tradition of the
French working class and showed dauntless heroism. In
the postwar period the French Communists played an im-
portant 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 Com-
munist Party and the French working class.

Comrade Thorez and the other comrades have re-
peatedly stressed that the Chinese comrades should correct
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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 com-
munism. We hope that they will take the basic interests
of the international communist movement to heart, cor-
rect their errors which are out of keeping with the
revolutionary 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 dedica-
tion to communism, and will return to the banner of
Marxism-Leninism and to the revolutionary principles of
the Moscow Declaration and the Moscow Statement.

C.P.C. Upholds Principle and Unity

As always, the Chinese Communist Party firmly up-
holds the unity of the socialist camp. the unity of the
international communist movement and the unity of the
revolutionary people throughout the world, and opposes
any disruption of this unity by word or deed. As always,
we firmly uphold Marxism-Leninism and the revolution-
ary principles of the Moscow Declaration and the Moscow
Statement, and 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 espe-
cially when they concern the line of the movement. the
only way to strengthen the unity of the international
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 always
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
than a year, they have now changed their tune and say
they want to stop open polemics. We should like to ask:
Do you or do you not consider now that the public attacks
you have been making on fraternal Parties were a mis-
take? Are you or are you not ready to admit this mis-
take and to apologize to the fraternal Parties you have
attacked? Are you truly and sincerely ready to return
to the proper course of inter-Party consultation on the
basis of equality?

In order to eliminate differences and strengthen unity,
the Chinese Communist Party has many times proposed.
and still holds today, that a meeting of the representa-
tives of the Communist and Workers’ Parties of all coun-
tries should be convened; moreover, the Chinese Com-
munist 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.

Cessation of Polemics in Deeds As Well As in Words

One of the preparatory steps for such a meeting is
the cessation of the public polemics which are still going
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on. The Chinese Communist Party made this proposal
long ago. We are of the opinion that in ceasing public
polemics the actions must suit the words, and that the ces-
sation 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 pretext
of stopping polemics in order to forbid the exposure and
condemnation of Yugoslay revisionism because this vio-
lates the provision of the Moscow Statement on the obliga-
tion to expose further the revisionist leaders of Yugoslavia.
Some persons now want to oust the fraternal Albanian
Party of Labour from the international communist move-
ment 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.

Bilateral and Multilateral Talks

A necessary step for preparing such a meeting is to
hold bilateral and multilateral talks among the fraternal
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 Committee
of the British Communist Party alleged that the Chinese
Communist Party had not accepted the C.P.S.U.’s request
“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 na-
tional-liberation movements in Asia, Africa and Latin
America and the people’s revolutionary struggles in
various 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 dif-
ferences 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 strength-
en our struggle against imperialism, to win victory for
the cause of world peace, national liberation, democracy
and socialism, and to attain our great goal of com-
munism.
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Contradictions in Western World

Rapid Disintegration of Imperialist Bloc

by OBSERVER

Following is a translation of a commentary in “Ren-
min Ribao” on February 24. Subheads are ours. — Ed.

ECENTLY, contradictions among the imperialist
powers in various spheres have broken out in quick
succession. Their rivalries, covert and overt, are ex-
traordinarily acute. A scene of division and confusion
has appeared within the imperialist camp.

The recent breakdown of the Brussels negotiations is
a result of the further aggravation of imperialist contra-
dictions in the postwar period; it is a head-on clash among
the imperialist countries, more violent in nature than any
since the Suez crisis. On the face of it, this conflict has
arisen from France’s refusal to let Britain into the Com-
mon Market. In fact, it shows that the sharpening strug-
gle of the West European countries against U.S. domina-
tion has been brought to the surface, and that the strife
within the imperialist camp has reached the stage where
France, backed by West Germany, openly competes with
the United States for hegemony in Western Europe.

Serious Setback for U.S. Imperialism

France's rejection of British application for mem-
bership to the Common Market is a sharp rebuff to the
U.S. “Atlantic community” project aimed at controlling
Western Europe. De Gaulle has made it very clear on
this point. The entry by Britain and other countries into
the Common Market, he said, would transform it into a
“colossal Atlantic community dependent upon and con-
trolled by the United States, which would tend to absorb
the European community.” This will not be tolerated by
de Gaulle who himself seeks to dominate Western Europe
by means of the Common Market. He has openly pro-
posed the creation of “a Europe for Europeans,” that is, a
Europe from which the influence of the United States
will be excluded. That is why, when the United States
stepped up its coercion of the Six to admit Britain. and
Britain herself quickened her pace to gatecrash the Com-
mon Market, de Gaulle took the bull by the horns and
slammed the door shut. The U.S. plan for dominating
Western Europe thus suffered a serious setback.

The intensified U.S. struggle for domination and the
increased resistance by West European countries, France
in particular, are not only reflected in the breakdown of
the Brussels negotiations. They have much wider im-
plications: they are a most profound and full-scale trial
of strength.

U.S. Nuclear Monopoly Challenged

While slamming shut the Common Market door, de
Gaulle has also turned down the U.S. multilateral nuclear
force project and pressed ahead with the development
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of France's independent nuclear force. Reports say that
the de Gaulle government will succeed in building
France’s first nuclear striking force by the end of this
yvear. The U.S. nuclear monopoly position in the capitalist
world is openly challenged. Washington wants to use
the multilateral nuclear force scheme to dispose of the
British and French independent nuclear forces and thus
continue its military control of the imperialist camp, partic-
ularly its control of Western Europe. Special mention
should be made of the fact that because the economic
strength of the United States has been relatively weakened
in recent years, it has to depend more and more on its
nuclear monopoly for control of the imperialist camp. It
is true that during the Nassau talks Kennedy succeeded
in forcing Macmillan to accept his multilateral nuclear
force plan and scored partial successes in preventing
Britain from developing her independent nuclear force.
The rejection of this plan by France, however, remains a
big defeat for Kennedy. The reason is that, in relations
among the imperialist powers, nuclear force is equated
with “position of strength.” De Gaulle's stubborn deter-
mination to oppose U.S. nuclear monopoly and develop
France’s independent nuclear force shows how far he has
gone in his struggle with the United States for hegemony
in Western Europe.

Paris-Bonn Axis Strengthened

This is not all. In the sharp conflict between France
and the U.S., de Gaulle has also legitimized the Paris-
Bonn axis by signing with Adenauer the French-West
German “‘Treaty of Co-operation.” thus strengthening
France’s political position in the imperialist camp. West
Germany, which has achieved her economic recovery with
the backing of the United States, and which has tried hard
to stage a comeback politically and militarily. is an impor-
tant force in the imperialist struggle for power. In reviving
West German nonopoly capital and militarist forces in the
postwar period, the United States, on the one hand, aims
at using West Germany as a cat's-paw against the socialist
camp and, on the other, wants to turn it into an instru-
ment for controlling and coniaining other imperialist
powers in Western Europe. But facts contradict Wash-
ington’s wishful thinking. Monopoly capital and militarist
forces in West Germany. which have become stronger,
have step by step strengthened their collaboration with
de Gaulle who is determined to struggle with the United
States for hegemony. Although West Germany at the
present time still depends on the United States in many
respects, and Adenauer has affirmed that West Germany
will not weaken her co-operation with the United States,
the strengthening of the Paris-Bonn axis provides power-
ful support for de Gaulle’s bold counter-blow against the
United States.
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With the formation of the West European Common
Market, economically. the imperialist camp was split into
three blocs — the Six (the Common Market), the Seven
(the European Free Trade Association led by Britain) as
well as the United States. Now France and West Ger-
many have concluded their treaty of alliance of all-round
political, economic and military co-operation. This will
inevitably deepen the rift within the imperialist camp.

France, moreover, has also strengthened her military
“co-operation” with Franco’s Spain. As a result, the United
States has postponed its talks with Spain on the prolonga-
tion of the military base agreement, and the U.S. Deputy
Secretary of Defence Gilpatric has cancelled his planned
visit. This means that de Gaulle has also extended his
influence in Spain.

Sharp Struggle in Africa

Apart from their rivalry for control of Western
Europe, the United States and the old European colonialist
powers including France are also engaged in an extremely
bitter tussle in Africa. Since the end of World War II,
the United States, with its huge financial power, has
steadily penetrated the spheres of influence of Britain,
France, Belgium and other colonialist countries. This has
met with resistance from the latter. France, in partic-
ular, has tried her best to preserve her sphere of influence
in Africa by taking advantage of the fact that a number
of African countries are associate members of the Common
Market. The struggle between the old and new colonial-
ists has even developed into recurrent, open clashes in
the Congo. Early this year, the United States, under the
banner of the “U.N. force,” grabbed and occupied Katanga
which is rich in natural resources. The U.S.-French
scramble for spheres of influence is also mirrored in the
recent armed revolt in Togo. France's refusal to let Bri-
tain into the Common Market is an indication of her re-
sistance to the U.S. and British attempts to penetrate
further, by means of the Common Market, into her sphere
of influence in Africa.

In short, the recent outburst of the contradictions
within the imperialist camp is the most acute both in
scope and in extent in postwar years. It is an all-round
outburst of political, economic and military contradictions
among the imperialist powers. The struggle is focused on
the control of Western Europe, the principal strategic
base of the North Atlantic military bloc. That is why in
nature it threatens to shake to its foundations the domi-
nant U.S. position in the imperialist camp. Precisely be-
cause of this, the leaders of the U.S. ruling circles have
made many alarmed statements. U.S. President Kennedy
openly accused de Gaulle of opposing NATO. U.S. Sec-
retary of the Treasury Dillon said: “We [the Western
camp] have a split in Europe.” William Fulbright.
Chairman of the U.S. Senate Foreign Relations Committee
bemoaned that this was *‘the most serious setback for
our [U.S.] principal foreign policy, the most important
of all of them, that we, [the U.S.] have suffered” since
the end of World War II. This shows how deep are the
wounds the current conflict within the imperialist camp
has inflicted on the United States.

Result of Uneven Development of Capitalism

The current bitter struggle among the imperialist
powers is not an accident. It is a natural result of the
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uneven development of capitalism as the general crisis of
capitalism has deepened since World War II. At the same
time it is an indication of the resistance inevitably aroused
by the steady U.S. expansion in Western Europe and the
oppression imposed on its “allies.”

It is well known that since World War 1I, the U.S.
imperialists have stepped into the shoes of German, Italian
and Japanese fascism and persistently pursued a policy
of expansion throughout the world. U.S. ruling circles
arrogantly described the second half of the 20th century
as “the American age.” They have done all they could
to dominate the world and build an unprecedentedly big
empire in the capitalist world. To this end, they have,
first of all, under the anti-Soviel signboard, invaded,
swallowed and controlled the former colonies and spheres
of influence of Britain, France, Germany, Japan and Italy.

Taking advantage of its unchallenged supremacy in
the capitalist world since World War II and the weaken-
ing of its competitors, the United States has also put a
number of capitalist countries including Britain, France,
West Germany, Italy and Japan under its control and
oppressed them mercilessly. The “European unification”
plan pushed forward by the United States in the postwar
period is, in fact, a plan for bringing the West European
countries under its direct contrel and enslaving them.
By means of the Marshall plan and other “aid” program-
mes, the United States has penetrated the economies of
these countries and turned them into markets and investi-
ment fields. By forming the NATO military alliance, it
has tightened both its military and political grip on West-
ern Europe. The West European countries have, to the
best of their ability, countered this U.S. plan of controlling
Europe. However, owing to the great disparity in the
balance of forces between the United States and the West
European countries in the early postwar years, and par-
ticularly owing to their economic and military dependence
on the United States, the West European countries had
to put up with U.S. control and oppression and for
the time being accept its dominant position in the im-
perialist camp. But their struggle against U.S. control
has continued unabated.

Changed Balance of Forces

In the last few years, the balance of forces within
the imperialist camp has rapidly changed. France and
other countries, which were greatly weakened during
World War II, have revived. The defeated countries like
West Germany, Italy, and Japan, have also recovered their
military and economic potential. For the present, the
United States remains the most powerful country in the
imperialist camp; it still has considerable financial strength
and military superiority over its “allies.” Despite this,
the West European countries no longer depend absolutely
on the United States as they did in the past. They have
grown strong enough to stand up in opposition to the
United States. For this reason, it is natural that West
Germany and France, which have become relatively
strong, and even Italy are unwilling to continue to sub-
mit to the miserable fate of satellites at the disposal of
the United States. In accordance with the principle pointed
out by Lenin on the redivision of the world by the im-
perialist powers in proportion to strength, the West Euro-
pean countries certainly want to secure political and
military status and spheres of influence compatible with
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their economic strength. The formation of the Common
Market is an important step taken by the West European
countries to fight for markets and spheres of influence and
to seek a redivision of the world. It is clear that it is
first of all spearheaded against the United States. This
shows that the West European countries which have be-
come increasingly strong are out to gain equal status with
the United States.

The West European Common Market is not only an
economic bloc; it is also developing in the direction of a
political union. This is the so-called political and eco-
nomic “integration” of Western Europe planned by the
Common Market countries. Considerable differences on
the formula of “political integration™ still exist among
them. But de Gaulle and Adenauer have already reached
compromise to a certain extent on the question. Such
being the case, de Gaulle has made great efforts to push
ahead with his “Little Europe” programme to resist U.S.
control of Western Europe. That is why the economic
development of the West European Common Market and
its advance to political and economic “integration” cannot
but arouse the greatest anxiely of U.S. imperialism. U.S.
President Kennedy has clamoured that the Common
Market is a grave challenge to the United States affecting
its national fortunes. To meet this challenge, economi-
cally, the Kennedy Administration, has, on the one hand.
stepped up its efforts to invest and establish factories in
the Common Market countries and use the export of
capital as a means of attaining its purpose of controlling
the Common Market. On the other hand, it has produced
the “trade expansion Act” designed to dismantle the tariff
barriers of the Common Market and find an ouilet for
U.S. goods. Politically, the United States has actively
supported Britain’s entry into the Common Market and
thus weaken from within the French influence and posi-
tion in this bloc and merge the Common Market into the
U.S.-designed “Atlantic community.” Militarily, the
United States has tried by every possible means to hold
fast to its nuclear monopoly in the Western camp, and
prevent the West European countries from acquiring in-
dependent nuclear forces, so that it can take the power
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of policy-making in the North Atlantic bloc¢ into its own
hands and get other imperialist countries to submit to
its plans for war and aggression throughout the world.

All-Out U.S. Offensive

After the Cuban event, the Kennedy Administration
has become outrageously arrogant, thinking that the
United States’ “position of strength™ has been improved.
It has openly clamoured for the exercise of “stronger
leadership” over the West “even al the risk of offending
sensitive allies.” In the past two months, the United
States has launched an all-out offensive against the West
Eurcpean countries. It unilaterally decided to stop the
trial manufacture of the Skybolt missile —a programme
undertaken by joint agreement with Britain, thus hitting
hard at the British plan to build an independent nuclear
force. At the council meeting of the North Atlantic bloc
in Paris, the United States exerted further pressure on its
“allies,” demanding that they give up the development of
an independent nuclear force, provide more conventional
units and bear grealer military expenses. During
the Nassau talks, by coercion and the dangling of eco-
nomic bait, the United States induced Britain to accept
the so-called multilateral nuclear force plan in an attempt
lo further compel France to toe Washington’s line. Through
diplomatic channels, the United States urged the Com-
mon Market countries to admit Britain and sent Herter
and others on a tour to Western Europe so as to pave the
way for more U.S. exports to Western Europe. It is clear
that all these high-handed measures are mainly spear-
headed against France. But the days when the United
States could push around its West European “allies”
at will are gone for ever. Angered, France is set to launch
an all-out counter-offensive against the United States.
And hence the unfolding of her open struggle with the
United States for hegemony in Western Europe.

De Gaulle’s Hands Strengthened

Facts have shown that in the current struggle with
the United States, de Gaulle's position is not weak at all.
Economic growth in the past few years, the strengthening
of de Gaulle’s rule at home and the end of the Al-
gerian war have enabled France to get rid of her political,
economic and military dependence on the United States.
Dealing with the U.S. position in his article published in
Newsweek of February 18, Lippmann, an idea-man of
the U.S. ruling circles, had to admit: “De Gaulle is dis-
concerting because he is in the very strong position of
not wanting something from us [the U.S.].” Further-
more, the Common Market is to a certain extent manip-
ulated by de Gaulle. This has also strengthened his hand
in the struggle. To be sure, the Common Market itself
is riddled with contradictions. Italy and the other small
countries are highly vigilant towards the alliance between
France and West Germany. They invariably seek to
check France and West Germany with the backing of
Britain and the United States. However, in the years
since the Common Market was [ormed, monopoly capital-
ists of all its member countries have got handsome profits
out of it. Therefore, despite the fact that after the break-
down of the Brussels negotiations, the United States tried
its best to win over the other Common Market countries
to isolate de Gaulle and raised a great hue and cry for a
time, they remain, after all, France's partners in the Com-
mon Market. This makes it hardly possible for the United
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States to get any tangible results from its plan to isolate
de Gaulle. Although Britain, flatly denied entry into the
Common Market by de Gaulle, was deeply angered, she
is still trying to associate herself in one way or another
with the Common Market in the hope that she may get
in eventually. Austria, Denmark and other members of
the European Free Trade Association led by Britain are
anxious to enter the Common Market or to associate with
it in a way favourable to them. This shows that the Com-
mon Market remains a very powerful bloc to be reckoned
with in the present struggle within the imperialist camp,
and that de Gaulle’s position in it will remain unshaken
for some time.

Growing Anti-U.S. Sentiments

On the other hand, although Kennedy was the first
to launch the offensive in the struggle, he could do nothing
about de Gaulle’s counter-offensive. This is not only
because the West European countries no longer so much
depend on the U.S. as they did before. What is more im-
poriant, the United States, facing an unstable economic
situation, has to rely on the West European countries in
some respects for support and help. Today with its gold
reserves going down steadily, the position of the dollar to a
certain extent needs the backing of the West European
countries. Moreover, the United States is energetically
endeavouring to expand its exports to improve its economic
situation. In the trade sphere, therefore, it cannot stand
retaliation by the West European countries, particularly by
the Common Market countries. Consequently, after suffer-
ing serious setbacks, Kennedy. on the one hand, cried that
“the loss of Western Europe would be destructive to U.S.
interests” and, on the other, indicated that he was not pre-
pared to resort to political and economic retaliation against
France. Moreover, at the same time as its leadership in
Western Europe is openly challenged, the United States is

Exposing U.S. Imperialism

in serious trouble with Canada on placing nuclear weapons
in that country, and with Japan on restrictions of cotton
textile imports. Anti-U.S. sentiments are growing in the
capitalist world. This clearly demonstrates that the U.S.
position in the imperialist camp is declining still further.

Life-and-Death Struggle

The fight between the West European countries and
the United States for hegemony in Western Europe is just
beginning. Such a concentration of the imperialist rival-
ries in Europe, the cradle of capitalism, and such an acute
struggle for control of industrially developed Western
Europe is something which was rarely seen in the past.
This shows that as a result of the national revolutionary
movements in Asia, Africa and Latin America, the capi-
talist world market has shrunk more and more and that
the general crisis of capitalism has further deepened. With
the lapse of time, the struggle among the imperialist
countries for control of Western Europe will become ever
more bitter. The United States, in particular. is facing a
new economic crisis. The economic development of the
West European countries has either stagnated, or
slowed down. This will make the imperialist scram-
ble for Western Europe acquire the nature of a life-and-
death struggle. The tendency among the West European
countries to shake off U.S. control will become ever
stronger no matter what counter-measures and actions
the United States is going to take.

The imperialist camp is fast heading for division and
disintegration. This shows that imperialism is rotting day
by day. The insurmountable internal contradictions
within the imperialist camp reveal that it is in serious
difficulties. The world situation continues to develop in
a direction favourable to the peoples. Kennedy and his
ilk are simply daydreaming when they talk about “world
trends being favourable to the West.”

Dark Clouds Over the Caribbean

by WANG LIN

N February 13, two Cuban Sigma-type fishing boats
were machine-gunned and seized in the vicinity
of Roque Island by a launch which had come from
Florida in the United States. On the afternoon of
February 20, two reconnaissance planes of the Cuban Air
Force were flying over a zone north of the Cuban coast
in search of the missing boats. When they spotted a small
craft which appeared to be of the Sigma type. they flew
low to identify it, but without opening fire or taking any
other hostile action. Finding that it was not one of the
Cuban boats, they left immediately.

Then from Washington came a story spread by the
U.S. Defence Department that Cuban planes had attacked
a U.S. shrimping boat. This is sheer [abrication. As the
Cuban Ministry of the Revolutionary Armed Forces
pointed out in a statement issued on February 21, “it is
absurd to think that two fighters could have attacked a
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small fishing boat without inflicting injury on any of its
crew.”

Using this incident of their own making, the U.S. im-
perialists are doing everything they can to create tension
in the Caribbean. At his news conference on February
21. President Kennedy threatened that “the United States
will take action against any vessel or plane which attacks
our [U.S.] planes or vessels.” Testifying before the Senate
Armed Services Committee on February 22, Defence
Secretary McNamara declared that the U.S. policy was
to “eliminate Castroism and communism from Cuba.”
All signs in Washington point to the fact that the U.S.
ruling bloc is bringing to a new peak its anti-Cuban
campaign.

Bitter U.S. Hostility to Cuba

Since the Cuban people won their tremendous victory
in their struggle against the U.S. military blockade last
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