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Comrade Thorez, General Secretary of the French
Communist Party, and certain other members of the
C.P.F. have a prominent place in the present adverse
current of attacks on the Chinese Communist Party and

~ other fraternal Parties, a current which is undermining

the unity of the international communist movement.

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

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

The report on problems relating to the international
situation and to the unity of the international commu-

=nist and working-class movement, made by R. Guyot,
member of the Political Bureau of the C.P.F., at the
Plenary Session of the Central Committee of the C.P.F.
on December 14, 1962;

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

The editorial written by R. Guyot in PHumanité,
organ of the Central Committee of the C.P.F., on Janu-
ary 9, 1963;
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The article entitled “War, Peace and Dogmatism”,

~ which appeared on the same day in France Nouvelle,

a weekly published by the Central Committee of the
CPE.

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

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

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

The article by R. Guyot in 'Humanité on February
15, 1963.

The main content of these statements has already been

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

Besides their assaults on us, Thorez and other comrades

have levelled malevolent attacks at the Albanian Party
of Labour, censured the fraternal Parties of Korea,
Burma, Malaya, Thailand, Indonesia, Viet Nam and Japan

2




‘and even gone so far as to assail the national liberation

movement, which is heroically fighting imperialism and
colonialism. They have slanderously alleged that-the

“sectarian and adventurist” positions taken by the Chi-

nese Communist Party “have found some echoes in cer-
tain Communist Parties, particularly in Asia, and within
nationalist movements”, and that they “feed the ‘Leftism’
which exists at times in these Parties and movements”.

~ The attitude of certain French comrades towards the
revolutionary cause of the oppressed nations is indeed

shocking.  They have truly gone too far in disrupt-

“ing the unity of the international communist movement.

The Chinese Communist Party has long held, and still

‘holds, that differences between fraternal Parties should
“and must be settled within our own ranks, and through

full and comradely discussion and consultation on an

equal footing in accordance with the principles set forth

in the Moscow Declaration and the Moscow Statement.
Inwpe instance have we been the first to launch public
criticism of any fraternal Party or to provoke public de-

~ bate, Nevertheless, it would be a miscalculation for

anyone to suppose that he can take advantage of our
correct stand of giving first place to the interests of unity
against the enemy and that he can launch public attacks
on the Chinese Communist Party at will without evoking

* a deserved rebuff.

We should like to tell those comrades who have wan-

‘tonly attacked the Chinese Communist Party and other

fraternal Parties: The fraternal Parties are equal. Since
you have publicly lashed out at the Chinese Communist
Party, you have no right to demand that we should refrain
from publicly answering you. Similarly, since you have
made public and vicious attacks on the Albanian Party of
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_ Labour, the Albanian comrades have the full and equal

right to answer you publicly. At present, certain com-
rades of fraternal Parties, while talking about a halt to the
public polemics, are themselves continuing to attack the
Chinese Communist Party and other fraternal Parties. This
double-faced attitude actually implies that only you are .
permitted to attack others and that it is impermissible for
others to reply. This will never work. In the words of
an old Chinese saying, “Courtesy demands reciprocity.
It is discourteous not to give after receiving.” In all
" seriousness we feel it necessary to bring this point tfo the
attention of those who have been assailing the Chinese
Communist Party. :

In attacking the Chinese Communist Party, Thorez and
other comrades have touched on the nature of our epoch,
the appraisal of imperialism, war and peace, peaceful
coexistence, peaceful transition, and other questions. But
a close look reveals that they have merely repeated other

wg'people s stale arguments. Since we have already answered

their erroneous arguments on these questions in our edi-
torials entitled “Workers of All Countries, Unite, Oppose
Our Common Enemy!’, “The Differences Between Com-
rade Togliatti and Us” and “Let Us Unite on the Basis of
the Moscow Declaration and the Moscow Statement”, and
also in the editorial entitled “Leninism and Modern Re-
visionism” in the periodical Hongqti (Red Flag), there is
no need here to go over the same ground again.

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

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

‘us discuss it.

e

Whence the differences in the international communist
movement?

Thorez and other comrades state that these differences
arose.because the Chinese Communist Party did not ac-
cept the theses of the 20th Congress of the CPSU. This
very statement is a violation of the principles guiding
relations among fraternal Parties as set forth in the Mos-
cow Declaration and Statement.  According to these two

. documents which were jointly agreed upon, the fraternal

Parties are equal and independent in their relations. No
one has the right to demand that all fraternal Parties
should accept the theses of any one Party. No resolution
of any congress of any one Party can be taken as the com-
mon line of the international communist movement or be
binding on other fraternal Parties. If Thorez and other
comrades are willing to accept the viewpoints and resolu-
tions of another Party, that is their business. As for the
Chinese Communist Party, we have always held that the
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* only common principles of action which can have binding
force on us and on all other fraternal Parties are Marxism-~
Leninisnt and the common documents unanimously agreed
upon by the fraternal Parties, and not the resolutions of

L the congress of any one fraternal Party, or anything else.

= As for the 20th Congress of the CPSU, it had both its

positive and negative aspects. We have expressed our
i support for its positive aspects. As for its negative“as-
pects, namely, the wrong viewpoints it put forward on

certain important questions of principle relating to the
international communist movement, we have held dif-

ferent views all along. In talks between the Chinese and

< Soviet Parties and at meetings of fraternal Parties, we
have made no secret of our views and have clearly set

: : forth our opinions on many occasions. But in the in-

e - terests of the international communist movement, we have
never publicly discussed this matter, nor do we intend
to do so in the present article.

ws The-facts are clear. The differences in the interna-

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

i As is well known, the 1957 Moscow Meeting of Com-

munist and Workers’ Parties, basing itself on Marxism-

’ Leninism, eliminated certain differences among the fra-
ternal Parties, reached agreement on the current major
issues in the international communist movement, and pro-

““duced the Moscow Declaration as a result of comradely
consultation and collective effort. The Declaration is the
common programme of the international communist
movement. Every fraternal Party has proclaimed its
acceptance of this programme. :

a3
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= I'f the Declaration had been strictly adhered to by all
the fraternal Parties in their practice and had not been

violated, the unity of the international communist move-

-~ ment would have been strengthened and our common

struggle advanced.

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

But, because certain comrades of a fraternal Party
repeatedly attempted to place the resolutions of the con-

gress of one Party above the Moscow Declaration, above
' the common programme of all the fraternal Parties, dif-

ferences within the international communist movement
inevitably ensued. Particularly around the time of the
Camp David talks in September 1959, certain comrades
ofsa=fraternal Party put forward a series of erroneous

. views on many important issues relating to the interna-

tional situation and the international communist move-

‘ment, views which departed from Marxism-Leninism and

violated the Moscow Declaration.
They contravened the Moscow Declaration’s scientific

_ thesis that imperialism is the source of modern wars, and

that “so long as imperialism exists there will always be
soil for aggressive wars”’. They incessantly proclaimed
that even while the imperialist system and the system
of exploitation and oppression of man by man continue
to exist in the greater part of the world, “already in our
times, the practical possibility is being created of banish-
ing war from the life of society finally and for ever”, and
“s world without weapons, without armed forces and
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, - without wars” can be brought into being. They also
- predicted that 1960 would “go down in history as a year
in which the long-cherished hope of mankind about a
world without weapons and armed forces and a world
without wars begins to come true’.
" They contravened the thesis of the Moscow Declara-
tion that in order to prevent another world war we
should rely on the joint struggle of the socialist camp,
the national liberation movement, the international work-
ing class and the mass movement of the peoples for
peace. They pinned their hopes for defending world
peace on the “wisdom” of the heads of the major powers,
holding that the historical fate of the present epoch is
: _actually decided by individual ‘“‘great mhen” and their
s “wisdom”, and that summit meetings of the major powers
: can determine and change the course of history. They.
made such statements as: “We have already said more
than once that it is only the heads of governments who
““fare invested with great powers, who are able to settle
: the most complicated international questions.” They
= = portrayed the Camp David talks as a ‘“‘new stage”, a “new
: era” in international relations, and even “a turning point
in the history of mankind”.
They contravened the thesis of the Moscow Declaration
g that the U.S. imperialists “are becoming the centre of
world reaction, the sworn enemies of the people’’. They
were especially ardent in lauding Dwight Eisenhower, the
- .._chieftain of U.S. imperialism, as one who had ‘“‘a sincere
i ' desire for peace”, who “sincerely wishes to put an end to
the state of ‘cold war’ ”’, and who “also worries about en-
suring peace just as we do”..
They violated the Leninist principle of peaceful co-
existence between the two different social systems as

UL i
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= sét —jforth in the Moscow Declaration, and interpreted

peaceful coexistence as nothing but ideological struggle

__and economic competition, saying: “The inevitable strug-

gle between the two systems must be made to take
the form exclusively of a struggle of ideas and peaceful

emulation, as we say, or competition, to use a word more

common in the capitalist lexicon.” They even extended
peaceful coexistence between countries with different
social systems to the relations between oppressor and
oppressed classes and between oppressor and oppressed
nations, maintaining that for various countries peaceful
coexistence is the road leading to socialism. All this rep-
resents a complete departure from the Marxist-Leninist

viewpoint of class struggle. They thus actually used the

pretext of peaceful coexistence to negate the political
struggle against imperialism and for the cause of libera-
tion of the people of all countries, and to negate the in-
ternatlonal class struggle.

'They contravened the thesis of the Moscow Declara-
tion that U.S. imperialism vigorously seeks ‘“to enmesh

% the liberated peoples in new forms of colonialism”, and

proclaimed far and wide that imperialism could help the
underdeveloped countries to develop their economies on
an unprecedented scale, thus virtuélly denying that it,is
the nature of imperialism to plunder the underdeveloped
countries. They made such statements as: “General and

= ,complete disarmament would also create entirely new op-

portumtles for aid to the countries whose economies are
still underdeveloped and: need assistance on the part of
more developed countries. Even if only a small part of
the money released by the termination of the military
expenditures. of the great powers were devoted to such
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- aid, it could open up literally a new epoch in the economic
development of Asia, Africa and Latin America.” "
.They contravened the thesis of the Moscow Declara-
tion that in our day the liberation movement of the
colonial and semi-colonial peoples and the revolutionary
struggle of the working class of various countries are
powerful forces for the defence of world peace, and
counterposed the national liberation movement and the
people’s revolutionary struggle in various countries to the
struggle for the defence of world peace. Although they
occasionally spoke of the necessity of supporting national
liberation wars and people’s revolutionary wars, they
repeatedly stressed that “a war under contemporary con-
ditions would inevitably become a world war”, that “even
a tiny spark can cause a world conﬂagratlon” and that
it was necessary to “oppose all kinds of wars”. This
amounts to making no distinction between just and un-
just wars and to opposing wars of national liberation, peo-
“ﬂ'?'i)le s revolutionary wars and just wars of all kinds on the
pretext of preventing a world war.
s They contravened the thesis of the Moscow Declara-
' tion that there are two possibilities, peaceful and non-
peaceful, with regard to the transition from capitalism to
socialism, and that “the ruling classes will never relin-
g qiish power voluntarily”’, and laid a one-sided stress
on the “growing immediate possibility” of peaceful tran-
sition, alleging that peaceful transition “is already a
B . realistic perspective in a number of countries”.

= From this series of erroneous views, one can only draw
the conclusions that the nature of imperialism has
E changed, that all its insuperable inherent contradictions
no longer exist, that Marxism-Leninism is outmoded and

that the Moscow Declaration should be cast aside.
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: But no matter what pretexts they may resort to,
- whether “diplomatic language” or “flexibility”, the com-
rades of a fraternal Party who spread these erroneous
views' cannot cover up their deviations from Marxism-
Leninism and from the principles of the 1957 Moscow
Declaration or absolve themselves from their responsi-
bility for the creation of differences in the international
communist movement, »

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

How did these differences come to be exposed before
.~ the enemy? A
Thorez and other comrades allege that the differences
~ were brought into the open with ‘“the Chinese Com-
- munist Party’s publication of the pamphlet Long Live
~ Leninism in all languages in the summer of 1960”7. But
what are the actual facts?

The truth is that the internal differences among the
fraternal Parties were first brought into the open, not in
the summer of 1960, but on the eve of the Camp David
talks in September 1959 —on September 9, 1959, to be
“exact. On that day a socialist country, turning a deaf
ear to China’s repeated explanations of the true situation
and to China’s advice, hastily issued a statement on a
Sino-Indian border incident through its official news
agency. Making no distinction between right and wrong,
the statement expressed “regret’” over the border clash
and in reality condemned China’s correct stand. They
even said that it was “sad” and “stupid”. Here is
the first instance in history in which a socialist coun-
try, instead of condemning the armed provocations of
the reactionaries of a capitalist country, condemned an-
other fraternal socialist country when it was confronted
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“ with such armed provocation. The imperialists and

reactionaries immediately sensed that there were dif-
ferences among the socialist countries, and they made
venomous use of this erroneous statement to sow dis-
sension. The bourgeois propaganda machines at the time
made a great deal of it, saying that the statement
was like a “diplomatic rocket launched at China” and
that “the language of the statement was to some extent
like that of a stern father coldly rebuking a child and

- telling him to behave himself”.

After the Camp David talks, the heads of certain com-
rades were turned and they became more and more in-
temperate in their public attacks on the foreign and do-
mestic policies of the Chinese Communist Party. They
publicly abused the Chinese Communist Party as attempt-
ing “to test by force the stability of the capitalist system”,

and as “craving for war like a cock for a fight”. They :

‘also attacked the Chinese Communist Party for its gen-

Tsstral line of socialist construction, its big leap forward and

‘its people’s commune, and they spread the slander that
the Chinese Party was carrying out an “adventurist”
policy in its direction of the state.

For a long time these comrades have eagerly propagated

their erroneous views and attacked the Chinese Com- .

munist Party, banishing the Moscow Declaration from
their minds. . They have thus created confusion within
the international communist movement and placed the

“peoples of the world in danger of losing their bearings

in the struggle against imperialism. Comrade Thorez can
no doubt recall what was vigorously propagated at the
time in the organ of the French Communist Party, I’Hu-

manité, “Between Washington and Moscow a common:

3
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‘language has been found, that of peaceful coexistence.

‘America has taken the turning.”

It was in those circumstances and for the sake of up-

*  holding the Moscow Declaration, defending Marxism-

S

Leninism and enabling the people of the world to under-
stand our point of view on the current international
situation that the Chinese Communist Party published,
on the ninetieth anniversary of Lenin’s birth, the three
articles, “Long Live Leninism!”’, “Forward Along the
Path of the Great Lenin!”’, and “Unite Under Lenin’s
Revolutionary Banner!”, Although we had already been
under attack for more than half a year, we set store
by unity and made imperialism and Yugoslav re-

“visionism the targets of the struggle in our discussion of
‘the erroneous views which contravened the Moscow
- Declaration.

Thorez and other comrades turned the truth upside
down when they alleged that the publication of the three
articles was the point at which the differences in the
international communist movement were brought into
the open.
~ In May 1960, the American U-2 spy plane intruded
into the Soviet Union, and the four-power summit meet-
ing in Paris was aborted. We then hoped that the com-
rades who had so loudly sung the praises of the so-called

" spirit of Camp David would draw a lesson from these

events, and would strengthen the unity of the fraternal
Parties and countries in the common struggle against the
US. imperialist policies of aggression and war. But, con-
trary to our hopes, at the General Council Meeting of the
World Federation of Trade Unions held in Peking
early in June of the same year, certain comrades of fra-

- ternal Parties still refused to denounce Eisenhower,
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spread many erroneous views and opposed the correct

views put forward by the Chinese comrades. It was a

fact of particular gravity that late in June 1960 someone

went so far as to wave his baton and launch an all-out
and converging surprise attack on the Chinese Commu-
nist Party at the meeting of the fraternal Parties in

Bucharest. This action was a crude violation of the prin-

ciple that questions of common interest should be solved

through consultation among fraternal Parties. It set an
extremely bad precedent for the international communist
: movement.

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

so»take exception to the attack on China.. In the eyes of
~ those who regard the relations between fraternal Parties
.as those between patriarchal father and son, it was indeed
an appalling act of impudent insubordination for tiny Al-
, bania to dare to disobey the baton. From that time on they

i harboured a grudge against the Albanian comrades, em-

ployed all kinds of base devices against them and would be

satisfied with nothing less than their destruction.

After the Bucharest meeting, some comrades who had
attacked the Chinese Communist Party lost no time in
“taking a series of grave steps to apply economic and
political pressure, even to the extent of perfidiously and
unilaterally tearing up agreements and contracts they
had concluded with a fraternal country, in disregard of
international practice. These agreements and contracts

e
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are to be counted, not in twos or threes or in scores, but
in hundreds. These malicious acts, which extended ideo-
logical differences to state relations, were out-and-out
violations of proletarian internationalism and of the prin-
ciples guiding relations among fraternal socialist coun-
tries as set forth in the Moscow Declaration. Instead of
criticizing their own errors of great-power chauvinism,
these comrades charged the Chinese Communist Party
with the errors of “going it alone”, “sectarianism”, “split-
ting”’, “national communism”, etc. Does this accord with
communist ethics? = Thorez and other comrades were

‘aware of the facts, yet they dared not criticize those who

actually committed the error of extending political and

ideological disputes to the damage of state relations,

but on the contrary -charged the Chinese comrades
with “mixing problems of state with ideological and

‘political questions”. This attitude which confuses right

and wrong and makes black white and white black is
indeed sad.

It is clear from the foregoing facts that the aggravation
of differences in the international communist movement
after the Moscow Meeting of 1957 was due entirely to the
fact that with respect to a series of important issues

. certain comrades of fraternal Parties committed in-
. creasingly serious violations of the common line unan-
‘imously agreed upon by the fraternal Parties and of

the principles guiding relations among fraternal Parties
and_countries.

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