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THE WEEK

Among the major events of the week:

® Chairman Mao Tse-tung made 2 statement on August 29 op-
posing aggression against south Viet Nam and the slaughter of the
south Vietnamese people by the U.S.-Ngo Dinh Diem clique.

® The spokesman of the Chinese Government issued a statement
on September 1 commenting on the Soviet government statement of

August 21 which attacked China and tried to defend the Soviet leaders’
capitulationist policy.

The Chinese press published the full text of the Soviet govern-
ment statement.

® A rousing welcome was given to the delegation of the Indone-
sian Communist Party, led by its Chairman D.N. Aidit, which came to
China at the invitation of the Central Committee, of the Chinese Com-
munist Party. Talks were held between the comrades of the two Parties.

Chairman Aidit gave a report at the Higher Party School of the
Central Committee of the C.P.C. on the subject of “The Revolution of
Indonesia and fhe Urgent Tasks of the Indonesian Communist Party.”

® Laotian Premier Souvanna Phouma wrote to Premier Chou
En-lai expressing agreement with the Chinese government proposal
on convening a conference of government heads of all counfries to
discuss the complete prohibition and desfruction of nuclear weapons.
® Renmin Ribao on August 20 published an editorial entitled
“Further Exposure of the Soviet Leaders’ Acts of Betrayal.” Tt de-

nounced the Soviet leaders’ collaboration with U.S. imperialism in the
“two Chinas” scheme.

® The paper devoted full pages to letters from all parts of
the world supporting the Marxist-Leninist position of the Chinese
Communist Party.

® China and Pakistan signed an air transport agreement.
® Renmin Ribao published the full text of a resolution adopted

by the Brussels Federal Committee of the Belgian Communist Party in
reply to the open letier of the C.P.S.T.

® The Chinese press last week reprinted in full an article of the
Albanian paper Zeri I Popullit of August 22 calling on the people of
the world to be vigilant against a new conspiracy now being cooked
up by Khrushchov and Tito: and an article from the Korean paper
Rodong Shinmoon entitled “Yugoslav Revisionists Serve Imperialism.”

® The Chinese Foreign Ministry last week sent three notes to
the Indian Embassy in China: (1) reiterating the Chinese Govern-
ment’s denunciation of the detenfion of large numbers of victimized
Chinese nationals in India hy the Indian Government (August 26);
(2) protesting against renewed crossing of the line of actual control in
the eastern sector of the Sino-Indian horder by Indian troops (August
26); and (3) protesting strongly against the intrusion hy Indian soldiers
and administrative personnel into Wuje area (August 29).

Chairman Mao Receives
South Vietnamese Delegation

Chairman Mao Tse-tung had a. cor-
dial and friendly talk with a delega-
tion of the South Viet Nam National
Liberation Front which he received
on August 29. At this reception
Chairman Mao made the statement
opposing aggression against south

Viet Nam and the slaughter of the
people there by the U.S.-Ngo Dinh
Diem clique. (For full text of the
statement, see p. 6.)

The south Vietnamese delegation
was also received by Chairman of the
Standing Committee of the National
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Chairman Mao Tse-tung receives Chairman D.N. Aidit's
gift — a specimen of a bird of paradise from West Irian

People’s Congress Chu Teh on
August  30. The delegation, led
by Nguyen Thi Binh, Member of the
Central Committee of the South Viet
Nam National Liberation Front. had
come to China at the invitation of the
China Peace Committee and the

Chinese Committee for Afro-Asian
Solidarity to attend a Peking rally
supporting the south Vietnamese peo-
ple and Buddhists in the struggle they
are waging against U.S. imperialism
and the Ngo Dinh Diem clique.

Talks Between Chinese and Indonesian

C.P. Comrades

The delegation of the Indonesian
Communist Party, led by Chairman of
its Central Committee D.N. Aidit, ar-
rived in Peking on August 28. The
delegation has come to visit China at
the invitation of the Central Commit-
tee of the Chinese Communist Party.
On hand to greet the Indonesian com-
rades at the airport were Vice-
Chairman of the Chinese Communist
Party’s Central Committee Chou En-lai
and other leading comrades of the
Party.

On September 3. Comrade Mao Tse-
tung. Chairman of the Central Com-
mittee of the Chinese Communist
Party, met with the Indonesian Com-
munist Party delegation led by Com-
rade D.N. Aidit. The comrades of the
two Parties held a talk in a cordial
atmosphere.

Taking part in the talk were:

D.N. Aidit,
Indonesian

Chairman of the
Communist Party's

Central Committee and head of the
delegation; Sudisman, Member of
the Political Bureau and Secretary
of the Party’s Central Committee
and deputy head of the delegation;
and members of the delegation:
Sugijono, Member of the Prop-
aganda and Agitation Department
of the Party’s Central Committee:
Fachrul Baragbah, Alternate Mem-
ber of the Party’s Central Com-
mittee and Secretary of the Party’s
Greater East Kalimantan Regional
Committee; Rakut Sembiring, Stand-
ing Member of the Party’s Greater
North Sumatra Regional Com-
mittee: Zain Nasution, Vice-Head of
the International Department of the
Party’s Central Commitiee; and
Jacobson Tundjan, Comrade Aidit’s
secretary.

Mao Tse-tung, Chairman of the
Chinese Communist Party's Central
Committee; Liu Shao-chi, Chou En-

lai and Chu Teh, Vice-Chairmen of

the Party’s Central Committee:

Teng Hsiao-ping. General Secretary

of the Party’s Central Committee:

Peng Chen, Member of the Political

Bureau and Member of the Secre-

tariat of the Party’s Central Com-

mittee;: Kang Sheng, Alternate

Member of the Political Bureau and

Member of the Secretariat of the

Party’s Central Committee; Liu

Ning-I, Member of the Party's Cen-

tral Committee: and Chang Shang-

ming, leading cadre of a department
under the Party’s Central Com-
mitlee.

In honour of Chairman Aidit and
his party, Vice-Chairmen Liu Shao-
chi, Chou En-lai and Chu Teh and
General Secretary Teng Hsiao-ping of
the Party’s Central Committee gave a
banquet on August 30.

At the invitation of the Higher
Party School of the Chinese Com-
munist Party’s Central Committee,
Chairman Aidit gave a talk to its
teachers and students on September 2.

Guests From Africa

Several guests from Africa now
visiting the country were received by
and had friendly talks with Chinese
leaders this past week.

On August 30, Chairman Mao Tse-
tung and Premier Chou En-lai on sep-
arate occasions received the visiting
Algerian journalists’ delegation led by
Meghraoui Mohamed, Member of the
Algerian Constituent National As-
sembly and member of the Assembly’s
Foreign Affairs and Press Committce,

On August 27, Chairman Mao Tse-
tung received Racine Kane, Director
of the National Broadcasting Station
of the Republic of Mali. On August
31, Racine Kane and Mei Yi, Director
of the Broadcasting Administrative
Bureau of China, signed an agreement
on co-operation between their organiza-
tions.

China-Pakistan Air Link

The air transport agreement signed
by China and Pakistan in Karachi on
August 29 will strengthen the friendly
ties between the two countries as well
as promote air transport in this vast
region. The negotiations leading to
the agreement were described as most
friendly and cordial.

The arrangements agreed upon pro-
vide [or the airlines of the two coun-
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iries to operate over each other's ter-
ritories and for the provision of all
facilities needed to ensure a smooth
flow of air traffic through all the
airports specified in the two countries.
Chinese Ambassador to Pakistan Ting
Kuo-yu gave a reception in Karachi
io celebrate the agreement.

V.D.R. National Day Celebrated

September 2 this year marked the
18th anniversary of the founding of
the Viet Nam Democratic Republic.

A rally sponsored by the China-
Viet Nam Friendship Association and

the All-China Federation of Trade
Unions was held in the capital to
celebrate the occasion. Chairman of
the China-Viet Nam Friendship As-
sociation Yang Hsiu-feng, Vietnamese
Ambassador to China Tran Tu Binh
and Ton Quang Phiet, head of the
delegation of the Viet Nam-China
Friendship Association, spoke at the
rally.

Yang Hsiu-feng warmly praised the
brilliant achievements of the Viet-
namese people led by the Viet Nam
Workers® Party and President Ho Chi
Minh in giving full play to their
spirit of reliance on their own efforts
and of building up their country in-
dustriously and with thrift.

Speaking of the struggle of the south
Vietnamese people, Yang Hsiu-feng
said, “Whoever adopted a passive,
scornful and negative attitude towards
the struggle of the south Vietnamese
people, or even asked them to abandon
their revolutionary struggle on the
pretext of avoiding sacrifices,” he
pointed out, “would be shamefully be-
traying Marxism-Leninism and pro-
letarian internationalism.”

Ambassador Tran Tu Binh, in his
speech, denounced the sanguinary sup-
pression of the south Vietnamese peo-
ple by the U.S.-Ngo Dinh Diem clique
and obstruction of the peaceful unif-
ication of Viet Nam. But, he said, it
was impossible for the U.S. aggres-
sors to subdue the unyielding will of
the people in south Viet Nam. The
decisive factor for victory was the peo-
ple who were united and resolute in
revolution. True peace could not be
achieved unless the people resolutely
Tose and fought against imperialist
aggression, the Ambassador declared.

“Chairman Mao Tse-tung's August
29 statement is of the greatest polit-
ical significance,” he said. “It inspires
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the people in south Viet Nam in their
struggle against the U.S.-Ngo Dinh
Diem clique and at the same time in-
spires the liberation movements of all
peoples.”

Wasmly praising [raternal
Vietnamese friendship, Ton Quang
Phiet said: “Our two Communist
Parties and two states always fight
shoulder to shoulder in the revolu-
tionary struggle against modern revi-
sionism represented by Yugoslavia, in

Sino-

holding firm to the purily of
Marxism-Leninism and in strength-
ening the international communist

movement.”

Call to Free Victimized Chinese

More than 800 Chinese nationals
and members of their families who had
been victimized in India were given a
warm homecoming when, aboard the
S.S.  Kuanghua, they reached the
south China port of Chankiang on
August 12. This was the third group
of Chinese to be repatriated from the
hell of Indian imprisonment. As
soon as Chen Ke-chiang, a Calcutia
headmaster, got off the gangway, his
first words were about other Chinese
held and suffering in India — in con-
centration camp, in prisons and else-
where — and an expression of hope on
behalf of all the returnees that urgent
steps be taken to bring them home.

In its note of August 26, the Chinese
Ministry of Foreign Affairs informed
the Indian Embassy in Peking that
China would send ships for the fourth
time to bring back victimized Chinese
nationals from India. The note point-
ed out: “According to verified infor-
mation available to the Chinese Gov-
ernment and revelations made by
the third batch of returned Chinese,
a large number of peaceable and law-
abiding Chinese nationals are still in-
terned in the Indian concentration
camp and prisons.” The note reaf-
firmed China’s resolute opposition (o
the Indian Government's detention of
large numbers of victimized Chinese
and to its act ol obstructing under
whatever pretext the Chinese Govern-
ment from sending more ships to bring
them back. The Chinese Government
requests the Indian Government:

(1) to provide a complete name list
along with the health conditions of
the Chinese nationals interned in the
concentration camp and prisons at
various places;

(2) to instruct the local Indian au-
thorities 1o give proper facilities to
the Chinese embassy officials for
carrying out their work there, and
effectively ensure their safety,

(3) to hold concrete discussions with
the Chinese Embassy on questions
related to the Chinese Government's
continued shipping back of Chinese
nationals, such as the time and port of
embarkation for the shipping, simpli-
fication of their departure procedures
and the question of bringing back
their properties.

Condemning the Indian Govern-
ment’s acts of persecuting and forci-
bly detaining Chinese nationals. the
August 28 editorial of Renmin Ribao
said: “The aim of the Indian Govern-
ment’s actions is obviously to obstruct
a peaceful settlement of the Sino-In-
dian boundary question by continuing
to stir up an anti-China atmosphere
in the country, creating tension and
worsening Sino-Indian relations.” The
editorial stressed that it was both nec-
essary and just for the Chinese Gov-
ernment to continue sending ships to
India to bring back the victimized
Chinese. “The Indian Government,”
declared the editorial, “has no justifi-
cation at all to refuse. The Chinese
people insist that all the victimized
Chinese nationals in India be rescued
from the abyss of sufferings and
brought back to China.”

As many as 600 peaceable and law-
abiding Chinese nationals are still de-
tained in the Deoli concentration camp
alone. ' The Indian Government has
even gone so far as to detain mem-
bers of victimized Chinese families as
hostages.

Besides, there are hundreds more
who have been thrown into jails for
no reason at all. More than 20 of the
third group of returned Chinese had
been incarcerated in the prison at
Nowgong, Assam State. These retur-
necs reveal that there are still more
than 100 Chinese victims® in that
prison who want to return to China
as soon as possiblee Many more
Chinese are jailed in Calcutta and
Bombay. Conditions in the prisons are
appalling.

A preliminary estimate based on
the stalements submitted by members
of the three groups of returned
Chinese shows that they have more
than 300 dependents who are being
preventied by the Indian Government
from joining their families in China.
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Chairman Mao Tse-tung’s Statement

Opposing Aggression Against Southern Viet Nam and
Slaughter of Its People by the U.S.-Ngo Dinh Diem Clique

August 29, 1963

RECENTLY, the reactionary Ngo Dinh Diem clique
in southern Viet Nam has intensified its san-
guinary suppression of the Buddhists, students, in-
tellectuals and the mass of the people in the southern
part of Viet Nam. The Chinese people feel the
deepest indignation at this monstrous crime of the
Ngo Dinh Diem clique and vehemently condemn it.
President Ho Chi Minh has issued a statement strong-
ly protesting against the criminal acts of the U.S.-
Ngo Dinh Diem clique. We, the Chinese people,

warmly support the statement of President Ho Chi
Minh.

U.S. imperialism and its lackey Ngo Dinh Diem
have been pursuing a policy of turning southern Viet
Nam into a US. colony, of unleashing counter-
revolutionary war and of reinforcing the fascist,
dictatorial rule. This has compelled the people of
various strata in southern Viet Nam to unite on a
wide scale and wage a resolute struggle against the
U.S.-Ngo Dinh Diem clique.

Setting itself against all the people of southern
Viet Nam, the U.S.-Ngo Dinh Diem clique now finds
itself besieged by them. No matter what inhuman
weapons U.S. imperialism may use or what ruthless
means of suppression the Ngo Dinh Diem clique may
employ, the Ngo Dinh Diem regime cannot escape its
end in total isolation and disintegration and U.S. im-

perialism will finally have to get out of southern
Viet Nam.

Ngo Dinh Diem is a faithful lackey ol U.S. im-
perialism. However, once a lackey has outlived his
usefulness, and is becoming an encumbrance to the
carrying out of the U.S. imperialist policy of aggres-
sion, the U.S. imperialists will not hesitate to replace
him with another lackey. The downfall of Syngman
Rhee of south Korea is a case in point. A flunkey
who servilely allows himself to be led by the nose
by U.S. imperialism will only end up as a sacrifice
and be buried along with it.

fi

U.S. imperialism has violated the agreements
reached at the first Geneva Conference by obstructing
the unification of Viet Nam, openly carrying out
armed aggression against southern Viet Nam and
engaging in so-called special warfare for many years.
It has also violated the agreements of the second
Geneva Conference by its flagrant intervention in
Laos in an attempt lo rekindle the civil war there.
Apart from those who are deliberately deceiving the
people or are utterly naive, no one will believe that
a treaty will make U.S. imperialism lay down its
butcher’s knife and suddenly become a Buddha, or
behave itself a little better.

The oppressed people and oppressed nations must
not entrust their liberation to the “wisdom” of im-
perialism and its lackeys. Only by strengthening
unity and persevering in their struggle will they
triumph. This is what the people of southern Viet
Nam have been doing.

- The people of southern Viet Nam have won im-
portant victories both politically and militarily in
their just, patriotic struggle against the U.S.-Ngo
Dinh Diem clique. We, the Chinese people. firmly
support their just struggle.

I am convinced that through this struggle ihey
will certainly attain the goal of liberating the southern
part of Viet Nam and contribute to the peaceful
unification of their fatherland.

It is my hope that the working class. the revolu-
tionary people and progressives all over the world
will all stand by the people of southern Viet Nam
and, in response to the call of President Ho Chi Minh,
support the just struggle of the heroic pecple of the
southern part of Viet Nam and oppose aggression
and oppression by the counter-revolutionary U.S.-Ngo
Dinh Diem clique, so as to save the pcople there from
slaughter; so that they will achieve their complete
liberation.

Peking Review, No. 36



Statement by the Spokesman of the
| Chinese Government

— A Comment on the Soviet Government’s Statement

Of August 2I

September 1, 1963

® All the apologies for the tripartite treaty given in the Soviet statement are unten-

able.

¢ The Soviet leaders may very well hold on to nuclear weapons without giving
them away but to put pressure on China in collusion with the imperialist gangsters

will not do.

® To cover up their capitulationist stand the Soviet leaders are doing their utmost
to spread rumours and tell lies alleging that China wants to let half of mankind perish

in a thermonuclear war.

® The Soviet leaders’ theory on nuclear war is a theory of forbidding revolution.

® Nuclear weapons cannot curb the popular revolutionary current.

® The Soviet leaders idolize nuclear weapons and dismiss with one stroke the anti-
imperialist struggle of the people of the world.

® The Soviet leaders drift from adventurism to capitulationism.

torted.

N August 21 the Soviet Government issued a state-
ment in reply to the statement made by the spokes-
man of the Chinese Government on August 15.

This Sovietl statement is even less presentable than
its fore-runners. It is unable to advance a single logical
argument in defence of the Soviet leaders’ act of betrayal;
it cannot answer any of the questions of substance we
raised in our last statement. The only new element in it
is its assertion that China wants to gain victory through
the launching of thermonuclear war and to bring about
the death of half of mankind. With this assertion, the
latest slander campaign of the Soviet leaders against
China plumbs new depths. Apparently the Soviet lead-
ers have already become so degenerate that they now
depend on telling lies for a living.

More and more facts bear witness that on the ques-
tion of war and peace the Soviet leaders’' theory is one
of forbidding revolution and their practice is one of
moving from adventurism to capitulationism; and the con-
clusion of the tripartite treaty marks the further develop-
ment of their capitulationism. To cover all this up they
are desperately distorting the Marxist-Leninist line of the
Chinese Communist Party and the Chinese Government
on the question of war and peace, asserting that China

wants to impose its “adventurist programme” on other
countries.

September 6, 1963

® China’s Marxist-Leninist line on the question of war and peace cannot be dis-

The Soviet Government in its statement is insolent
enough to say that we are able to criticize them only
because China enjoys the protection of Soviet nuclear
weapons.

Well, then, leaders of the Soviet Union, please con-
linue to protect us awhile with your nuclear weapons.
We shall continue to criticize you, and we hope you will
have the courage to argue the matter out with us.

IN our statements of July 31 and August 15, we demon-

strated irrefutably that in signing the tripartite treaty
the Soviet leaders betrayed their original stand, sold out
the interests of the Soviet people, sold out the interests
of the peoples in the socialist camp, and sold out the
interests of the people throughout the world.

In its statement of August 3, the Soviet Government
erected the shield of state sovereignty against this criti-
cism of ours. Now they are erecting a shield out of
national defence secrets. They say that what had.changed
was circumstances, and not the Soviet leaders. And
what were the changed circumstances? Ah! That cannot
be divulged because it is a national defence secret.



This is sheer hypocrisy. National defence secret
indeced! The simple fact is that after its tests in 1961
and 1962, the Soviet Union came into possession of the
technical data which it needed. Who does not know this
so-called national defence secret! That took place back
in 1962, but as late as June 15, 1963, the Soviet leaders
were still saying that the position of the West was un-
acceptable. How can the 180-degree turn made by the
Soviet leaders after June 15, 1963, in betrayal of their
original position be explained away by the change which
took place in 19627

With the conclusion of the ftripartite treaty, the
Soviet statement asserts: At the worst the situation is
the same as without the treaty; how can anyone say the
treaty has increased the danger of war? The United
Stales may conduct underground nuclear tests, but can-
not the Soviet Union do the same?

This assertion can only delude people who do noi
look beyond the surface or are most naive. The essence
of the matter is that the United States is in the lead in
the field of underground nuclear testing. Without the
tripartite treaty, the United States would have been con-
demned when it engaged in underground nuclear testing.
The tripartite treaty legalizes underground nuclear test-
ing, which precisely helps the United States maintain and
improve on its lead.

In the short period since the conclusion of the tripar-
tite treaty the United States has already conducted three
underground nuclear tests. On August 24 the U.S.
Defence Department submitted a programme to the
Senate, proposing a great increase in underground nuclear
tests. U.S. Deputy Defence Secretary Gilpatric said,

“The underground testing programme of the United
States will be comprehensive. Therefore, it will be revised
to include as many as feasible of the objectives of the
tests which we would otherwise do under conditions of
unrestricted testing.,” so as “to ensure the highest practi-
cable rate of progress in nuclear technology.”

All this is shocking to people who are truly concerned

about peace. How can the Soviet leaders feign blind-
ness?

The whole world knows that the tripartite treaty is
designed to manacle socialist countries other than the
Soviet Union and all the peace-loving countries, and
that it has no restraining effect whatsoever on U.S. im-
perialism. It does not hinder the United States from
using nuclear weapons in time of war, manufacturing and
stockpiling nuclear weapons and proliferating nuclear
Wweapons among its allies. Since the conclusion of the
tripartite treaty, U.S. imperialism has continuously
declared that it is not bound in any way, and the Soviet
leaders have not uttered a sound of protest.

The Soviet statement feigns ignorance of all this and
maintains that the Soviet leaders’ position on the question
of preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons is
perfectly reasonable.

The Soviet statement says it would not mean much
if one or two more socialist countries came into posses-
sion of nuclear weapons, but it would be terrible if one
or two more capitalist countries did so; that the Soviet
Union cannot on the one hand give nuclear weapons to
China and on the other oppose the United States giving

8

nuclear weapons to West Germany; and that if the Soviet
Union did so, the United States would surely arm West
Germany with nuclear weapons. The Soviet state-
ment boastfully proclaims this to be the Soviet leaders’
“principled stand” on the question of preventing nuclear
proliferation.

My! A “principled stand”! But let us see what this
“principled stand” amounts to.

Anyone having some knowledge of Marxism-Leninism
and using his head a little will see

— that it is a cowardly stand which holds the strength
of one’s own class brothers in utter contempt and holds
the strength of the imperialists in awe and veneration:

— that it is an absurd stand which puls the socialist
camp and the imperialist camp on a par and makes no
distinction between the enemy and ourselves; and

— that it is a reactionary stand which implies that
U.S. imperialist nuclear proliferation is not for aggres-
sion but for defence and that the aggressive nature of
imperialism has already changed.

Even a bourgeois statesman with some commonsense
can understand that a commitment undertaken must
be premised on a commitment accepted by the other party.
The Soviet Union is not giving nuclear weapons to China,
but has the United States undertaken an obligation not
to arm West Germany with nuclear weapons?

In our view, the dogged adherence by the Soviet
leaders to their “principled stand” is a matter of unre-
quited love. Look how pitiless the U.S. imperialists are!
After signing the tripartite treaty, they noisily proceed
with building up the NATO “multilateral nuclear force”
and continue to ship nuclear weapons to West Germany.
Where 1s there any. sign of a commitment?

The tripartite lreaty marks the surrender of the
Soviet leaders to U.S. imperialism. It is rotten to the
core. China of course cannot be a party to it.

The Soviet statement asserts that in refusing to sign
this treaty, China is assuming the role of those in the
Right-wing of the ranks of the U.S. “madmen.” the West
German revanchists and the French extremists. If that
is the case, do not Chiang Kai-shek, Adenauer and Franco,
who have signed, become Left-wing forces of peace? So
that is how matters stand! It is indeed a great discovery
by the Soviet leaders!

UNABLE to find any reasonable arguments to defend

the tripartite treaty, the Soviet leaders resort to
slandering China. One slander is that China is opposed
to the ftripartite treaty because the Soviet Union has
denied it the atom bomb. This is a deliberate distortion
of China’s position.

In our last statement we explained in detail how.
as far back as 1959, the Soviet leaders made a gift to the
United States of their refusal to provide China with the
technical data required for the manufacture of nuclear
weapcns. But for the sake of larger interests, we never
mentioned this before, not even between fraternal Parties.
If it were not because the Soviet leaders have col-
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luded with (he US. imperialists in an effort to force
China to undertake not to manufacture nuclear weapons,
we would not have wanted to discuss this.

Our exposure has enraged the Soviet leaders, who
declare Lhat it amounts to divulgence of confidential docu-
ments and information relating to the defences of the
countries in the soeialist camp, and that they will draw
their own conclusions.

Please do not pretend. You know very well that long
before we published our last statement you had informed
the Americans the secrets between China and the Soviet
Union concerning nuclear weapons.

As for drawing conclusions, have you not already
done that long ago? Not only have you perfidiously and
unilaterally scrapped the agreement on providing China
with nuclear technical data, but you have blatantly given
more and more military aid to the Indian reactionaries,
who are hostile to China and have made incessant armed
provocations against it. What is this if it is not drawing
your “own conclusions™?

The real point is that the Soviet leaders hold that
China should not, and must not, manufacture nuclear
weapons, and that only the few nuclear powers, and
particularly U.S. imperialism, the enemy of the people
of the whole world, are entitled to the continued produc-
tion of nuclear weapons.

The Soviet statement asserts that China can rely on
the nuclear weapons of the Soviet Union and need not
manufacture them itsell; that if it tries to manufacture
them it will result in a great strain on China’s economy.

Should or should not China itself master the means
of resisting U.S. nuclear blackmail?

True, if the Soviet leaders really practised proletarian
internationalism, China might consider it unnecessary to
manufacture its own nuclear weapons.

But it is equally true that if the Soviet leaders really
practised proletarian internationalism, they would have
no reason whatever for obstructing China from manu-
facturing nuclear weapons.

Is not China very poor and backward? Yes, it is.
The Soviet leaders say, how can the Chinese be qualified
to manufacture nuclear weapons when they eat watery
soup out of a common bowl and do not even have pants
to wear?

The Soviet leaders are perhaps too hasty in deriding
China for its backwardness. They may or may not have
judged right. But in any case, even if we Chinese
people are unable to produce an atom bomb for a hundred
years, we will neither crawl to the baton of the Soviet
leaders nor kneel before the nuclear blackmail of the
U.S. imperialists.

The Soviet stalement says that if China were to pro-
duce two or three atom bombs, the imperialists would
aim many more atom bombs at China. This is in effect
instigating the imperialists to threaten China with atom
bombs.

Of course the fact that the U.S. imperialists may
wish to aim more atom and hydrogen bombs at China
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merits attention and vigilance. Bul there is nothing ter-
rifying about it. At this very moment the United States
has many such bombs already poised against China. It
will not make much dilference if the United States listens
to the Soviet leaders and adds a few more. The Chinese
people will not tremble before U.S. nuclear threats. But
one must ask: Where do the Soviet leaders place them-
selves in making such an instigation?

In the eyes of the Soviet leaders, the whole world
and the destiny of all mankind revolve round nuclear
weapons. Therefore they hold on tightly to their nuclear
weapons, afraid that someone might take them away or
come to possess them, and so break up their monopoly.
They are very nervous. They attribute China’s principled
criticism of the tripartite treaty to its failure to obtain
the atom bombs it desires.

We feel that this attitude of the Soviet leaders is

ludicrous. It calls to mind the following ancient Chinese
fable:

Hui Tzu was Prime Minister of the State of Liang.
Chuang Tzu was on his way to call on him,

Somebody said to Hui Tzu, “Chuang Tzu is coming
with the intention of taking over your place as Prime
Minister.”

Hui Tzu became afraid and hunted for Chuang Tzu
high and low for three days and three nights.

Chuang Tzu appeared before Hui Tzu and said, “Have
you heard about the southern bird, the phoenix? It set out
from the South Seca to fly to the North Sea. It would not
alight except on the Wutung tree. It would eat nothing
except the fruit of the bamboo. It would drink nothing
except the purest spring water. An owl, which had got
hold of a dead rat, looked up as the phoenix flew over and
screeched to warn it off. Are yeu, too, not screeching at
me, over your kingdom of Liang?”

The moral of this fable is that different people have
differeni aspirations, and it is improper to measure the
stature of great men by the yardstick of small men.

HE main feature of the Soviet Government’s latest

statement is its slander that we want socialism to win
by means of thermonuclear war and that we would sacri-
fice 300 million Chinese and a half of mankind in order
to create a greater civilization on the corpses and the
ruins. Railing at China, the Soviet statement asserts
that China is carrying out “an inhuman policy” and fol-
lowing a “bestial conception.”

This is really hair-raising stuff. How shocking! The
Chinese Communists are nothing but a bunch of blood-
thirsty monsters, worse than Hitler, worse than any
tyrants past or present, and, needless to say, hundreds of
times worse than the U.S. imperialists.

But how is this possible? On what do the Soviet lead-
ers base themselves in making such fantastic charges
against China? Their charges, however varied, boil down
to two counts:



First, that some responsible Chinese leaders have
talked about the possibility that in a war pecple may die
by hundreds of millions;

Second, that the Chinese journal Hongqi (Red Flag)
has made the assertion that the victorious people would
create a beautiful future for themselves on the ruins of
imperialism.

The references are to certain remarks made by
Comrade Mac Tse-tung in his speech at the Moscow meet-
ing of the Communist and Workers’ Parties on November
18, 1957, and to a passage in the article “Long Live Lenin-
ism!” written by the editorial department of Hongqi.

Let us ncw see what the Chinese Communist Party
actually said.

Comrade Mao Tse-tung said:

It is my opinion that the international situation has
now reached a new turning point. There are two winds in
the world today, the East wind and the West wind. There
is a Chinese saying, “Either the East wind prevails over
the West wind or the West wind prevails over the East
wind.” It is characterisiic of the situation today, 1 be-
lieve, that the East wind is prevailing over the West wind.
That is to say, the forces of socialism are overwhelmingly
superior to the forces of imperialism,

Proceeding from that estimation, Comrade Mao Tse-tung
pointed to the steadily growing possibility of preventing
imperialism from launching a new world war.

Ccmrade Mao Tse-tung then added,

At present another situation has to be taken into ac-
count, namely, that the war maniacs may drop atomic and
hydrogen bombs everywhere. They drop them and we act
after their fashion; thus there will be chaos and lives
will be lost. The question has to be considered [or the
worst. The Political Bureau of our Party has held several
sess‘ons to discuss this question. If fighting breaks out
now, China has got only hand-grenades and not atomic
bombs — which the Soviet Union has though. Let us
imagine, how many people will die if war should break
out? Out of the world's population of 2,700 miilion one
third —or, if more, half —may be lost. It is they and
not we who want to fight; when a fight starts. atomic and
hydrogen bombs may be dropped. I debated this question
with a foreign statesman. He believed that if an atom’c
war was fought. the whole of mankind would be anni-
hilated. T said that if the worst came to the worst and half
of mankind died, the other half would remain while impe-
rialism would be razed to the ground and the whole worid
would become socialist; in a number of vears there would
be 2,700 million people again and definitely more. We Chi-
nese have not yet completed our construction and we desire
peace. However, if imperialism insists on fighting a war,

we will have no alternative but to make up our minds and

fight to the finish before going ahead with our construc-
tion. If every day you are afraid of war and war eventually
comes, what will you do then? First I have said that the
East wind prevails over the West wind and that war will
not kreak out, and now I have added these explanations
about the situation in case war should break out. In this
way both possibilities have been taken into account.

The passage in “Long Live Leninism!’ reads:

We consistently oppose the launching of criminal wars
by imperialism, because imperialist war would impose enor-
mous sacrifices upon the people of various countries (in-
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cluding the people of the United States and other impe
ralist countries). But should the imperialists impose
such sacrifices on them, we believe that just as the ex-
perience of the Russian revolution and the Chinese revo-
lution shows, those sacrifices would not be in vain. The
viclorious people would very swiftly create on the ruins
of impcriaiism a civilization thousands ol times higher
than the capitalist system and a truly beautiful future for
themselves.

The meaning of these words is very clear:
1. China wants pecace, and not war;

2. It is the imperialists, and not we. who want to
fight;

3. A world war can be prevented;

4. Even in the eventuality that imperialism should
impose a war on the pecple of the world and inflict tragic
iosses on them, it is the imperialist system, and not man-
kind, that would perish, and the future of mankind would
still 'be bright.

In effect, we make the point in these four sentences.
These four sentences are interrelated. But the Soviet
leaders have seized hold of half the sentence in which
we mention the possibility that the people of the world
might suffer tragic sacrifice, quoted it cut of context and
turned the other three and a hall sentences inside out.
Hence the conclusion: China wants war, and not peace;
China, and not imperialism, wants to fight: a world war
is inevitable; and China wants to launch a nuclear world
war and bring about the death of half of mankind so as
to attain a bright future for mankind. It is indeed pitiable
that the leaders of a great power, and a great socialist
power at that, should resort to such low fabrications.

But the lics told by the Soviet leaders are really too
gress and fantasticc. Anycne who uses his brains will
ask, how can China launch a nuclear war if it does not
have a single atom bomb? All revolutionaries through-
cut the world know that imperialism is the source of war.
How can anyone imagine thal socialist China will launch
a world war? It is inconceivable.

The quoted remarks of Comrade Mao Tse-tung in
1957 were a reply to some people’s view that mankind
will be annihilated if imperialism unleashes a nuclear war.
The Soviet leaders have spread this view over a number
of years and are still spreading it. They say that if im-
perialism unleashes a nuclear war, it will not only scorch
but will burn everything to ashes, i.e.. the 3.000 million
people of the world will all die. We do not agree with this
pessimistic and despairing view of theirs. We say that
if imperialism should unleash a nuclear war and the worst
came to the worst, half of the world’'s population would
be killed. We are optimistic about the future of mankind.

They say, our extreme supposition that half the world’s
pcpulation might die is a bestial conception. Does that
not make their cft-repeated view. that all the 3,000 million
people of the world would die, doubly bestial?

While propagating the theory of the annihilation of
mankind, they say that the people of the world will bury
imperialism if imperialism [orces a nuclear war on them.
Fcr instance, the Open Letter of the Central Commitiee
of the C.P.S.U. of July 14 declared, “It stands to reason,
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of course, that if the imperialist madmen unleash a war,
the pecples will sweep away capitalism and bury it.” But
people are bound to ask, if according to yvour theory all
the 3,000 million people in the world will die if imperial-
ism unleashes a nuclear war, then who would remain
to bury imperialism?

As a matter of fact, this lie of the Soviet leaders is
not a new one, nor can they claim its authorship.

On October 1 and then on October 8, 1960, Wads-
worth, the U.S. delegate to the U.N. General Assembly,
quoted out of context the sentences in “Long Live Lenin-
ism!” concerning the ruins of imperialism. He slander-
ously asserted that China “welcomes an atomic war,”
and wants a world war “fought with hydrogen bombs,”
“if only that war promises the conquest of the world
by communism.”

In his book Socialism and War published in 1960,
Kardelj of the renegade Tito clique also slandered China
as waniing to unleash a world war to promote world
revolution. On September 2, 1960, the Soviet paper
Pravda said in criticizing this book that Kardelj was
helping the U.S. imperialist big guns and that he, “in
substance. repeats the slanders spread by the U.S. im-
perialists about the ‘aggressiveness’ of People’s China.”

Now the Soviet leaders have simply collected the
spittle of the imperialists and the renegades. The U.S.
imperialists had a try at this slander but then dropped
it when they saw that no one paid it any attention. But
the Soviet leaders are endlessly repeating the same lie,
toning it up with colour and life, and insisting on making
people believe it.

Why do the Soviet leaders continuously repeat this
big lie? Do they really believe that the imperialisis
would not launch another world war? Do they really
believe that China wants to launch a world war? Clearly,
this is not the crux of the matter.

The crucial point is what should be the policy in
face of U.S. imperialist nuclear blackmail and threats —
resistance or capitulation? We stand for resistance, and
so they say we want to launch a war and bring about the
death of half of mankind. They even hold that who-
ever dares to assume that imperialism may launch a
war wants to launch a war himself. In that case, what
is the way out? Of course. the only way is capitulation
and to capitulate before the imperialists act. In the final
analysis, they are racking their brains and telling all
these lies for the purpose of covering up their disreput-
able capitulationist stand.

v

THE Soviet statement declares that “the appeals of the
P.R.C. leaders smack strongly of demagogy and adven-
turism,” and that “to link the fate of the national-libera-
tion movement with an aggravation of international ten-
sion, with urging humanity to a world thermonuclear
war, as the P.R.C. leaders are doing, is like promising the
peoples freedom after death.”

What the Soviet leaders mean is clear. Possessing
nuclear weapons, imperialism must not be resisted. Should
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the oppressed peoples and nations resist and should the
socialist countries support their resistance, that would be
pushing mankind into a world thermonuclear war.

The Soviet leaders hold that “no problem of the rev-
oluticnary movement of the working class or the national-
liberation movement can now be considered in isolation
from the struggle to preserve peace and avert a world
thermonuclear war."”

The Soviet leaders hold that “ ‘local wars’ in our
time are very dangerous, for any small ‘local war’ might
spark off the conflagration of a world war.”

The Soviet leaders hold that if the people of any
country dare to wage a revolutionary war against im-
perialism, all they are doing is hankering after “dying
beautifully” and engaging in a “movement for piling up
corpses.”

The Soviet leaders hold that if a nuclear war should
break out, “in the case of many peoples the question of
socialism would be eliminated altogether, because they
wculd have disappeared bodily from our planet.”

The Soviet leaders even hold that, under the threat
of a nuclear war, Kennedy, the chieftain of U.S. im-
perialism, and people like him have ‘“‘shown concern for
the preservation of peace” and *“try on their part to avert
a war.”

In short, in the opinion of the Soviet leaders, the
emergence of nuclear weapons has changed everything,
it has changed both the nature of imperialism and the
nature of our epoch. Our epoch is no longer one of revolu-
tion as defined in the Moscow Statement, but a nuclear
epcch, a nuclear century.

In the Open Letter of the Central Committee of the
C.P.S.U. dated July 14, the Soviet leaders said, “The
nuclear rocket weapons that were created in the middle
of our century changed old notions about wars.” In reality,
this means that, since the emergence of nuclear weapons,
war is no longer the continuation of politics, there is no
longer any difference between unjust and just wars, im-
perialism is no longer the source of war, and the people
of various countries should no longer wage just wars
against imperialist armed aggression and armed suppres-
sion by the reactionary regime for such just wars cannot
possibly be won but will only bring about the annihila-
tion of mankind.

The conclusion must be: The only thing for all the
cppressed peoples and nations and for all countries and
pecple subjected to aggression and oppression to do, if
they do not want to court self-destruction, is to capitulate
to imperialism which possesses nuclear weapons. Anyone
who dares to resist imperialist oppression, aggression and
threats and to wage revclutionary war for independence
and liberation, and anycne who dares to support such
revoluticnary war, is guilty of the error of adventurism
and will be held respensible for the disaster of the so-
cal'ed annihilation ¢f mankind. In the opinion of the
Soviet leaders, in this nuclear century to remain alive is
everything, and there is no other aim in life. This is the
philosophy of docile slaves which demands of the people
of the world that they should submit to the tender mercies
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of imperialism. It is a reactionary theory in the service
of imperialism. It is a truly bestial conception.

\%

HE views of the Soviet leaders referred to above are a

total betrayal of Marxism-Leninism and are com-
pletely contradicted by the facts of history since the end
of World War II.

It is clear except to the blind that since the emer-
gence of nuclear weapons, the imperialists have continued
to resort to counter-revolutionary wars as a way of carry-
ing out their policies of oppressing and enslaving the peeples
of various countries and that the countries and peoples
suffering from aggression and oppression have continued
to regard revolutionary wars as the way to oppose im-
perialist aggression and oppression and to win their inde-
pendence and liberation. The history of the last eighteen
years is replete with wars of aggression and wars against
aggression, with unjust and just wars. War is still the
continuation of politics.

At the end of World War 11, after it had dropped two
atomic bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki in Japan, U.S.
imperialism assumed that armed with this “ultimate
weapon” it could ride roughshed over the world and do
whatever it pleased. At the time there was a kind of fear-
mentality among the Chinese people as well as among the
pecples of other countries. U.S. imperialism, possessed
of atomic weapons, appeared to them so powerful that
they thought it could put down peoples’ revolutions at
will.,

Precisely at that crucial moment Comrade Mao Tse-
tung said in his talk with the American correspondent
Anna Louise Strong in 1946:

The atom bomb is a paper tiger which the US.
reactionaries use {o scare people. It looks terrible. but in
fact it isn't. Of course, the atom bomb is a weapon of
mass slaughter, but the outcome of a war is decided by
the people, not by one or two new types of weapon.

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

This Marxist-Leninist thesis of Comrade Mao Tse-
tung’s was a timely exposure of the U.S. imperialists’ plot
of atomic blackmail and armed the Chinese people and
the revolutionary people of all countries against it. The
victory after victory which the people of many countries
have won in their revolutionary wars against the aggres-
sion and enslavement by the imperialists and their lackeys
in the past sevenieen years have repeatedly proved the
correctness of this thesis.

While the U.S. imperialists still had a monopoly of
nuclear weapons, the Chinese people achieved the great
victory of their revolution in defiance of U.S. imperialist
blackmail and intimidation.

While the U.S. imperialists still retained their nuclear
superiority, they were not able to prevent the defeat of
their war of aggression in Korea. In November 1950, after
the U.S. imperialists had met with serious reverses on the
Korean battlefield, Truman, then President of the
United States, cried for the use of alomic bombs, and this
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immediately aroused indignant protests from the people
of the whole world and also general panic and opposition
from the allies of the United Staies. Furthermore. US.
military personnel did not believe that the use of atomic
weapons on the Korean battlefield would actually be
effective. As a result, throughout the Korean war the
U.S. imperialists never dared to use atomic weapons.

Following the armistice in Korea, the people of Viet
Nam were victorious in their revolutionary war against
French imperialism. Even though it held atomic weapons,
U.S. imperialism was unable to realize its plan of increas-
ing ils intervention in the war in Viet Nam.

After more than seven years of hard and bitter strug-
gle, the people of Algeria were victorious in their war
for national independence.

At the very gate of U.S. imperialism, the people of
Cuba won victory in their revolution through armed strug-
gle. U.S. imperialism has never dared to declare that it
would use nuclear weapons against the Cuban people.

The people’s armed forces in southern Viet Nam are
now carrying on a victorious struggle against the U.S.
imperialists and their lackey. the Ngo Dinh Diem clique.
Although the U.S. imperialists have employed a great
variety of new weapons, they have not dared to use
nuclear weapons.

U.S. imperialism cannot stop the people’s revolu-
tionary struggles in various countries by means of nuclear
weapons. The reason is that, politically, recourse to this
kind of weapon would place U.S. imperialism in a posi-
tion of extreme isolation and, militarily, the massive
destructiveness of nuclear weapons limits their use. for in
civil wars and wars of national independence, where the
lines are zigzag and the fighting is at close range, the
use of nuclear weapons of mass destruction would inflict
damage on both belligerents.

In a speech delivered on December 16, 1959, Kennedy
admitted that U.S. nuclear strength “cannot be used in
so-called ‘brush-fire’ peripheral war. It was not used in
Korea, Indo-China, Hungary. Suez, Lebanon, Quemoy,
Tibet or Laos. In short, it cannot prevent the Communists
from gradually nibbling away at the fringe of the free
world’s terrilory and strength, until our security is being
steadily ercded in piecemeal fashion .. . .”

It is therefore evident that, provided the revolutionary
people are not afraid of the imperialists’ nuclear blackmail
and persevere in their just struggles, they can gain victo-
ries in their revolutions. Such struggles and victories
have not led to world war. but have constantly weakened
and effectively restrained imperialism, and thus have re-
duced the danger of the imperialists’ launching a world
war and safeguarded world peace.

The interests of the people's revolutions and the in-
terests of world peace are identical. Tt is a manifestation
of the proletarian internationalism of the Chinese Com-
munist Party when it gives full support to the constantly
growing national-liberation movements in Asia. Africa and
Latin America. The Soviet leaders slander this stand of
the Chinese Communist Party as being racist and accuse
us of undermining the unity of the national-liberation
movement with the international proletariat. As a matter
of fact, since you smear the national-liberation movement
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as a “movement for piling up corpses” and as “promising
the peoples freedom after death,” what is the need of
vour talking about this unity? Is there any meaning in
uniting with a pile of corpses? Your contempt for the
coloured peoples and the oppressed nations is a downright
racist and reactionary nationalist viewpoint.

Vi

MPERIALISM, whose doom is sealed, cannot save itselfl

by relying on nuclear weapons, nor can the socialist

countries win victory in their struggle against imperialism
by relying solely on nuclear weapons.

We have always fully appreciated the important role
played by the Soviet Union’s possession of nuclear weapons
in the struggle of the people of the world against the im-
perialist policies of aggression and war and for world
peace. But there is a limit to everything, and once the
limit is exceeded, the thing is reduced to absurdity. Tt
is a pity that in their attitude towards the Soviet Union’s
possession of nuclear weapons the Soviet leaders have
exceeded limit.

The Soviet leaders keep on exaggerating the role of
nuclear weapons and blindly trust in them, despise the
masses and have forgotien that the masses are the makers
of history, and so they have degenerated into worshippers
of nuclear weapons.

In June 1960, during the meeting in Bucharest, the
Soviet leader, Khrushchov, remarked that in the past they
too had once organized militia but that now they had
modern weapons, to them, militia were not troops but just
human flesh.

It is crystal clear that in the eyes of the Soviet leaders
the 3,000 million people of the world are nothing but
rubbish, while the nuclear arms of the Soviet Union
and the U.S. imperialists are infinitely powerful magic
weapons.

That is why they boast so much about what they call
the decisive role of Soviet nuclear weapons in the defence
of world peace and completely deny the great significance
of the peoples’ anti-imperialist struggles throughout the
world.

On July 10, 1962, the Soviet leader said at the World
Conference for General Disarmament and Peace in Moscow
that “the rocket-nuclear might of the Soviet Union serves
as a decisive means of defending peace and has already
more than once saved mankind from a world war which
the Western imperialist cliques attempted to unleash.”

The latest statement of the Soviet Government is
even more brazen in asserting that Soviet nuclear weapons
played the decisive role in defeating the Anglo-French war
of aggression against Egypt in 1956 and frustrating the
plot of the U.S. armed threat against Syria in 1957 and
the U.S.-British plot to send troocps for intervention in
Iraq in 1958.

All these defeats suffered by the imperialists resulted
primarily from the struggles of the Egyptian, Syrian and
Iraqgi peoples. The firm support to these peoples by the
people of the world, including the Soviet people, also
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played an important part. How then can all this be .
credited solely to Soviet nuclear weapons?

It is especially ridiculous that the Soviet statement
also gives all the credit to Soviet nuclear weapons for the
Chinese people’s victory in smashing the armed provoca-
tions of U.S. imperialism in the Taiwan Straits in 1958.
The Soviet paper Krasnaya Zvezda even said on August
25, 1963, “The nuclear might of the Soviet Union, the
very couniry which has now been abused by the slanderers
of Peking, had saved millions of Chinese from nuclear
death and defended the sovereignty, sccurity and indepen-
dence of their country.”

What were the facts? In August and September of
1958, the situation in the Taiwan Straits was indeed very
tense as a result of the aggression and provocations by
the U.S. imperialists. The Soviet leaders expressed their
support for China on September 7 and 19 respectively.
Although at that time the situation in the Taiwan Straits
was tense, there was no possibility that a nuclear war
would break out and no need for the Soviet Union to
support China with its nuclear weapons. It was only
when they were clear that this was the situation that the
Soviet leaders expressed their support for China.

We have not forgotten and will not forget the sup-
port which the Soviet people have given to China on the
question of Taiwan over a long period.

Likewise, however, we have not forgotten and will
not forget what the Soviet leader, Khrushchov, said about
the question of Taiwan after his visit to the United States
in October 1959.

He said that the question of Taiwan was an incendiary
factor in the international situation and that because the
United States supported Chiang Kai-shek and the Soviet
Union supported China, there resulted the atmosphere of
an imminent great war; but what the Soviet Union stood
for was the creation. of all conditions to ease international
tension and eliminate war,

He further said that there was more than one way
to solve every complicated question, depending on what
basis you took. For example, after the October Revolu-
tion, there was established in the Soviet Far East the Far
Eastern Republic, and Lenin recognized it at the time;
this was a temporary concession and sacrifice, but later on
it was united with Russia.

The meaning of this statement by the Soviet leader
was quite clear. To put it bluntly, this was asking China
to agree to the U.S. scheme of creating “two Chinas.”

This absurd view was of course rebutted and rejected
by China, whereupon the Soviet leader made a series of
speeches hinting that China was ‘“‘craving for war like a
cock for a fight,” and, like Trotsky, wanted “neither peace
nor war,” elc.

In accordance with the procedure mutually agreed
upon by the Soviet Union and the United States, the
Chiang Kai-shek clique, swaggering as if it were a
sovereign state, has now signed the tripartite treaty. Not
only has the Soviet leader asked the Chinese Government
to sign the same tripartite treaty along with the Chiang
Kai-shek clique spurned by the Chinese people, and thus
to create a two Chinas situation, he has also threatened
that, if the Chinese Government opposed this treaty and
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refused to be bound by it. the United States would help
the Chiang Kai-shek clique to manufacture nuclear weap-
ons. It turns out that in order to “save millions of Chi-
nese from nuclear death.” one China has to become two
Chinas! It is evident that the Soviet leaders will stop at
nothing in order to curry favour with the U.S. imperialists.
The international position of the German Democratic Re-
public is beneath their notice and so is China’s sovereignty
and territorial integrity.

Although the truth has been exposed so fully, they
still assert that the nuclear strength of the Soviet Union
guarantees China’s independence and sovereignty. What
effrontery!

VIl

UCLEAR weapons in the hands of socialist countries

should always be defensive weapons against the nu-
clear threats of the imperialists. In contrast to the im-
perialists, socialist countries have no need to use nuclear
weapons for blackmail or gambling and must not do so.
The question of using nuclear weapons concerns the in-
terests of millions upon millions of people; and the socialist
countries must be extremely prudent on this question and
never act recklessly. In this connection, both adventurism
and capitulationism are extremely dangerous.

During the Caribbean crisis, the Soviet leaders com-
mitted both the error of adventurism and the error of
capitulationism. Instead of criticizing themselves, they
have prided themselves on the slap in their face, boasted
of their “genuine proletarian internationalism” and pro-
claimed what they have called a “major victory of the
policy of reason, of the forces of peace and socialism.”
They have wantonly attacked the Chinese Communist
Party for the just position it took on this issue, alleg-
ing that China hoped for a head-on clash between the
United States and the Soviet Union and tried to provoke
a nuclear war. This is thoroughly disgusting.

The Soviet leaders never weary of asserting that there
was a thermonuclear war crisis in the Caribbean Sea
which was averted only because the Soviet leaders firmly
pursued the policy of peaceful coexistence.

But the facts are there for everyone to see. Although
the tension in the Caribbean Sea stemmed from the U.S.
imperialist policy of aggression against Cuba and although
there has been a continuing danger of an invasion of Cuba
by the U.S. imperialists, nevertheless, before the Soviet
Union sent rockets into Cuba, there did not exist a crisis
of the United States using nuclear weapons in the Carib-
bean Sea and of a nuclear war breaking out. If it should
be said that such a crisis did arise, it was a result of the
rash action of the Soviet leaders.

The Soviet leaders slanderously accuse China of
having hoped for a head-on clash between the United
States and the Soviet Union. The question is, did we ask
you to transport rockets to Cuba? The label of adventurism
cannot be pinned on us. If the Marxist-Leninist line
we always follow had been acted on., there would never
have been a question of shipping rockets to Cuba and
the so-called nuclear war crisis would never have existed.
How could the question of adventurism have then arisen?
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We should like to ask the Soviet leaders, since the
transport of rockets to Cuba was a matter of such great
importance, did you ever consult the Soviet people,
or the other socialist countries, or the working class
in capitalist countries about it? Without consulting
anybody, vou wilfully embarked on a reckless course and
irresponsibly played with the lives of millions upon
millions of people. The errors were of your own making.
and so what ground is there for you to blame others?

There is no need whatsoever to transport rockets to
Cuba in order to support the Cuban revolution. That was
what the Soviet leaders said in the past, and it is also
what they are saying now, and in very beautiful language.
For instance, the Open Letter of July 14 of the Central
Committee of the C.P.S.U. said that “in case of aggression
by American imperialists we shall come to the assistance
of the Cuban people from Soviet territory, just as we would
have helped them from Cuban territory. True, in this
case the rockets would take slightly longer in the flight,
but their accuracy would not be impaired by this.” That
being so, why did you have to ship rockets to Cuba? Was
your purpose really to defend the Cuban revolution?
Would it not be more correct to say that what you did
in the name of defending the Cuban revolution was in
reality political gambling?

Anyone with common-sense will ask: since the rockets
were introduced, why did they have to be withdrawn
afterwards? And inasmuch as the rockets were withdrawn
afterwards, why had they to be introduced before?
According to you, there was a great deal of finesse
in first putting them in, and then taking them out.
The withdrawal of the Soviet rockets is said to have gained
in exchange a guarantee from the United States that it
would refrain from invading Cuba. The Americans have
said there was no such guarantee. You have said there
was. But where is the guarantee? Do you really believe
that the United States will not invade Cuba again? Unfor-

tunately, you do not seem to have much confidence in
that.

The Soviet leaders have said that China was opposed
to the withdrawal of the rockets from Cuba and to the
efforts of the Soviet Union to avert a nuclear war. This is
a completely groundless statement. As we were totally op-
posed to your sending the rockets in, why should we
oppose their withdrawal? It is understandable you should
have tried to extricate yourselves from difficulties of
your own creation. But we were resolutely opposed to
your acceptance of the completely unjustifiable and
humiliating terms which the U.S. imperialists advanced.

The Soviet leaders blame China for not having sup-
ported them as an ally should. You had better look up
the documents. Was there anything you did right during
the Caribbean crisis on which we did not support you?
You are dissatisfied, but exactly what did you want us
to support?

Did you want us to support you in your decision to
accept the inspection of Soviet ships on the high seas by
the U.S. pirates? That would not have done! If we had
given you support on that, we would have done a dis-
service to the great Soviet people.

Did you want us to support you in your acceptance of
the U.S. imperialists’ demand for the “international in-
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spection” of Cuba? That would not have done! If we had
given you support on that, we would have done a disservice
to the great Cuban people.

In recklessly introducing the rockets into Cuba and
then humiliatingly withdrawing them, the Soviet leaders
moved from adventurism to capitulationism, and brought
disgrace to the Soviet people, the Cuban people, the peo-
ple of the countries in the socialist camp and the people of
the whole world. They have inflicted unprecedented
shame and humiliation on the international proletariat.
All this has been unalterably written into history. No
matter how the Soviet leaders lie or what sleight-of-hand
they perform, they can never wash away their shame.

The capitulation of the Soviet leaders has inflated
the aggressiveness and arrogance of the imperialists.

After the Caribbean crisis, when the U.S. imperialists
saw that their policy of nuclear blackmail had succeeded
they concluded that Moscow was more afraid of atomic
war than Washington. Just like any fortune hunter who
gets a windfall, the U.S. imperialists became overweening-
ly arrogant. Now that they fully understand the weak-
nesses of the Soviet leaders. they are using both tough
and soft tactics to force them into further capitulation.

The signing of the tripartite treaty is the hallmark of
such further capitulation to U.S. imperialism on the part
of the Soviet leaders.

Vil

HE position and line of the Chinese Communist Party

and the Chinese Government on the question of
war and peace have always been clear and cannot be
distorted.

We resolutely oppose world war and we resolutely
defend world peace. Not long after World War II,
Comrade Mao Tse-tung stated definitely that a third world
war can be prevented. For over a decade, the Chinese
people have been firmly persisting in the struggle to op-
pose the imperialist policies of aggression and war, to
prevent a new world war and to preserve world peace.
We have consistently held that provided the people of the
whole world become united, follow a correct line and
persevere in struggle, a new world war can be prevented,
a nuclear war can be prevented, and world peace can be
preserved.

It is our view that imperialism is the source of
modern wars and that U.S. imperialism is the main force
of aggression and war. Unless a resolute struggle is
waged against the U.S. imperialist policies of aggression
and war, defence of world peace is completely out of the
question. If one prettifies U.S. imperialism and obscures
the targets of this struggle from the people of the world,
this will only endanger world peace.

It is our view that in order to strive for world peace,
it is necessary to unite in joint efforts all the peace-
loving forces of the world, namely, the socialist camp,
the national-liberation movement, the revolutionary move-
ment of the people of all countries, and all the peace-
loving countries and people. If one despises the force
of the masses of the people and blindly trusts nuclear
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weapons as omnipotent, this will only endanger world
peace.

It is our view that in order to strive for world peace,
it is necessary to strengthen the unity of the socialist
camp and enhance the strength of the national defences
of all the countries in the socialist camp. If one splits
the socialist camp and weakens its defence forces, it will
only endanger world peace.

It is our view that in order to strive for world peace,
it is necessary to give full support to the national-libera-
tion movement and the revolutionary struggles of the
people of all countries. The more these struggles de-
velop, the more the imperialist forces will be weakened
and the greater the possibility of preventing the imperial-
ists from launching world war. If one refuses to support,
and even sabotages, the national-liberation movement and
the revolutionary struggle of the people of all countries,
this will only endanger world peace.

We consistently maintain that countries with dif-
ferent social systems should coexist peacefully. It was
China which initiated the Five Principles of Peaceful
Coexistence. It has made unremitting efforts for peace-
ful coexistence with countries having different social
systems on the basis of the Five Principles. For the so-
cialist countries, peaceful coexistence must in all circums-
stances be based on principles and must not depart from
them. Negotiation is one form of struggle against im-
perialism. Necessary compromises can be made in nego-
tiations, so long as the principle of upholding the funda-
mental interests of the people is observed. But if one
regards negotiations as the main means, or even the sole
means, of striving for peaceful coexistence and does not
scruple to sell out the fundamental interests of the peo-
ple in order to seek compromises with imperialism, that
is not peaceful coexistence but capitulationist coexistence.
And it will only result in endangering world peace.

We are in favour of general disarmament and hold
that the imperialists can be forced to accept certain agree-
ments on disarmament through the unremitting struggle
of the people of all countries. We are of the opinion
that the complete and thorough prohibition of nuclear
weapons can be achieved while imperialism still exists,
just as poison gas was prohibited. The reason is that the
use of such a weapon of mass destruction is completely
contrary to the will of the people and would, moreover,
subject the users to destruction. However, universal and
complete disarmament can be realized only after im-
perialism, capitalism and all systems of exploitation have
been eliminated. To make propaganda about the pos-
sibility of realizing “a world without weapons, without
armed forces and without wars” through universal and
complete disarmament while imperialism still exists, is
to deceive the people of the world and is detrimental to
the struggle for world peace.

We hold that while affirming the growing possibility
that imperialism can be prevented from launching a new
world war, one should also recognize that the danger of
a new world war still exists. Necessary preparations
must be made against this danger. The better we are
prepared, the smaller is the possibility that the imperialists
will dare to launch such a war. If anyone stresses only
one possibility, the possibility that imperialism will not
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launch such a war, tries to make the people of the world
believe that no other possibility exists, and does not even
dare think of the other possibility, that will only lull the
vigilance of the world’s people, provide opportunities for

imperialism to exploit and increase the danger of world
war,

In fighting imperialism, we are of the opinion that,
strategically and with regard to the whole, one must des-
pise the enemy, dare to struggle against him and dare
to seize victory; at the same time. tactically and with
regard to each specific struggle, one must take the enemy
seriously and be prudent. If one does not take full account
of the enemy tactically, and is heedless and reckless, while
strategically one dares not despise the enemy, it is in-
evitable that one will commit the error of adventurism
in tactics and the error of capitulationism in strategy.

The position and line of the Chinese Communist
Party and the Chinese Government on the question of war
and peace are in full conformity with the revolutionary
principles of the 1957 Declaration and the 1960 State-

.

ment. Ours is a Marxist-Leninist line. Adherence to
this line will lead both to victory for the peoples’ revolu-
tions and to victory for world peace.

We maintain that the line pursued by the Sovietl
leaders is an anti-Marxist-Leninist line, one that runs
counter to the revolutionary principles of the Declaration
and the Statement. Adherence to this line will harm the
fundamental interests of the people of all countries, and
it will endanger world peace.

Our line on the question of war and peace is indeed
the diametrical opposite of that of the Soviet leaders. The
Soviet leaders are of course entitled to defend their own
line. However, abuse is not debate and misrepresenta-
tion is not argument. Communists should always have
respect for the facts and talk reason. It is for the Chi-
nese people, the Soviet people and the people of the whole
world to judge which line is correct, ours or yours, and
which line is wrong. We note that the Soviet papers
have published our statement of August 15. We hope vou
will continue this good practice and also publish our present
statement.

Statement of the Soviet Government

August 21, 1963

Following is the full text of the Soviet government state-
ment. Boldface emphases are the same as those appearing in
“Renmin Ribao,” which published the Soviet government
statement on September 1.— Ed.

ESS than a month has passed since the day the Govern-

ments of the USSR, the United States and Britain signed
in Moscow the Treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in the
atmosphere, outer space and under water. But even within
this short space of time the attitude of the peoples and gov-
ernments to the Treaty has become clear: the day it was
signed. August 5, 1963, is impressed on the minds of all who
value peace as a date when the fruits of the policy of peace-
ful coexistence, of efforts aimed at preventing a new world
war, became more tangible.

For the first time in many years overshadowed by the
cold war, the states of the East and the West have managed
to reach agreement on a burning international issue involving
the vital interests of the entire population of the Earth. For
the first time an issue concerning the most devastating weapon
that ever threatened mankind has become the subject of
agreement. And for the first time an international agreement
initially worked out by three nuclear powers has met such a
mighty response and support in all parts of our planet. All
continents have become the scene of a referendum, as it were,
and its results are already known: the peoples of the world
have taken a firm stand in support of the Treaty.

The majority of states, differing in their political and so-
cial systems, sometimes holding opposing world outlooks.
have proclaimed their support for or have already affixed
their signatures to the Treaty. Despite all the differences
separating them, they are united in one thing: in the striving
to put an end to the contamination of the Earth’s atmosphere
and at the same time to lay the foundation for further steps

16

towards reducing international tension and towards diminish-
ing the danger of the outbreak of a thermonuclear war.

- The universal approval shown by the peoples for the nu-
clear test ban Treaty has at the same time demonstrated the
pitiable isolation in which the enemies of the Treaty have
found themselves. Even among those who at first started
back at the very mention of the possibility of ending nuclear
tests, there are now governmenis and statesmen who are
beginning to reform their positions as they go along. For
example, the FRG Government decided fo sign the Treaty,
and has already done so. Apparently it realised after all that
there are limits beyond which you cannot go if you do not
want to show the whole werld that your policy is contrary
to the vital interests of the peoples. Chancellor Adenauer,
who even in Western countries has won unenviable reputa-
tion as one of the last Mohicans of the cold war, decided.
under pressure of c‘rcumstances and of world public opinion,
that it is better to stop openly opposing the nuclear test ban
Treaty.

But the PRC leaders, covering up with pseudo-revolu-
tionary phrases, continue pouring pailfuls of slander on this
Treaty which expresses the hopes of the peoples,

As early as on the eve of the signing of the Treaty the
leaders of the People’s Republic of China attempted to turn
world public opinion asgainst its signing. On July 31, 1963.
they addressed a statement to the governments of all coun-
tries of the world, the essence of which, besides slanderous
attacks on the Soviet Union and its peaceful foreign policy,
was to “prove” to all and sundry that this Treaty was a
“trap” and “fraud”. that it contradicted the interests of the
peoples and the interests of peace. Today the Chinese leaders
can themselves judge how this stand of the PRC Government
has been evaluated by the world. A bare examination of the
list of states that have signed the Treaty speaks for itself.
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And more and more signatures of the representatives of coun-
tries of Europe, Asia, Africa and Latin America are appearing
under the text of the Treaty every day.

One would think that this would be food for serious
thought, one would think that in Peking too they would
understand the meaning of this response from the states and
the peoples to the attempts of the Chinese Government to
torpedo the nuclear test ban Treaty. It goes without saying
that the PRC Government, like the government of any other
country, is free to decide its attitude — favourable or un-
favourable —to the Treaty, whether to accede to it or not.
However, if no special purposes were being pursued, purposes
having, perhaps, no direct bearing on the given Treaty, it
would be enough simply to refuse to sign the Treaty and let
matters rest at that. But apparently the point is that the
conclusion of the nuclear test ban Treaty did not merely cause
a fit of vexation and political nervousness among the Chinese
leaders, but that they also want to use this major event of
international life to try and impose on other countries, by
means of fabrications and low tricks, their adventuristic stand
on the fundamental issues of war and peace. Only this can
explain the fact that on August 15 one more batch of slander
directed against the nuclear test ban Treaty and against the
foreign policy of the USSR came from Peking, this time in
the form of a statement by a PRC Government spokesman.

Anyone who takes an objective view of the world situa-
tion will easily see that this move, hostile to the cause of
peace and socialism, cannot drown the calm and confident
voice of the peoples expressing their satisfaction at the suc-
cess of the peaceloving forces which for many years have
been waging an unrelenting struggle for the cessation of nu-
clear tests, for disarmament, for peace and international
friendship. If the new Chinese statement proves anything,
it is only that the PRC Government, in its attitude to the
test ban Treaty, not only joins hands with the most aggressive-
minded circles of the imperialist powers but even assumes
the role of those in the extreme right wing of the ranks of
the American “madmen”, the West German revenge-seekers,
and the French extremists.

Properly speaking, the statement of the Chinese Govern-
ment spokesman in actual fact adds little to what has al-
ready been said by the PRC Government in its statement of
July 31, to which the Soviet Government has already replied
on August 3. Like the previous one, the new Chinese state-
ment shows that the PRC leadership only pays lip-service to
the policy approved by the international communist move-
ment at the meetings of Communist and Workers' Parties in
1957 and 1960, the policy of peaceful coexistence, of reducing
international tension and strengthening peace among the peo-
ples, while in practice it sabotages efforts to implement this
common policy of the countries of the socialist community and
of the world communist movement,

It seems as if all the invectives in the Chinese language
have migrated from the pages of the Chinese press, which is
waging a rampant anti-Soviet campaign, to the official docu-
ments of the PRC Government. “Shame”, “plot”, “treachery”—
what words do the Chinese leaders not use against the country
to which, as they themselves have repeatedly admitted, the
Chinese people owe a lot. It is quite natural therefore that
because of their slanderous and hostile attitude to the Soviet
Union neither statement of the PRC Government was accepted
by the USSR Embassy in the PRC for presentation to the
Soviet Government, and that both were returned to the senders.
the PRC Government,

It is hard, or to be more accurate it is impossible, to de-
tect in the statement of the spokesman of the Chinese Gov-
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ernment any well-grounded, serious arguments, or any objec-
tive statement of facts.

The new Chinese statement is full of the old asscrtions
that the nuclear test ban Treaty “is advantageous to the
forces of war and disadvantageous to the forces struggling
for peace”, that it is “a capitulation to American im-
perialism”, and that it is aimed al consolidating the “nuclear
monopoly” of certain powers, etc. It goes without saying that
these unwarranted assertions do not become more convincing
for being endlessly repeated. That is why the Soviet Gov-
ernment does not see any need to start a new detailed study
of all these trumped-up assertions and stilted arguments be-
ing advanced by the Chinese Government against the Treaty.
Their untenability has already been proved in the Soviet
Government’s statement of August 3.

For example, the Chinese leaders are again contending
that “the danger of war has increased” as a result of the
signing of the nuclear test ban Treaty. What does this as-
sertion mean? If they had said that the Treaty does not
eliminate the danger of war, they would be right. The Soviet
Government said this during the signing of the Treaty and
stressed that of course this Treaty does not and cannot
eliminate the danger of war, although it does open new and
more favourable opportunities for developing the struggle to
strengthen peace. But the Chinese leaders are asserting some-
thing entirely different. They want to prove that as a result
of the signing of the nuclear test ban Treaty the danger of
war has increased, has become greater than it was before the
signing. It appears that the whole world is wrong in its
estimation of the significance of the nuclear test ban Treaty,
and that only the Chinese leaders have the key to wisdom.
One can only say that this is very strange wisdom, character-
istic only of those who think it is possible to sit on Some
Olympus and utter truths from there which have nothing in
common with real life, and to guide their actions by the belief
that if life does not fit into their dead schemes, then so much
the worse for life.

But how do the Chinese leaders support their assertion
that the Treaty on the banning of nuclear tests increases the
threat of war? To believe them one would think that the
continuation and expansion of nuclear weapon tests, the crea-
tion of ever more deadly types of these weapons, the
emergence of a situation in which these weapons would be
spread all over the world and the West German revanchists
would begin producing them tomorrow and the day after
perhaps the Chiang Kai-shek clique would also do so—and
there might be people willing to help them —all this would
contribute to the cause of strengthening peace.

The authors of the new Chinese statement go so far as
to state: if there were no nuclear test ban Treaty, there would
be no tests either, because the Government of the United
States would, if you please, hardly have dared to resume them
“light-mindedly”. But this is utterly absurd. Such a claim
is tantamount to an attempt to persuade people that there
would be no violations of law if states did not pass laws. It
is also strange that the Chinese leaders have taken it upon
themselves to speak for the United States Government about
its intentions concerning the holding of nuclear tests.

Realising, evidently that all their statements concerning
the increase of the danger of war as a result of the ending
of nuclear tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under
water can only make the people doubt the ability of the Chi-
nese leaders to assess the meaning of their own words, they
have advanced one more “argument”, which, to all ap-
pearances, they believe would save their positions: the Treaty,
they say, does not forbid the United States of America to
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hold underground nuclear tests or to increase its stockpiles
of nuclear weapons. But firstly, the hands of the United
States were not bound in this respect before the signing of
the Treaty either, so nothing new has happened in this sense.
And secondly. the Trealy does not forbid the Soviet Union
either, il need be, to hold underground nuclear tests, to in-
crease its stockpiles of nuclear arms, and even to use these
weapons against the imperialist aggressors if they should un-
leash a war in a fit of insanity. The situation is the same
here, and the Chinese leaders know as well as the leading
statesmen of the United States that we Soviet people are not
simpletons, either, and that having concluded the nuclear test
ban Treaty the Soviet Union does not intend to disarm
unilaterally in the face of imperialism.

What gullible people are supposed to be convinced by
the statement of the Chinese leaders about “capitulation’ to
American imperialism, about the alleged “fraud” of the Treaty
on the banning of nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere,
in outer space and under water? There are no such gullible
people in our time; the peoples have long ago learnt to
distinguish truth from slander.

The leaders of the Government of the People’s Republic
of China are striving to prove that if the Soviet Government
earlier held one stand on the question of banning nuclear
weapon tests —and they are generously prepared to regard it
as correct—and then adopted a different viewpoint, this is
some kind of mortal sin and almost a treachery,

Yes, the Seviet Union’s position on the question of ending
nuclear weapon tests was not fossilised, it conformed to the
changes in the balance of forces in the international arena,
to the successes in the strengthening of the defence potential
of the USSR and of all the couniries of the socialist com-
munity, and took into account all that in its entirety is called
the realities of the nuclear age,

In the first years after the appearance of nuclear weap-
ons in the arsenal of the United States, when the United
States had a nuclear monopoly, and the security of the so-
cialist countries was endangered, the Soviet Government con-
sidered that the main task was to deprive the United States
of that advantage. This aim could be achieved either by
completely banning nuclear weapons, which would have meant
taking these weapons away [rom the only nuclear power at
that time, the United States, or by developing our own nuclear
weapons to help ensure the security of all the socialist coun-
tries. It was then that the Soviet Government advanced its
demand for the banning and destruction of nuclear weapons
and, when this demand was rejected by the Weslern powers,
it started to develop its own nuclear weapons, which were
to become a good additional guarantee of the independence
and security of all the countries of the socialist community
and to make the imperialists lose their taste for aggression
against the socialist states. Naturally the banning of nu-
clear weapon tests without the simultaneous destruction of the
weapons in the possession of the United States would not
have been in the interests of the socialist states at that time:
it would have brought to a halt the work on the development
of nuclear weapons in the Soviet Union, and perpetuated the
American nuclear monopoly.

But the situation did not remain unchanged. As a result
of the intensive efforts of the Soviet people and of Soviel
scientists to develop our own nuclear weapons, the American
nuclear monopoly was smashed, the world socialist system
received its own nuclear shield and the imperialist powers
lost the material basis for conducting a policy of nuclear
blackmail, “positions-of-strength” policy vis-a-vis the socialist
countries, This put also the question of a nuclear weapon test
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ban in a new perspective. The continuation of nuclear test-
ing could now only lead the spiral of the nuclear arms race
higher and higher, in which the socialist countries and all
other peaceloving states are not interested. At the same time,
with the new balance of forces a nuclear test ban would seal
not the American nuclear monopoly but the fact of its liguida-
tion, not the unilateral advantage of the imperialist camp
but the new balance of strength in the sphere of nuclear
weapons,

Taking all these circumstances into consideration and
continuing to wage a persistent struggle for disarmament and
for the complete prohibition and liquidation of nuclear weap-
ons, the Soviet Government at the same time advanced in
1956 a proposal for an agreement on the ending of nuclear
tests without waiting for a settlement of the disarmament
problem. In the changed conditions this stand was just as
correct and met the interests of the socialist states and the
interests of peace to the same extent as the previous stand
at the previous stage.

It is also necessary to stress that the proposal then
advanced by the Soviet Government on the prohibition of
nuclear weapon tests envisaged the settling of this question
on exaclly the same basis on which this question has now
been settled. At that time nuclear tests were held only in
the atmosphere and under water, there were no tests in other
environments, and it was a question of banning nuclear tests
in the atmosphere and under water. In the Trealy signed on
August 5 the banning of nuclear weapon tests in a third en-
vironment, outer space, was added to this. The difference is
thus that in 1956 the United States refused to accept our pro-
posal and in 1963 it accepted it in an even more extensive
form, with the addition of outer space,

As to underground nuclear tests, the question of these
did not arise in 1956 — at that time no such tests were held —
but later, when the United States began carrying out under-
ground nuclear weapon tests. Naturally the Soviet Govern-
ment began from then on to press also for the prohibition of
underground nuclear tests. However, it has not yet been
proved possible to reach agreement on this because the
Western powers linked the prohibition of underground nu-
clear tests with the setting up of so-called international  con-
trol, actually international espionage, which could involve the
security interests of the socialist states and to which the Soviet
Government could not naturally agree.

In view of the-prevailing situation the Soviet Union and
the world as a whole had to choose between the banning of
nuclear weapon tests in three environments and the continua-
tion ol an unbridled and unrestricted tests race. And if today
it proved possible to reach agreement on the banning of tests
in three media, thereby solving the most important part of
the entire problem, this is a big success for the peoples, a
victory for the peaceloving forces, a concrete achievement of
the policy of peace.

These are the main landmarks of the principled and at
the same time flexible and realistic policy of the Soviet Union
on the question of banning nuclear weapon tests. In whatever
way the international situation changed, this policy met not
only the interests of the Soviet Union but also the interests
of all the socialist and all the peaceloving states, just as the
result achieved through this policy —the conclusion of the
Treaty on the banning of nuclear weapon tests in the atmos-
phere, in outer space and under water— meets their most
cherished interests,

Neither can those who oppose the ending of nuclear tests,
and in whose company the Chinese leaders have now placed
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themselves, make political capital by seeking some sort of
contradiction in the fact that a year or two ago the Soviet
Government did not deem it possible to accept a partial solu-
tion of the test ban question and that it has now agreed to
the conclusion of a treaty banning tests in three environ-
ments. The Chinese leaders pretend to be especially surprised
by the fact that only a month or six weeks before the opening
of the three-power talks in Moscow the Soviet Government
continued to press for the conclusion of a treaty banning all
nuclear weapon tests. But every sober-minded politician or
diplomat realises that cach side wishes to achieve the
maximum in negotiating with its partners. We strove for this
maximum, that is for the ending of all nuclear weapon tests,
including underground testing. But at the present stage this
proved impossible. And in these conditions the Soviet Union
consented to an agreement on the banning of nuclear tests in
three environments: in the atmosphere, in outer space and
under water, This was a step that met the expectations of
world public opinion, a step dictated by concern for the health
of the Soviet people and for the health of all other peoples,
including the Chinese people, It is precisely in these three
media, after all, that nuclear weapon tests harm people's
health and contaminate the world's animal and plant life with
radioactive fall-out. Of course, the Soviet Government has
not now given up its efforts in the struggle to ban under-
ground nuclear weapon tests as well.

The Soviet Government has already called the attention
of the PRC Government to the simple truth that life does not
stand still, that science and technology are developing tem-
pestuously, and that something which was unacceptable yester-
day may turn out to be wuseful, even very useful, today.
Underlying this are definite material factors of great signif-
icance, connected with the important and major steps taken
by the Soviet Government to strengthen the defence capacity
of the USSR and the security of all the socialist countries.
These steps, which included tests of the latest types of nu-
clear weapons, among them the most powerful ones in the
world, reliably ensured the security of the socialist com-
munity. We now possess all the necessary requisites for con-
tinuing to maintain our defence potential at the proper level
required or liable to be required by the situation.

And when we speak about this we do so knowing the
facts of the matter. For fifteen years now the Soviet Govern-
ment has had dealings with nuclear weapons, and we are
familiar with all aspects of the question. It is true that the
Chinese leaders are trying to question this, claiming evidently
to have opinions of their own on matters involving nuclear
weapons. But when those who have only a second-hand ac-
quaintance with nuclear weapons begin to pass judgement on
the matter, they naturally put themselves willy-nilly in an
embarrassing positien. Incidentally this also applies to the
flippant pronouncements of the Chinese leaders on strategic
nuclear weapons, on tactical nuclear weapons, on whether the
United States needs or does not need to continue atmospheric
nuclear tests, and on other such questions. To speak about
this without being sufficiently well-informed is rather risky.
And the point is not that someone wants fo monopolise the
right to speak about nuclear weapons and to deprive others
of this right; the point is whose pronouncements on this ques-
tion carry weight and whose sound like empty prattle.

Of course we cannot now divulge such things as, for
instance, the concrete results of the nuclear weapon tests we
carried out in 1961-62, information on the calibres of the
nuclear warheads in our arsenal, the purpose of specific nu-
clear combat devices of which the Soviet Union has an
abundance, where these combat devices are deployed, and so
forth. That would be against the security interests of the
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Soviet Union and of all the socialist states, including the
security interests of the People's Republic of China.

And if the Chinese leaders, in saying that in recent years
the situation has not changed but the USSR policy on a test
ban has, thus try in a way to provoke the Soviet Union to
demonstrate clearly the changes in the balance of nuclear
strength in recent years and for this purpose to divulge the
defence secrets of the USSR, we can tell them one thing only:
while you are talking about your concern to strengthen the
defence of the socialist countries, you are in actual fact play-
ing the role of those who do not cherish the security interests
of the socialist community but are ready to play into the hands
of the forces of imperialist reaction, The Chinese leaders
cannot be unaware of the fact that obtaining really reliable
information on Soviet nuclear and missile weapons is exactly
what the military staffs of certain powers and aggressive
military blocs dream of.

If for some reason the Chinese Government really has
doubts about whether the Soviet Union has the powerful nu-
clear weapons necessary to defend all the socialist states, and
is not satisfied with our explanations on this matter it could
at least turn its attention to the statements made by high-
ranking military leaders in the United States only several
days ago in the US Congress, including the statement of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff of the United States. These statements
unequivocally admit the nuclear might now possessed by the
Soviet Union. They mean a lot, especially if one takes into
consideration the fact that the imperialists only admit the
achievements of socialist countries when they are compelled
to do so by life itself.

Such is the Soviet Government's stand on the question
of banning nuclear weapon tests. It is a frank and honest
stand, and we note with great satisfaction that it meets with
the full wunderstanding and support of the other so-
cialist states and of all peaceloving states and peoples. The
strength of our position lies in its vitality, in its full accord
with the cardinal interests of the peoples, in its realistic out-
look, in the fact that it takes into account the changes that
have taken place in recent years and are taking place now
in the world arena.

It is regrettable that in Peking they not only do not take
into account the changes that are shaping the outlook of the
modern world, but regard it as the ideal of statesmanship
unflaggingly to follow frigid dogmas in politics and to coun-
terpose the dead letter to the living reality. Herein lies the
main failure of the policy of the Chinese leaders, in particular
on the question of banning nuclear weapon tests.

It follows from the August 15 statement of the PRC
Government spokesman that the Chinese leaders are greatly
displeased with the Soviet Union because it did not give China
samples of atomic weapons, It looks as if it is precisely this
annoyance at the policy of the Soviet Union and the other
socialist states not to spread nuclear weapons that is motivat-
ing the attacks of the PRC leaders on the Soviet foreign policy
measures aimed at lessening international tension and con-
solidating peace, and especially their attacks on the nuclear
test ban Treaty. :

The Soviet Government has already more than once
taken steps to convince the PRC Government that preventing
the spread of nuclear weapons is in the interests of peace,
and the interests of all socialist countries, including the Chi-
nese People’s Republic. The course of history was such that
the Soviet Union is the only socialist country manufacturing
nuclear weapons. By its entire foreign policy the Soviet Union
has demonstrated that its nuclear might reliably protects the
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interests of the world socialist community, the interests of
the pecples fighting for their social and national Iiberation.
If there were one or several more socialist countries among
the nuclear states this would, of course, make no substantial
difference to the defence potential of the socialist camp if, of
course, the socialist camp is to be considered as a single entity.
But with each new capitalist state that gets possession of nu-
clear weapons, the danger of a nuclear war will increase. The
possibility of the number of socialist nuclear powers increasing
while the number of nuclear states in the imperialist camp
remains the same is out of ithe question, and to build one’s
calculations on this would mean building them on sand.

It would be naive, to say the least, to think that it is
possible to have one policy for the West and another for the
East, to fight with one hand against the arming of West
Germany with nuclear weapons, against the spreading of nu-
clear weapons throughout the world, and with the other to
hand these weapons over to China.

No, that would be an unrealistic policy, a policy divorced
from life. If the socialist countries had taken such a course
towards which they are persistently pushed by the Chinese
leaders, the Western nuclear powers would beyond all doubt
have replied in kind, and it is a fact that a number of capitalist
states have the economic, technical and other means to produce
nuclear weapons, This entire nuclear arsenal would have gone
into the common pool of the aggressive military blocs of
NATO, CENTO, SEATO, and have opposed the nuclear arsenal
of the socialist couniries. Only people blinded by their crav-
ing to have nuclear weapons in their own hands can fail to
see and realise this.

The efforts of the Soviet Union to secure an international
agreement banning the spread of nuclear weapons meet the
widest response and support the world over just because the
Soviet Union holds a position ef prineiple on this issue. Were
it not for the consistent and resolute struggle of the Soviet
Union against the spreading of nuclear weapons, a struggle
backed by its nuclear might, the militaristic forces in the
West, and above all the West German revenge-seekcrs who
are making an all-out effort to get hold of nuclear weapons,
would have been much closer to their goal than they actually
are now.

We have criticised and still criticise the policy of the
Government of the United States and other Western powers
because it holds open the door for the nuclear arming of West
Germany, at least in common with other NATO countries.
The Soviet Government nas come out firmly against the plans
for “NATO multilateral nuclear force”, having unconditionally
denounced those plans and taken appropriate foreign policy
actions to demonstrate to the peoples their danger if they were
realised. This was done by the Government of the Soviet
Union and not by the Government of the People’s Republic
of China. The Soviet Government has exposed and will con-
tinue to expose the false conception upheld by the NATO
powers that it is better if West Germany receives access to
nuclear arms under NATO control, in the framework of the
joint nuclear force of that military bloc, than if she develops
her own nuclear weapons. The Soviet Government puts the
matter differently: the nuclear arming of West Germany must
not be allowed in any form, because providing these weapons
to a state whose foreign policy is based on revanchism, on a
revision of existing national frontiers in Europe, would greatly
increase the danger of a new world war. This is why the
Soviet Government will not relax its efforts to convince the
Western powers as well that the policy of spreading nuclear
arms, providing for their transfer in any form to West Ger-
many, is deeply erroneous and fraught with great danger for
peace.
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One might think that the Chinese leaders, having shut
themselves off from all the world by some sort of blinkers,
know nothing of this and have not heard about it. For they
claim in their statement, contrary to facts well known to
everybody who reads newspapers and listens to the radio, that
the Soviet Union does not really oppose the possession of
nuclear arms by the West German militarists, This cannot be
regarded as anything but slander.

The standpoint of the PRC Government set forth also in
the statement of August 15 can only be understood to mean
that the Chinese leaders do not care how nuclear weapons
will spread among the capitalist countries as long as the PRC
leaders have a chance to sample a nuclear bomb and see what
it is like,

One must admit that being at a definite stage of its
economic development, possessing a definite economic poten-
tial, the PRC is as yet unprepared to produce nuclear arms
in quantities. Even if the PRC were to produce two or three
bombs, this would still not solve the problem for it, but would
result in a great strain on the PRC’'s economy. We know
from our own experience what it costs a couniry, a people to
produce nuclear arms on a large scale, on a level matching
modern military techniques and modern defence requirements.
But we were compelled to do this in order to be able to resist
the imperialist camp which possessed such arms. And the
People’s Republic of China can now rely on the defence
potential which has been developed by the efforts of the
Soviet people and which reliably serves to defend the coun-
tries of the socialist community, This is why the most
sensible policy for the PRC in the present conditions — if, of
course, its aspirations and its possibilities are to match one
another — would be to devote its efforts to the development of
its national economy, science, technology and agriculture; to
make them help to raise the Chinese people’s living standards,
to meet their vital needs. The Chinese people are suffering
many privations, hence such a trend in the policy of the
Chinese leaders would br'ng greater benefits to the Chinese
people and would be more highly appreciated by them and
better understood throughout the world.

Let us suppose that by overstraining its economy the PRC
would nevertheless produce a few atom bombs. But how
many of such bombs would in that case be pointed against the
PRC by the imperialists? Would the Chinese leaders feel more
secure, even if they sat on their own atom bomb? If the threat
of a new war were to grow in the West, and this would in-
evitably occur in the event of the further spread of nuclear
arms among the capitalist states, China would hardly feel more
secure than today.

Only in one's mind’s eye can one put up a wall of any
height and any thickness between events in the West and
developments in the East. In actual reality there is no such
wall. This was already true before the First World War,
it was confirmed by the experience of both world wars, and
in our time, when distances on the Earth are shrinking more
and more with the development of science and engineering,
it has become even more obvious. If the leaders of any coun-
try, large or small, refuse to see the international situation as
it is, and base their policy on the belief that only what takes
place in their own house is important and that everything that
occurs in other areas of the world is unimportant, this frame
of mind smacks of narrow-minded provincialism and scholas-
ticism. Such views are simply dangerous in life because of
their adventuristic nature,

The Chinese leaders abuse the Soviet Union in every
possible way for having nuclear arms while the PRC has none.
Can the PRC leaders honestly say that without the nuclear
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