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CURREHT XNTELLIGENCE STAFF STUDY 

THE SIIVO-SOVIET DISPUTE 
(June 1960 t o  November 1960) 

This  is a working paper. I t  t r a c e s  t h e  development of 
t h e  Sino-Soviet dispute--on world Communist s t r a t e g y ,  on 
Chinese f o r e i g n  and domestic p o l i c i e s ,  on r e l a t i o n s  among 
t h e  p a r t i e s  of t h e  world Communist movement, and on o the r  
a spec t s  of t h e  Sino-Soviet relat ionship--from t h e  Bucharest 
conference of  June 1960 t o  t h e  opening of t h e  Moscow con- 
f e rence  of t h e  Communist p a r t i e s  i n  November 1960. 

Almost h a l f  of t h i s  paper is occupied with t h r e e  ex t ra -  
o r d i n a r i l y  va luable  documents--summaries o f ,  and copious 
extracts from, t h e  Soviet  p a r t y ' s  le t ter  of 21 June t o  t h e  
Chinese pa r ty ,  t h e  Chinese p a r t y ' s  l e t t e r  of 10  September 
i n  r ep ly ,  and t h e  Soviet  p a r t y ' s  letter of 5 November ( t o  
t h e  Chinese p a r t y  and o t h e r  p a r t i e s )  i n  r e p l y  t o  t h e  10 
September le t ter .  These letters s p e c t a c u l a r l y  confirmed 
t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of Sino-Soviet d i s p u t e s  on a wide range of 
issues--some of which had been deduced with varying degrees 
of assurance from t h e  Soviet  and Chinese p ress , - and  some 
o t h e r s  of which had been repor ted[  

The letters added 
a u y  t o  rne  co 1mcy.s xn cmmmgd of these  d i spu tes  and 

they  revealed  o t h e r  d i s p u t e s  which had not  been deduced o r  
repor ted .  

Another paper ,  t o  fo l low i n  a month o r  s o ,  w i l l  dea l  
with t h e  proceedings of t h e  November conference of t h e  81 
p a r t i e s ,  t h e  Moscow d e c l a r a t i o n  of 6 December, and subse- 
quent Soviet  and Chinese p r e s e n t a t i o n s  (which have d i f f e r e d  
considerably)  of t h a t  d e c l a r a t i o n .  

The Sino-Soviet S tud ies  Group would welcome comment on 
t h i s  paper,  addressed i n  t h i s  ins tance  t o  t h e  a c t i n g  cooi- 
d i n a t o r  of t h e  group - 



SUMMARY 

I n  t h e  winter  of 1957-38, t h e  Chinese p a r t y  began t o  ad- 
vocate  a r a t h e r  d i f f e r e n t  b loc  s t r a t e g y  from t h a t  pursued by 
t h e  Sovie t  p a r t y .  Whereas ghrushchev favored a low-risk 
s t r a t e g y ,  making s t eady  ga ins  by non-military means, Mao 
favored a much more aggress ive ,  high-rials s t r a t e g y ,  looking 
t o  much more r a p i d  ga ins ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  t h e  underdeveloped 
a reas .  By June 1960, Sovie t  and Chinese s u b s t a n t i v e  posi- 
t i o n s ,  i n  support  of t h e s e  d i f f e r i n g  s t r a t e g i e s ,  were v i r -  
r u a l l y  complete. 

With respec t  t o  t h e  b a s i c  assessment, t h e  balance of 
power, Moscow conceded t h a t  t h e  West was still  s t rong ,  while 
Peip ing disparaged t h e  West and its weapons systems. From 
t h i s  fundamental divergence, o t h e r  important d i f f e r e n c e s  
der ived . 

Whereas Moscow spoke of t h e  d i s a s t r o u s  consequences of 
nuc lea r  war f o r  t h e  world, Peip ing emphasized t h e  b l o c ' s  sur -  
v i v a l  c a p a b i l i t i e s  and its a b i l i t y  t o  btrild a new world 
r a p i d l y .  Whereas Moscow emphasized t h e  decreas ing  possi-  
b i l i t y  of genera l  w a r ,  Pe ip ing emphasized US prepara t ions  
f o r  w a r  and repor ted ly  argued p r i v a t e l y  t h a t  an  eventual  war 
was i n e v i t a b l e .  Whereas Moscow emphasized t h e  a b i l i t y  of t h e  
b loc  t o  d e t e r  t h e  West a l s o  from l o c a l  wars, and emphasized 
a l s o  t h e  danger of expansion of l o c a l  wars, Peiping contended 
t h a t  such wars were i n e v i t a b l e  and should sometimes be w e l -  
comed, and it minimized t h e  dangers of expansion. Whereas 
Moscow promised t o  suppor t  " j u s t "  wars but  tended t o  evade 
t h i s  s u b j e c t ,  t h e  Chinese j ee red  t h a t  Moscow was s o  a f r a i d  
of genera l  war t h a t  it would not  adequately suppor t  t h e s e  
" j u s t  lt naps, inc luding "1 iberat ionf1 wars. 

h r t  her ,  whereas Moscow i n s i s t e d  t h a t  "peacef u l  coex- 
i s t ence"  was t h e  long-term o b j e c t i v e  of t h e  e n t i r e  bloc,  
d e f i n i n g  t&is term as envisaging competition by a l l  means 
s h o r t  of war, Pei#ing argued t h a t  t h e  concept misrepresented 
r e l a t i o n s  with t h e  West and t h a t  even a m i l i t a n t  i n t e r p r e t a -  
t i o n  of it impeded t h e  s t r u g g l e  with  t h e  West. Simi lar ly ,  
whereas t h e  Sovie ts  contended t h a t  t h e r e  were " r e a l i s t i c 1 ?  
l e a d e r s  i n  t h e  West, t h a t  n e g o t i a t i o n s  were worthwhile, and 
t h a t  disarmament was both a u s e f u l  i s s u e  and a f e a s i b l e  long- 
range goa l ,  Peiping charged t h a t  Moscow was being gu l l ed  by 
t h e  West, t h a t  t h e  emphasis should be on s t r u g g l e  and not 
on t a l k s ,  and t h a t  t o t a l  disarmament was an l l i l lus ion . l l  

- i -  



Fur the r ,  whereas Moscow a s s e r t e d  t h e  increas ing  possi-  
b i l i t y  and d e s i r a b i l i t y  of Communist p a r t i e s  coming t o  power 
by peaceful  means, Peiping argued t h a t  v io lence  was almost 
always both necessary and d e s i r a b l e  and t h a t  Communist 
p a r t i e s  must have t h e  courage t o  employ it.  

Fur ther ,  i n  pol icy  toward underdeveloped coun t r i e s ,  
Moscow and Peiping were i n  important disagreement as t o  
how f a s t  t o  seek independence f o r  t h e  remaining co lon ies  
and semi-colonies ( coun t r i e s  regarded a s  i n d i r e c t l y  under 
i m p e r i a l i s t  c o n t r o l ,  l i k e  B a t i s t a ' s  Cuba), and as t o  how 
fast  to  t r y  t o  k n ~ c k  over  t h e  newly-independent governments 
and r e p l a c e  them with Communist regimes. Moscow emphasized 
t h e  need f o r  p r o t r a c t e d  cooperat ion with bourgeois nat ion& 
a l i s t  l e a d e r s  i n  t h e  newly-independent c o u n t r i e s f a n d  with 
bourgeois f o r c e s  i n  t h e  c o u n t r i e s  not y e t  independent, 
subordinat ing  t h e  l o c a l  Communist p a r t i e s  t o  t h i s  end when 
necessary,  while Peip ing accused Moscow of exaggerat ing 
t h e  importance o f t h e  n e u t r a l s ,  emphasized the  u n r e l i a b i l i t y  
of t h e i r  l eaders ,  c a l l e d  f o r  a n  e f f o r t  t o  br ing  them down? 
more rap id ly ,  and urged Communist movements i n  c o l o n i a l  
a r e a s  t o  s e i z e  l eadersh ip  of t h e  revo lu t ion  from t h e  
bourgeoisie  i n  its eaPly s t a g e s .  

Futher ,  whereas Moscow c a l l e d  f o r  a g r a d u a l i s t  program 
i n  Western c o u n t r i e s ,  emphasizing Communist cooperat ion f o r  
"democratic"goals, Peiping derided t h i s  program a s  "oppor- 
tunis t ' '  and urged t h e  "revolut ionary overthrow" of Weekern 
governments. 

F i n a l l y ,  whereas Moscow pursued a f l e x i b l e  pol icy  i n  
t h e  world Communist f r o n t s ,  aimed a t  e n l i s t i n g  maximum co- 
opera t ion  from non-Communists, Peiping c a l l e d  f o r  t h e  f r o n t s  
t o  be " f igh t ing  organizat ions" seeking cooperat ion only on 
Communist terms. 

Following t h e i r  a c t i o n  i n  Apr i l  1960 i n  ca r ry ing  t h e  
Sino-Soviet d i s p u t e  i n t o  o t h e r  p a r t i e s  and t h e i r  r e j e c t i o n  
i n  May of another  Sovie t  bid f o r  b i l a t e r a l  t a l k s ,  t h e  Chi- 
nese angered t h e  Sovie t  p a r t y  by t h e i r  behavdor a t  t h e  WFTU 
conference i n  Peip ing i n  e a r l y  June. The Chinese pub l i c ly  
c r i t i c i z e d  t h e  Sovie t  l i n e  a t  t h e  conference, and lobbied 
a g a i n s t  Sovie t  p o s i t i o n s  i n  p r i v a t e  meetings. A t  t h i s  
po in t  t h e  Russians arranged f o r  a meeting of world CommunL 
n i s t  p a r t i e s  i n  Bucharest later i n  t h e  month. 



A s  t h e  Bucharest conference opened, t h e  Soviet  pa r ty  
c i r c u l a t e d  a long let ter  denouncing t h e  Chinese par ty .  Af- 
ter reviewing t h e  s u b s t a n t i v e  i s s u e s  noted above, t h e  Soviet  
l e t t e r  accused t h e  Chinese of "d is loyal  and uncomradelyw 
behavior ,  and c losed  with an i n d i r e c t  bu t  c l e a r  t h r e a t  t o  ne- 
duce S o v i e t a i d  t o  China un less  t h e  CCP backed down. Before 
i s s u i n g  its t h i n  and ambiguous communiqu4, t h e  conference 
heard speeches from t h e  de lega tes  of most of t h e  50 par- 
t ies  represented;  m o s t  of t h e s e  supported the .  Soviet  pa r ty ,  
but  a few were n e u t r a l ,  and a t  least one ( t h e  Albanian) sup- 
por ted  t h e  Chinese. During t h e s e  meetings, IChrushchev re- 
viewed Soviet  charges a g a i n s t  Chinese views on . fo re ign  pol- 
icies and Chinese domestic programs; he added some charges 
r e l a t i n g  t o  Chinese f a i l u r e  t o  cooperatein c e r t a i n  m i l i t a r y  
p r o j e c t s  and Chinese c o l l u s i o n  with o t h e r  p a r t i e s ,  observed 
t h a t  t h e  Chinese w e r e  t o o  untrustworthy t o  be  given nuc lea r  
weapons, and a t t acked  Mao personal ly  f o r  being as va in  and 
as i s o l a t e d  from r e a l i t y  as S t a l i n  had been. The Chinese 
r e t o r t e d  i n  kind, inc luding a personal  a t t a c k  on Khrushchev 
as having "betrayedw Marx, Lenin and S t a l i n .  The conference 
c losed  with both t h e  Soviet  and Chinese angry and o t h e r  par- 
t ies considerably shaken. I t  was agreed t o  hold another  con- 
f e rence  i n  Moscow i n  November. 

Immediately after t h e  Bucharest meeting, Moscow began 
t o  apply p ressure  on Peiping. I n  e a r l y  Ju ly ,  t h e  Soviet  
p r e s s  began a sys temat ic  r e f u t a t i o n  of Chinese p o s i t i o n s ,  
Soviet  media s topped commenting on Chinese a f f a i r s ,  and Mos- 
c o w  informed Peiping t h a t  t h e  CCPts Russian-language magazine 
c i r c u l a t e d  i n  t h e  USSR must be  suspended. A Soviet  c e n t r a l  
committee plenum i n  mid-July denounced t h e  CCP (not named) 
for "lef twing s e c t a r i a n  devia t ion ."  

The heavies t  b.1- came on 25 July ,  when Moscow informed 
Peiping t b a t  a l l  o r  v i r t u a l l y  a l l  Soviet  t echn ic ians  i n  Chi- 
na--as est imated 2,000 t o  3,000--would be withdrawn i n  t h e  
next f i v e  weeks. T h i s  a c t i o n  was c a r r i e d  ou t ,  d e s p i t e  Chi- 
nese  p r o t e s t s  t h a t  t h e  withdrawal would s e r i o u s l y  impair t h e  
Chinese program of economic development. 

The Soviet  pa r ty  remained on t h e  o f fens ive  throughout 
August, and t h e  Sovie t  p r e s s  began t o  warn China--named 
f o r  t h e  f i r s t  time--of t h e  consequences of s e p a r a t i o n  from 
t h e  bloc.  Moscow i n  August increased its e f f o r t  t o  i s o l a t e  



t h e  Chinese p a r t y ,  through letters t o  o the r  p a r t i e s  re- 
viewing t h e  d i spu te  and asking f o r  t h e i r  support .  The 
Chinese p a r t y  r e t o r t e d  wi th  a r t i c l e s  implying Peiping Is 
wi l l ingness  t o  do without Soviet  a i d  i f  necessary. I n  
e a r l y  September, Soviet  and Chinese r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  
quar re led  p u b l i c l y  a t  t h e  V i e t  Minh p a r t y  congress i n  
Hanoi . 

On 10 September, t h e  Chinese p a r t y  s e n t  a long 
letter t o  t h e  Soviet  p a r t y  designed t o  r e f u t e  t h e  Soviet  
le t ter  c i r c u l a t e d  a t  Bucharest. The letter reviewed t h e  
development of Sino-Soviet d i f f e r e n c e s  s i n c e  1956, de- 
fended Chinese behavior,  c i t e d  many ins tances  i n  t h e  
previous year  of Khrushchev's adoption of %on-Marxist" 
p o s i t  ions ,  reaff irmed con t ra ry  Chinese p o s i t  ions ,  and, 
i n t e r  a 1  i a ,  s t r o n g l y  a t t acked  Soviet  llconcession, com- 
placency, to le rance ,  and compromise" i n  r e l a t i o n s  with 
t h e  West. The concluding s e c t i o n  of t h e  letter a s s e r t e d  
t h a t  Soviet  p a r t y  r e s o l u t i o n s  could not be binding on 
o t h e r  Communist p a r t i e s ,  ind ica ted  an i n t e n t i o n  t o  w i t h -  
s t and  t h e  major i ty  support  f o r  t h e  Soviet  p a r t y  i n  t h e  
world Communist movement, observed t h a t  t h i s  major i ty  i n  
any cape w a s  a temporary phenomenon, a s s e r t e d  t h a t  t h e  
"verdic t  of h i s to ry"  would v i n d i c a t e  Peiping , accused 
Moscow (cor rec t ly )  of e x e r t i n g  p ressure  on t h e  Chinese 
by withdrawing t h e  t echn ic ians ,  and concluded grandly 
t h a t  " t r u t h  cannot be bought." 

In  mid-September, two of *aoVs t o p  l i e u t e n a n t s  went 
t o  MOBCOIF f o r  b i l a t e r a l  t a l k s  and f o r  work on t h e  pre- 
pa ra to ry  committee f o r  t h e  Mascow conference. The Soviet  
and Chinese p r e s s  continued through September and October 
t h e  polemical exchanges on t h e  snbs tan t ive  i s s u e s ,  on 
(Chinese) "adventurf smw and (Soviet) "opportunism", on 
t h e  r e l a t i v e  dangers of (Chinese) "dogmat i s m w  and (Soviet) 
"revisionism, " and s o  on. Khrushchev i n  e a r l y  October 
revealed  t h a t  t h e r e  had a l s o  been border inc iden t s  between 
t h e  USSR and China; he a l s o  d iscussed pro-Soviet f o r c e s  i n  
t h e  Chinese p a r t y  leadership ;  i u p t h e r ,  he p red ic ted  t h a t  
t h e  Moscow conference would not  r e so lve  t h e  d i spu te .  H e  is 
a l s o  repor ted  t o  have said--and i n  t h i s  he proved t o  be 
wrong--that t h e  Chinese had on ly  one suppor ter ,  t h e  A l -  
banian pa r ty ,  i n  t h e  world Communist movement. 



The prepara tory  committee f o r  t h e  November conference, 
meeting i n  t h e  f i r s t  t h r e e  weeks of October, f a i l e d  t o  ar-  
r i v e  a t  a ful ly-agreed d r a f t  dec la ra t ion .  The Chinese pre- 
sumably s tood  on t h e  p o s i t i o n s  taken i n  t h e i r  10  September 
let ter  on both s u b s t a n t i v e  i s s u e s  and t h e  d i s c i p l i n e  of t h e  
world Communist movement, i n  p a r t i c u l a r  ( t h i s  is confirmed) 
on t h e i r  r e f u s a l  t o  accept  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of major i ty  r u l e  
i n  t h e  movement. The Sovie t  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  presumably took 
t h e  p o s i t i o n s  l a t e r  s t a t e d  i n  t h e i r  5 November letter,  in- 
c lud ing  t h e i r  i n s i s t e n c e  on t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of ma jo r i ty  r u l e .  
The Chinese may have had t h e  f u l l  support  of t h e  Albanian 
d e l e g a t i o n  and suppor t  on c e r t a i n  i s s u e s  f r o m  t h e  Aust ra l ian ,  
Cuban, Indones i an  , Japanese and North Vietnamese de lega t  ions .  
I n  any case, t h e  committee after t h r e e  weeks was ab le  t o  ar-  
r i v e  a t  a nominal agreement on most of t h e  formulat ions re- 
l a t i n g  t o  world Communist s t r a t e g y  and t h e  d i s c i p l i n e  of t h e  
movement, but  could not  reach agreement on some o t h e r s ,  i n  
p a r t i c u l a r  on t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of major i ty  r u l e .  The d r a f t  was 
l e f t  uncompleted, f o r  r e f e r r a l  t o  t h e  November conference. 

On 5 November t h e  Soviet  p a r t y  r e p l i e d  formally t o  t h e  
Chinese p a r t y ' s  le t ter  of 1 0  September. The Soviet  letter 
reviewed t h e  record  of Chinese misbehavior and Soviet  recti- 
tude ,  reaf f i rmed Soviet  p o s i t  ions on s u b s t  a n t  i v e  i s s u e s  i n  
s t r o n g  terms, and s t r u c k  e s p e c i a l l y  hard a t  t h e  Chinese w i l l -  
ingness t o  r i s k  genera l  w a r .  It s t a t e d  f l a t l y  t h a t  t h e  West 
"is not  a paper t i g e r , "  and it described t h i s  and o t h e r  
Chinese a t t i t u d e s  a s  "extremely dangerous." It  r e i t e r a t e d  
t h e  demand t h a t  t h e  Chinese p a r t y  respec t  major i ty  opindon. 
It reviewed Soviet  a i d  t o  China, and a s s e r t e d  t h a t  Chinese 
goods given i n  exchange were r e a l l y  of "no use." The le t ter  
concluded t h a t  t h e  Soviet  p a r t y  and its suppor te r s  were 
"se r ious ly  alarmedw by Chinese obst inacy,  and t h a t  t h e  world 
Communist movement could not  wait  f o r  t h e  "ve rd ic t  of h i s t o r y . "  

A s  t h e  Communist de lega t ions  a r r ived  i n  Moscow, they  
w e r e  r epor ted ly  given t h i s  5 November letter, p l u s  t h e  



uncompleted d r a f t  reso1ution:fm the  conference t o  cons ider ,  
plus a Soviet  b r i e f i n g  i n  which t h e  Sovie t  p a r t y  asked f o r  
t h e i r  support .  By t h i s  time both t h e  Sovie t  and Chinese 
p a r t i e s  had gone t o  much e f f o r t  to encourage t h e  view t h a t  
n e i t h e r  would back down a t  t h e  conference, even if t h i s  
meant the separation-voluntary or Involuntary--of t h e  
Chinese pa r ty  from t h e  world Communist movement. In o t h e r  
words, t h e  two parties were playing "chicken1'--and i t  was 
not  known whether eil jher was w i l l i n g  t o  swerve a t  t h e  last 
moment. 
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INTRODUCT ION 

Before a t tempt ing  t o  r econs t ruc t  developments i n  t h e  
Sino-Soviet r e l a t i o n s h i p  i n  t h e  period from t h e  Bucharest 
conference of Communist p a r t i e s  (June 1960) up t o  t h e  
Moscow conference of t h e  p a r t i e s  (November ld60) ,  it might 
be use fu l  t o  r e c a p i t u l a t e  some e a r l i e r  papers  i n  t h i s  s e r i e s ,  
ske tch ing  t h e  background of thds  c r i t i c a l  per iod  i n  Sino- 
Soviet  r e l a t i o n s .  

In e a r l y  1956 t h e  first s e r i o u s  r ift  i n  t h e  Sino- 
Sovie t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  came to l i g h t .  Khrushchev apparent ly  
d i d  not consu l t  t h e  Chinese before a t t a c k i n g  S t a l i n  i n  h i s  
s e c r e t  speech of February 1956. The Chinese bel ieved t h a t  
t h e  a t t a c k  on Stalin--whom Mao much admired--was too  extreme, 
amounting t o  a n  a t t a c k  on t h e  e s s e n t i a l s  of Communism i t s e l f .  
A t  t h e  same t ime,  they bel ieved t h a t  t h e  Sovie t  p a r t y  had not  
y e t  co r rec ted  what t h e  Chinese too  regarded a s  S t a l i n ' s  m i s -  
t a k e s  i n  Soviet  r e l a t i o n s  wi th  o t h e r  p a r t i e s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  
Eas tern  Europe. This  la t ter  be l i e f  l ed  Peip ing t o  encourage 
Poland and Hungary i n  t h e  e a r l y  s t a g e s  of t h e i r  def iance  of 
Moscow i n  autumn 1956, which much complicated Moscow's prob- 
lems t h e r e .  

In  1957, Mao, mistaking obedience f o r  love ,  made h i s  
experiment with l i b e r a l i z a t i o n  i n  China, t h e  "hundred f lowersv 
program. This  experiment, going beyond Khrushchev's own 
loosening of S t a l i n i s t  bonds on t h e  populace, was derided by 
t h e  Russians, who were openly pleased when it f a i l e d .  

Then i n  t h e  win te r  of 1957-58, c a s t i n g  about f o r  a 
domestic s t r a t e g y  t o  s o l v e  China's t e r r i b l e  problems of in-  
d u s t r i a l  and a g r i c u l t u r a l  development, d i s s a t i s f i e d  with both 
t h e  Sovie t  model and S o v i e t : a i d ,  Ma0 h i t  upon t h e  " leap  
forward" and "people's commune" programs. These programs, 
r e l y i n g  on an  unprecedented mobi l iza t ion  and e x p l o i t a t i o n  
of t h e  human mate r i a l ,  were c l e a r l y  obnoxious t o  Moscow, on 
both p r a c t i c a l  and d o c t r i n a l  grounds. Convinced t h a t  these  
programs were bound t o  f a i l ,  pr imar i ly  because they 
s l i g h t e d  mate r i a l  incen t ives .  The Soviet  l eadersh ip  reac ted  
sharply  t o  t h e  ideo log ica l  and p o l i t i c a l  chal lenge  of t h e  
Chinese claim t o  have found a s h o r t  c u t  to Communism appl ic-  
a b l e  to  o t h e r  Communist c o u n t r i e s .  

The Sino-Soviet d i s p u t e  on world Communist s t r a t e g y  
seems t o  have o r ig ina ted  a t  about t h e  same t i m e ,  i n  diverg-  . 
e n t  Sovie t  and Chinese assessments  of t h e  s i g n i f i c a n c e  of 



Soviet  weapons developments. Khrushchev was f a i r l y  conf ident  
t h a t  t h e s e  developments--particularly t h e  ICBM--effectively 
d e t e r r e d  t h e  West from genera l  war, bu t  he r e t a i n e d  a s t r o n g  
sense  of t h e  consequences of genera l  w a r  f o r  t h e  b loc  as 
w e l l  as f o r  t h e  West. H e  thus  chose t o  emphasize t h e  b l o c ' s  
prospects  f o r  making s teady g a i n s  by non-military means, 
and f o r  r a p i d  g a i n s  when t h e  USSR had surpassed  the US i n  
economic p roduc t iv i ty  as w e l l  as m i l i t a r y  power ( i n  o r  about  
1970). Mao t o o  be l i eved  t h a t  t h e  West was probably d e t e r r e d  
from genera l  war, bu t ,  as i n d i c a t e d  i n  h i s  speech of  Novem- 
b e r  1957 a t  t h e  Moscow conference of Communist p a r t i e s ,  he  
had a much more c h e e r f u l  view of t h e  consequences of gen- 
eral war f o r  t h e  b loc .  Thus Mao was less w i l l i n g  than was 
Khrushchev f o r  t b e  b l o c  t o  compromise i n  o rde r  t o  avoid  t b e  
r i s k  of genera l  w a r ,  and he  favored a more aggress ive  s t r a t e g y  
looking t o  much more r a p i d  g a i n s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  t h e  underde- 
veloped areas. 

Although t h e  scope of t h e  Sino-Soviet d i spu te  on s t r a t e g y  
was not apparent  from t h e  start  (and may not  y e t  be), t h e r e  
were i n d i c a t i o n s  throughout 1958 and 1959 t h a t  a wide range 
of p o l i c i e s  was a t ' i s s u e .  In s p r i n g  1958, t h e  Chinese par- 
t y  seemed t o  be t r y i n g  t o  f o r c e  t h e  Sovie t  p a r t y ' s  haad-- 
t o  more s e r i o u s  act ions-- in t h e  d i s p u t e  with Yugoslavia, 
t h e  cen te r  of "revisionism." Concurrently,  a t  a conference 
of Warsaw Pact  powers, t h e  Chinese p u b l i c l y  and s c o r n f u l l y  
challenged t h e  Sovie t  estimate of t h e  world balance of 
f o r c e s .  In mid-1958, t h e  Chinese seemed t o  urge a more 
aggress ive  course  to  counter  Western a c t i o n s  i n  t h e  Middle 
Eas t .  In summer and f a l l  1958, Peipinq may have f a i l e d  t o  
g e t  t h e  kind of Sov ie t  support  it wanted f o r  Maoqs venture  
i n  t h e  Taiwan S t r a i t .  Shor t ly  t h e r e a f t e r ,  Peiping renewed 
its charges t h a t  t h e  CPSU poorly es t imated  t h e  balance of 
power, and t h e  Chinese began t o  p lay  a n  obs t suc t ive  role i n  
t h e  world Communist f r o n t s .  

In  summer 1959, t h e  Chinese began t o  a t t a c k  Khrushchev's 
exp lo ra t ions  f o r  a d e t e n t e  with t h e  US, and a t  t h e  same 
time seemed t o  be encouraging revolut ionary  e x t r e m i s t s  
(agains t  Sovie t  wishes) i n  I raq .  I n  autumn 1959 Peip ing 
pub l i c ly  c r i t i c i z e d  Sovie t  p o l i c i e s  with regard t o  t h e  
underdeveloped c o u n t r i e s ,  and again  seemed t o  be t r y i n g  
t o  f o r c e  t h e  Sovie t  hand by p u t t i n g  more p ressure  on 
Nasser than Khrushchev wished. 



The Sovie t  p a r t y  w a s  w e l l  aware of  t h i s  chal lenge ,  and 
it began a counter-offensive i n  autumn 1959. The Chinese, 
s tung  by Khrushchev's speeches i n  Peiping i n  October 1959 
and i n  t h e  USSR subsequently,  a t t a c k e d  with new fu ry .  By 
e a r l y  1960 t h e  Chinese were presen t ing  themselves as funda- 
menta l i s t  prophets  denouncing a comfortable and c y n i c a l  
church. With t h e  pub l i ca t ion  i n  A p r i l  1960 of a series of 
unprecedently savage articles i n  Chinese pa r ty  pub l i ca t ions  
--which were Cirdula ted  t o  o t h e r  par t ies- - the  Chinese posi- 
t i o n s  on s u b s t a n t i v e  i s s u e s  were v i r t u a l l y  complete. 

Whereas MOSCOW conceded t h a t  t h e  West was still s t rong ,  
P e i p i n g d i s p a r a g e d t h e  West and its weapons systems as a 
"paper t i g e r , "  Whereas Moscow spoke of t h e  d i s a s t r o u s  con- 
sequences of nuclear  w a r  f o r  t h e  world, Peiping emphasized 
t h e  b l o c ' s  s u r v i v a l  c a p a b i l i t i e s  and its a b i l i t y  t o  b u i l d  
a new world rap id ly .  Whereas Moscow emphasized t h e  decreas- 
ing  p o s s i b i l i t y  of  genera l  war, Peiping emphasized US prep- 
a r a t i o n s  for war and repor ted ly  argued p r i v a t e l y  t h a t  a n  
eventual  war w a s  i n e v i t a b l e .  Whereas Moscow emphasized t h e  
a b i l i t y  of t h e  b loc  t o  d e t e r  t h e  West a l s o  from local wars 
and argued t h a t  t h e s e  should i n  genera l  be avoided due t o  
t h e  danger of t h e i r  expansion. Peiping contended t h a t  such 
w a r s  were i n e v i t a b l e  and should o f t e n  be  welcomed, and it 
minimized t h e  dangers of expansion. Whereas Moscow promised 
t o  support  " j u s t  wars," t h e  Chinese jeered t h a t  Moscow as 
s o  a f r a i d  of genera l  w a r  t h a t  it would not  adequately sup- 
por t  t h e s e  ** jus tn  wars, not  even " l i b e r a t i o n w  w a r s .  

Fur ther ,  whereas Moscow i n s i s t e d  t h a t  "peaceful coexis t -  
ence" w a s  t h e  long-term o b j e c t i v e  of t h e  e n t i r e  b loc ,  def in-  
ing  t h i s  t e r m  as envisaging competi t ion by a l l  means s h o r t  
of w a r ,  Peiping argued t h a t  t h e  concept misrepresented rela- 
t i o n s  wi th  t h e  West, and t h a t  even t h e  m i l i t a n t  Sovie t  in- 
t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  i t  impeded t h e  s t r u g g l e  w i t h  t h e  West. 
Simi lar ly ,  whereas t h e  Sov ie t s  contended t h a t  t h e r e  were 
**realisticw leaders i n  t h e  West, t h a t  nego t i a t ions  w e r e  
worthwhile, and t h a t  disarmament was both a u s e f u l  i s s u e  
and a feasible long-range goal ,  Peiping chapged t h a t  Moscow 
was being g u l l e d  by t h e  West, t h a t  t h e  emphasis should be 
on s t r u g g l e  and not  on t a l k s ,  and t h a t  disarmament w a s  a n  
w i l l u s i o n .  



Further, whereas Moscow asserted the increasing possi- 
bility and desirability of Communist parties coming to power 
by peaceful means, Peiping argued that violence was almost 
always both necessary and desirable and that Communist par- 
ties must have the courage to employ it. 

Further, in policy toward underdeveloped countries, 
Moscow and Peiging were in important disagreement as to how 
fast to seek independence for the remaining colonies and 
semi-colonies (countries regarded as indirectly under im- 
perialist control, like Batista's Cuba), and as to how fast 
to try to knock over the newly-independent governments and 
replace them with Communist regimes. Moscow empahsized the 
need for protracted cooperation with bourgeois nationalist 
leaders in the newly-independent countries and with bour- 
geois forces in the countries not yet independent, subor- 
dinating the local Communist parties to this end when nec- 
essary, while Peiping accused Moscow of exaggerating the 
importance of the neutrals, emphasized the unreliability 
of their leaders, called for an effort to bring them down 
more rapidly, and urged Communist movements in colonial 
areas to seize leadership of the revolution from the bour- 
geoisie in its early stages. 

Further, whereas MOSCOW called for a gradualist program, 
emphasizing C~~munist cooperation for "democraticrt goals, 
in Western countries, Peiping derided this program as "op- 
portunist" and urged the "revolutionary overthrowq1 of West- 
ern governments. 

Finally, whereas Moscow pursued a flexible policy in 
the world Communist fronts, aimed at enlisting maximum co- 
operation from non-Communists, Peiping called for the 
fronts to be "fighting organizationsw seeking cooperation 
only on Communist terms. 



The Bucharest Conference, June 1960* 

The Soviet  p a r t y  r e p l i e d  p u b l i c l y  t o t h e  sys temat ic  Chi-  
nese a t t a c k s  of Apr i l  1960 i n  a speech by Kuusinen on 22 Apr i l  
condemning wdogrnaticw pos i t ions .  The rebuke fe l l  on hard 
ground.. Moreover, t h e  f a i l u r e  of t h e  P a r i s  summit meeting i n  
May seemed t o  t h e  Chinese t o  j u s t i f y  one of t h e  m o s t  impor- 
t a n t  of t h e i r  p o s i t i o n s  assailed as "d~gmatic~~--namely, t h a t  
l i t t l e  w a s  t o  be  expected f rom-negot ia t ions  with t h e  West, 
and t h a t  good Communists should a t t e n d  t o  t h e  s t r u g g l e .  

The Chinese were c l e a r l y  not  s a t i s f i e d  by t h e  wrecking 
of t h e  summit t a l k s .  Peiping was seeking,  and could  not  f i n d ,  
s i g n s  of  a fundamental change i n  Sovie t  pol icy.  Indeed, it 
seems l i k e l y  t h a t  Khrwhchev reaf f i rmed t h e  main l i n e s  of h i s  
po l i cy  i n  a- let ter  s e n t  t o  t h e  b loc  p a r t i e s  and c e r t a i n  o th-  
ers i n  la te  May o r  e a r l y  June. The Soviet  p a r t y  is a l s o  re- 
por ted  t o  have s e n t  a letter or letters t o  t b e  Chinese pa r ty  
at  t h i s  t i m e ,  c r i t i c i z i n g  Chinese p o s i t i o n s  and c a l l i n g  f o r  

. a world Communist conference i n  Bucharest concurrent ly  w i t h  
t h e  Rumanian p a r t y ' s  congress i n  late June. 

The Chinese re turned t o  t h e  o f fens ive  a t  t h e  meeting of 
- t h e  World Federat ion of Trade Unions i n  Peiping,  5-10 June. 

The C h i n e s e a r e  repor ted ,  preceding t h e  meeting, t o  have ob- 
j e c t e d  s t r o n g l y  t o  t h e  o f f i c i a l  WFTU r e p o r t ,  which i n d i r e c t -  
l y  c r i t i c i z e d  a number of Chinese p o s i t i o n s .  A t  t h e  same 
t i m e ,  L iu  Shao-chi, a t  a 3 June d inner  f o r  an Albanian dele- 
g a t i o n  ( including L i r i  Belishova, later purged f o r  reject- 
ing  t h e  Chinese l i n e ) ,  set  t h e  tone  f o r  t h e  Chinese perfor-  
mance a t  t h e  W F J W  meeting. L i a  r e i t e r a t e d  Chinese warnings 

*The following t h r e e  s e c t i o n s  cover much t h e  same ground, 
us ing  i n  p a r t  t h e  same materials, as t h e  e x c e l l e n t  DDP s tudy ,  
"The Sino-Soviet Dispute: Inter-Party Developments A t  and 
A f t e r  t h e  Rumanian Workers Pa r ty  Congress--Bucharest, 20-25 
June 1960.t1 Addit ional  materials have come t o  hand, however. 
Moreover, our  paper is aimed a t  a somewhat d i f f e r e n t  audience, 
and t h e r e f o r e  g ives  g r e a t e r  a t t e n t i o n  t o  c e r t a i n  developments 
and less t o  o t b e r s  than  does t h e  DDP paper. F ina l ly ,  t h e r e  
are c e r t a i n  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  al though t h e s e  are 
not  fundamental. 



against being deceived by US tactics, against "unrealistic 
notionsw about the world's "most vicious enemy," about the 
need for courage in the struggle. Another Chinese leader, 
welcoming the delegates on 5 June, observed again that "peace 
cannot be begged for; it can only be won by relying on strug- 
gle.. . . I1 

The leader of the Soviet delegation to the W m U  meeting, 
speaking on 6 June, was hardly friendly to the West, but he 
reaffirmed the Soviet adherence to "peaceful coexistence and 
peaceful negotiations..., striving for a reasonable and mu- 
tually acceptable solutions." On the same day, in the guise 
of wsupportw of Soviet disarmament proposals of 2 June, Chi- 
nese editorial comment conceded the possibility of prevent- 
ing general war but denied the possibility of eliminating 
local wars as an "impractical illusion." 

Speaking to the WFTU meeting on 7 June, Liu Ning-i called 
for a "life-and-death strugglew within the terms of "peace- 
ful coexistence," and observed that the imperialists in any 
case would scrap any agreement they might be forced to con- 
clude. Underlining his point for the operations of the WFTU 
itself, he observed that "we must draw a clear line between 
ourselves and the tools of a imperialists," must seek unity 
through wstruggle,w not through vcompromise." 

The follbwing day, in the harshest public speech of the 
meeting, Liu Chang-sheng called for a policy of exposing the 
imperialists, struggling with them, giving them "blow for 
blow." It was ltwrong," he said, to oppose war indiscriminate- 
ly, because local wars were inevitable and the f?justw wars 
among them should be supported. Even with respect to general 
war, which might be averted, emphasis on the possibility of 
averting it would prepare the people badly for a war if it 
came. He reiterated that local wars had been continuous 
slnce World War I1 and that it was "entirely wrong and con- 
trary to factt? to contend that they could be avoided. Liu 
observed.tkat, while Peiping supported the Soviet disarma- 
ment proposal, it was winconceivable" that the West would 
disarm, that the propodal wcas iseful dnly 8~ a-device to 
arouse peopxe to isolate the US, and that any other view 
was an wilLusion.w He derided the Soviet view that dis- 
armament would releabe Weatern as weXl as bloo funds for 
the U B e  of t&e underbevelapied couata&es. 



Moreover, dur ing  t h e  five-day meeting, o t h e r  Chinese 
leaders-including Liu Shao-chi and Teng Hsiao-ping--had p r i -  
v a t e  meet ings .wi th  va r ious  of t h e  de lega tes  and lobbied  
a g a i n s t  Soviet  p o s i t i o n s .  Soviet  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  a t  t h e  
meeting were angered by both t b e  p u b l i c  and t h e  p r i v a t e  be- 
havior  o f .  t h e  Chinese. 

The Soviet  p a r t y  r e t a l i a t e d  pub l i c ly ' in  articles of 10 
and 12  June commenting on t h e  40th anniversary  of t h e  pub- 
l i c a t i o n  of Lenin's "Leftwing Communism, an  I n f a n t i l e  D i s -  
order." The-10 June article,  i n  Soviet  Russia,  invoked Lenin 
a g a i n s t  " l e f t i s t  s e c t a r i a n t *  and tist d o c t r i n a i r e v t  errors, 
went on t o  defend t h e  Soviet  po l i cy  i n  underdeveloped coun- 
tries of p r o t r a c t e d  Communist cooperat ion w i t h  t h e  n a t i o n a l  
bourgeoisie ,  noted t h e  l e f t i s t  e r r o r s  of t h e  I r a q i  Communists 
i n  1959 (an i n t e r e s t i n g  i t e m  i n  a n  a r t i c l e  c l e a r l y  aimed at  
t h e  Chinese), and observed f u r t h e r  t h a t  contemporary "left- 
wing deviationism" w a s  manifested i n  opposi t ion  t o  Communist 
cooperat ion wi th  non-Communists i n  working toward common 
goa l s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  peace. 

The 12 June article i n  Pravda gave g r e a t e r  a t t e n t i o n  
t o  t h e  Chinese dev ia t ion  i n  -ic p o l i c i e s .  The "contem- 
porary rev i s ion i s t sw- - the  Chinese being r e v i s i o n i s t  r a t h e r  
than dogmatist  i n  t h i s  a rea- - t r ied  t o  f i n d  a " p a r t i c u l a r  road 
of bu i ld ing  soc ia l i sm of t h e i r  own," and they t r i e d  t o  "jump 
over  e n t i r e  h i s t o r i c  phases." The ar t icle  went on t o  deny 
t h a t  t h e  concept of "peaceful c o e x i ~ t e n c e , ~  t h e  e f f o r t  f o r  
disarmament, and n e g o t i a t i o n s  between East and West cons t i -  
t u t e d  a "deviat ionn from orthodoxy. 

I n  midoJune, two I t a l i a n  Communist de lega tes  t o  t h e  
WFTU meeting which had c losed on 10 June pub l i c ly  i d e n t i f i e d  
t h e  Chinese and Indonesians as having taken a divergent  l i n e  
at  t h e  WETU meeting. This  was t h e  f i r s t  t i m e  t h a t  any b loc  
spokesman had pub l i c ly  i d e n t i f i e d  t h e  Chinese a s  d ivergent .  

Red Flag on 15 June o f fe red  some d i sagreeab le  remarks. 
I t  r e ~ ~ r u s h c h e v  t h a t  he had e r r e d  badly i n  be ing in-  
f luenced by Pres ident  Eisenhowerls "nice t a l k w  about  peace, 
and it der ided Khrushchevls expressed view t h a t  t h e r e  were 
some sober-minded leaders i n  Western coun t r i e s .  I t  also 
spoke s c o r n f u l l y  of tbe Soviet  view t h a t  Western knowledge 
t h a t  genera l  w a r  would b e  s u i c i d a l  would d e t e r  t h e  West, 
al thougb t h e  Chinese had conceded t h i s  point--at least as a - 



probabi l  ity--on o the r  occasions.  It was i n  t h i s  e d i t o r i a l  
t h a t  Peiping introduced its l i t t l e  t a l e  of t h e  schoolteacher  
who t r u s t e d  t h e  wolf, which upon r e l e a s e  t r i e d  t o  e a t  him but 
was beaten  t o  death  by a "peasant who knew w e l l  t h e  man-eat- 
ing  na tu re  of t h e  wolf." (Khrushchev soon snapped back t h a t  
of course a wolf is a wolf,  bu t  a wolf is not  a l i o n . )  

Stopping i n  Moscow on t h e i r  way t o  t h e  Bucharest confer- 
ence, Chinese r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s ,  l e d  by Peng Chen, had a long 
d i scuss ion  with Soviet  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  on 17 June. The Chi- 
nese a r e  s a i d  t o  have maintained t h e i r  r ighteousness  i n  these  
d i scuss ions ,  and t o  have s a i d  t h a t  they  wou9d a l t e r  t h e i r  
views only  i f  o t h e r  p a r t i e s  w e r e  t o  "provev them wrong--i.e., 
not  simply i f  outvoted.  

People 's  Daily s t r u c k  again  on 21 June, t h e  day of t h e  
opening of the-arest conference. It found revolut ionary  
s i t u a t i o n s  everywhere, even i n  Western Europe, "an a r sena l  t h a t  
can explode a t  any moment." D i r e c t l y  c r i t i c i z i n g  Yugoslav 
r a t h e r  than  Soviet  p o s i t i o n s ,  t h e  e d i t o r i a l  pu t  t h e  Chinese 
case  a g a i n s t  Moscow about a s  neatly--and a l s o  a s  unfair ly--as  
p o s s i b l e  : "The essence of modern r e v i s  ionism is c a p i t u l a t i o n  
i n  t h e  name of peace," 

Khrushchev spoke on t h e  first day--21 June--of t h e  Ru- 
manian p a r t y  congress.  H e  reaf f i rmed Soviet  p o s i t i o n s  under 
a t t a c k  by t h e  Chinese, and he descr ibed t h e  opponents of h i s  
ideo log ica l  innovations a s  persons who "act  l i k e  chi ldren."  
Peng Chen spoke t h e  fol lowing day, and, w h i l e  still speaking 
f a i r l y  p o l i t e l y ,  reaf f i rmed Chinese d i f f e r e n c e s  wi th  Moscow 
on important f e a t u r e s  of world Communist s t r a t e g y .  

On t h e  same day, t h e  Sovie t  de lega t ion  repor ted ly  began 
t o  meet with o t h e r  de lega t ions  t o  g ive  them a sys temat ic  ac- 
count of t h e  Sino-Soviet d i spu te .  The most important i t e m  
was a Soviet  p a r t y  l e t t e r  of about 70 pages, probably da ted  
21 June, which t h e  o the r  de lega t ions  .(including t h e  Chinese) 
were permit ted t o  read  i n  groups. Two apparent ly  reliable 
accounts of t h i s  l e t t e r  l a t e r  became a v a i l a b l e .  

The Soviet  letter of 21 June began by reviewing t h e  long 
" f r a t e r n a l  cooperat ion1' between t h e  Soviet  and Chinese p a r t i e s  
and states, and observed so r rowfu l ly  t h a t  " i n  r e c e n t  t i m e s v  
d i f f e r e n c e s  had become apparent  with regard  t o  ques t ions  of 



world Communist s t r a t e g y .  This  had been shown i n  t h e  sys- 
t emat ic  Chinese a t t a c k s  on Soviet  p o s i t i o n s  i n  s p r i n g  1960 
and i n  Chinese behavior i n  t h e  world Communist f r o n t  
o rgan iza t ions .  Af ter  r e j e c t i n g  a Sovie t  over tu re  f o r  bi-  
l a t e r a l  t a l k s  about Sino-Soviet d i f f e r e n c e s ,  t h e  Chinese had 
taken a n t  i-Soviet p o s i t i o n s  a t  t h e  WFTU conference i n  Pei- 
ping i n  June 1960. During a d inner  at  t h a t  conference, Liu 
Shao-chi had spoken of important d i f f e r e n c e s ,  and Teng Hsiao- 
p ing  had gone s o  f a r  a s  t o  charge t h a t  t h e  November 1957 dec- 
l a r a t i o n  of t h e  Communist p a r t i e s  had been j e t t i s o n e d  by t h e  
CPSU. Following t h i s ,  t h e  Chinese p a r t y  had arranged p r i v a t e  
t a l k s  with o t h e r  p a r t i e s ,  i n  which they  had been c r i t i c a l  of 
Soviet  p o s i t i o n s ,  and they had s i n c e  c i r c u l a t e d  documents 
among o t h e r  p a r t i e s .  Such behavior,  i n  t h e  Soviet  view was 
"improper and unacceptable." The Sovie t  p a r t y  would t h u s ,  
i n  t h i s  le t ter ,  s t a t e  its p o s i t i o n s  on t h e  llquestion of pr in-  
c i p l e "  (discussed above), t h e  a p p r a i s a l  of t h e  p resen t  epoch, 
ques t ions  of w a r  and peace, t h e  concept of "peaceful coexis t -  
ence, " t h e  forms of t r a n s i t i o n  t o  soc ia l i sm,  and t h e  use  of 
t h e  world Communist f r o n t s .  

As f o r  t h e  first subs tan t ive  ques t ion ,  t h e  Soviet  l e t t e r  
i n s i s t e d  t h a t  t h e  "main content" of t h e  epoch was t h e  "tran- 
s i t i o n  from c a p i t a l i s m  t o  socia l i sm,"  and it c r i t i c i z e d  t h e  
Chinese adherence t o  Lenin ' s  d e s c r i p t i o n  of t h e  cur ren t  epoch 
a s  one of "imperialism, wars and revolut ion."  The Chinese 
had f a i l e d  t o  understand f u l l y  t h e  g r e a t  changes i n  t h e  world 
s i n c e  Lenin ' s  t i m e ,  r e f l e c t i n g  t h e  d i s i n t e g r a t i o n  of imperi- 
a l i s m  and t h e  growth of t h e  world s o c i a l i s t  system t o  t h e  
po in t  where it could e x e r t  a "decis ive  inf luence" on i n t e r -  
n a t i o n a l  events .  The le t ter  denied t h a t  t h e  Soviet  p a r t y  
was misrepresenting t h e  aggress ive  c h a r a c t e r  of imperialism 
and t h e  consequent danger of w a r ,  and it a s s e r t e d  t h a t  t h e  
CPSU had c o n s i s t e n t l y  presented imperialism a s  aggress ive .  
However, it went on, t h e  r e a l  p o i n t  was whether imperial ism 
i n  present  cond i t ions  could r e a l i z e  its aggress ive  p lans .  

The Soviet  p o s i t i o n ,  t h e  le t ter  continued, t a k i n g  up 
"questions of war and peace, " was t h a t  t h e  s t r e n g t h  of t h e  
b loc  e f f e c t i v e l y  d e t e r r e d  t h e  West from war. The Chinese, 
i n  denying t h i s ,  were g u i l t v  of overes t imat ing  t h e  f o r c e s  
of t h e  West and underest imating those  of t h e  b loc .  



The letter went on t o  note--not d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  between 
genera l  and l o c a l  war--that t h e  content ion  t h a t  w a r  was in-  
e v i t a b l e  w a s  counter-productive, i n  t h a t  it made t h e  people 
of t h e  world f a t a l i s t i c  and pass ive .  I t  observed, c o r r e c t l y ,  
t h a t  Mao a t  Moscow i n  November 1957 had agreed on t h e  neces- 
s i t y  f o r  a 15-year pe r iod  of peace, and it noted t h a t  t h e  
Chinese pa r ty  had s i n c e  changed its mind. I t  der ided Pei- 
ping f o r  a s s e r t i n g  simultaneously (a) t h a t  t h e  West was a 
"paper t i g e r w  and (b) t h a t  t h e  West was s o  s t r o n g  it could 
no t  be  d e t e r r e d  from w a r .  

The Soviet  le t ter  a t  t h i s  po in t  denied t h e  Chinese cbarge 
t h a t  Soviet  opposi t ion  t o  g e n e r a l  war e n t a i l e d  o r  implied 
Sovie t  opposi t ion  t o  " l ibera t ion1 '  wars as w e l l .  The le t ter  
argued t h a t  it had become more d i f f i c u l t  f o r  t h e  West t o  in-  
t e rvene  m i l i t a r i l y  i n  underdeveloped coun t r i e s ,*  and it c i t e d  
events  i n  Xgypt, Lebanon, I r a q  and Cuba as examples. Wo- 
exis tence"  would no t  d e t e r  t h e  USSR from suppor t ing  Itjust" 
wars as necessary. The letter evaded t h e  ques t ion  of whether 
such support  would extend t o  undertaking o r  s e r i o u s l y  r i s k i n g  
m i l i t a r y  c o n f l i c t  wi th  Western fo rces .  

Taking up t h e  t h i r d  ca tegory ,  t h e  le t ter  s t a t e d  t h a t  
l tpeaceful coexis tencew was not  a temporary t a c t i c a l  s logan 
but  was i n s t e a d  t h e  "general l i n e v  of t h e  bloc,  i . e . ,  a long- 
term ob jec t ive .  The Chinese p a r t y  was accused of having 
repudia ted  an agreement on t h i s  po in t  too .  The Chinese were 
f u r t h e r  rebuked f o r  conceding t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of a "temporary 
agreementw on disarmament bu t  s imultaneously denying t h e  pos- 
s i b i l i t y  of e l imina t ing  wars, and f o r  having s t a t e d  a t  t h e  ' 

WZTU meeting i n  June t h a t  t h e  concept of disarmament was an 
t l i l l u s i o n .  

The Soviet  le t ter  r e i t e r a t e d  Moscow's view t h a t  a war 
w i t h  modern weapons would have d i s a s t r o u s  consequences on a 
g l o b a l  scale, and t h a t  c i v i l i z a t i o n  would b e  set back cen- 
t u r i e s .  The letter express ly  r e j e c t e d  Mao's long-standing 
pub l i c  p o s i t i o n  t h a t  t h e  "atomic bombw ( a s  w e l l  as t h e  West) 
w a s  a "paper t i g e r . "  

*This Soviet  'letter apparen t ly  d i d  no t  d i s t i n g u i s h  ' 

here  between l l loca l* t  wars and " l i b e r a t i o n "  wars. 



The l e t t e r  went on t o  deny t h e  Chinese charge t h a t  "peace- 
f u l  coexistence" would impede t h e  s t r u g g l e  with t h e  West. On 
t h e  con t ra ry ,  t h e  le t ter  s a i d ,  coexis tence  would f a c i l i t a t e  
t h e  s t r u g g l e  everywhere. 

The  l e t t e r  defended Sovie t  po l i cy  toward "bourgeois na- 
t i o n a l i s t "  l e a d e r s  such a s  those  of Ind ia ,  Indonesia,  I r aq ,  
Burma, Ceylon, and Cuba. The n e u t r a l i t y  of these coun t r i e s ,  
it s a i d ,  which i n t e r  a l ia  denied t h e  United S t a t e s  bases,  
o b j e c t i v e l y  served t h e  b loc .  The letter went on t o  reject 
t h e  Chinese charge t h a t  t h e s e  bourgeois  n a t i o n a l i s t  l e a d e r s  
were backs l id ing  toward imperialism, and it reaff i rmed t h e  
Soviet  p o s i t i o n  t h a t  t h e  b loc  should no t  look t o  t h e  e a r l y  
overthrow of such l eaders .  The Chinese were again  rebuked 
f o r  changing t h e i r  minds--this t i m e  on t h e  ques t ion  of t h e  
importance of n e u t r a l s  i n  t h e  s t r u g g l e .  

A s  f o r  dea l ing  with t h e  West wi th in  t h e  terms of "peace- 
f u l  coexis tence ,"  t h e  Soviet  le t ter  reaf f i rmed t h e  Soviet  po- 
s i t i o n  t h a t  t h e r e  were two tendencies  i n  t h e  West-- the b e l l i c o s e  
and t h e  r e l a t i v e l y  realistic. The ex i s t ence  of t h e  latter per- 
mi t t ed  t h e  b loc  t o  use  t h e  instrument  of nego t i a t ions  ef fec-  
t i v e l y .  Moreover, t h e  le t ter  s a i d ,  t h e  prospects  f o r  a  nego- 
t i a t e d  disarmament were not  bad, because t h e  Soviet  "edgew i n  
m i l i t a r y  power meant t h a t  t h e  West "had t o  l i s t e n . "  Fur ther ,  
because e x i s t i n g  s t o c k p i l e s  of nuclear  weapons could "wipe 
o u t  t h e  world'," all  peoples of t h e  world had a n  i n t e r e s t  i n  
disarmament, a n  i n t e r e s t  which permit ted new successes  i n  mass 
movements. The le t ter  conceded t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  of reaching 
a disarmament agreement, bu t  it argued t h a t  e f f o r t s  t o  reach 
one would be  t o  t h e  b l o c ' s  advantage i n  s e v e r a l  r e s p e c t s ;  and 
it r e j e c t e d  t h e  Chinese charge t h a t  t h i s  e f f o r t  w a s  incompati- 
b l e  w i t h  prosecution of  t h e  over-a l l  s t r u g g l e ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  
t h e  underdeveloped areas. 

The Soviet  le t ter  than turned again  t o  t h e  crit ical ques- 
t i o n  of l o c a l  wars,  r e j e c t i n g  a view put  forward by t h e  Chi -  
nese t h a t  t h e r e  w a s  a " t h i r d  wayw i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  a l t e rna -  
t i v e s  of coexistence and genera l  war--namely, continued cold  
war w i t h  occasional  l o c a l  wars. The letter reaff irmed t h e  
Sovie t  view t h a t  local wars could e a s i l y  g e t  ou t  of c o n t r o l  
and t h e r e f o r e  should be avoided, o r  a t  least not  pub l i c ly  
advocated. (Again it d i d  not  d i s t i n g u i s h  " l i b r a t  ion" wars. ) 



Taking up t h e  f o u r t h  ca tegory ,  forms of l l t r a n s i t i o n  t o  
s o ~ i a l i s r n ; ~  t h e  letter r e j e c t e d  t h e  Chinese charge t h a t  Moscow 
had overemphasized t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of peaceful  access ion  t o  
power by Communist p a r t i e s .  The letter d i d  t h i s ,  however, by 
misrepresent ing  t h e  Chinese pos i t ion- -a t t r ibu t ing  t o  t h e  CCP 
t h e  charge, easy t o  r e f u t e ,  t h a t  t h e  Soviet  p a r t y  had s a i d  
t h a t  peaceful  access ion  was the "onlyn way. The Chinese par- 
t y  w a s  aga in  accused of  having repudia ted  a onetime agree- 
ment--that both peaceful  and non-peaceful pa ths  t o  power were 
t o  be expected. 

The Sovie t  le t ter  then turned t o  t h e  f i f t h  category,  t h e  
ques t ion  of  t h e  proper  u s e  of t h e  world Communist f r o n t s .  It 
gave a number of i n s t a n c e s  of Chinese o b s t r u c t i o n i s t  a c t i v i t y  
i n  t h e  f r o n t s  i n  t h e  preceding n ine  months, and it reached 
way back t o  1949 f o r  an  i n s t a n c e  of t h e  CCP having a c t e d  
un i l a t e ra l ly - - in  t h i s  case, a t  t h e  Asian Trade Unions con- 
f e rence  i n  Peiping i n  1949 a t  9hich t h e  Chinese c a l l e d  f o r  
"armed e t ruggaew as t h e  p r i n c i p a l  form of Communist a c t i o n  
i n  Asia wherever possible .* I n  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  toward t h e  
f r o n t s ,  t h e  Chineselparty was again  accused of having de- 
pa r t ed  from a onetime agr&ment. 

The Soviet  le t ter  then re turned t o  what it had e a r l i e r  
c a l l e d  t h e  "question of  princip1e, l1 i.e. t h e  d i s c i p l i n e  of 
t h e  world Camntunist movement, r e l a t i n g  it h e r e  t o  Chinese 
f a i l u r e  t o  adhere t o  t h e  Moscow d e c l a r a t i o n  of t h e  Communist 
p a r t i e s ,  and t h e  'accompanying Peace Manifesto, of November 
1957. These depar tu res  for t h e  most p a r t  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  
d isputed  i s s u e s  on world Communist s t r a t e g y  a l ready  reviewed. 
However, t h e  Soviet  p a r t y  a d d i t i o n a l l y  rebuked t h e  Chinese 
par ty ,  under t h i s  r u b r i c ,  f o r  continuing t o  raise t h e  ques- 
t i o n  of t h e  s t a t u r e o f s t a l i n ,  f o r  c r i t i c i z i n g  t h e  Soviet  
p a r t y  behind its back (apparent ly gn var ious  i s s u e s ) ,  f o r  a 
dogmatic a t t i t u d e  toward Marxism-Leninism, f o r  c r i t i c i z i n g  
as lTopportunistl l  t h e  Rome d e c l a r a t i o n  of t h e  European Com- 
munist p a r t i e s  (which had endorsed t h e  Soviet  g r a d u a l i s t  

, The Soviet  charge t h a t  t h e  Chinese a c t i o n  w a s  uni- 
lateral may be c o r r e c t ,  even though Soviet  cormhent a t  t h e  
t i m e  seemed t o  approve t h e  recommended s t r a t e g y .  T'here 
w a s  a l s o  t h e  ques t ion  of a l a r g e r  Chinese r o l e  than  adv i sab le  
i n  Soviet  eyes. 



s t r a t e g y  f o r  Western Europe), and, again ,  f o r  not dea l ing  
d i r e c t l y  w i t h  t h e  Sovie t  pa r ty  but  i n s t e a d  dea l ing  s u r r g p t i -  
t i o u s l y  with o t h e r  p a r t i e s  and t h e i r  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s .  

Because t h e  s u b s t a n t i v e  i s s u e s  i n  t h e  Sino-Soviet d is -  
pu te  had i n  genera l  been apparent  t o  o r  surmised by both 
Western and (probably) world Communist observers  before 
t h e  c i r c u l a t i o n  of  t h i s  Soviet  le t ter  of 21 June (see  t h e  
in t roductory  s e c t i o n  of t h i s  paper) ,  t h e  most i n t e r e s t i n g  
por t ion  of t h e  letter was its conclusion,  i n  which t h e  So- 
v i e t  pa r ty  c l e a r l y  implied t h a t  Chinese p e r s i s t e n c e  i n  
misbehavior would b e  c o s t l y  t o  Peiping. Th i s  s e c t i o n  began 
by remarking t h e  damage t o  t h e  world Communist movement t h a t  
t h e  Chinese had caused, descr ibed Chinese behavior as "dis- 
l o y a l  and uncornradely,"* observed t h a t  t h e  Chinese nominal- 
l y  recognized Sov ie t  l eadersh ip  but  d is regarded and a t t acked  
it i n  p r a c t i c e ,  noted t h a t  t h e  Chinese p a r t y  had r e j e c t e d  
repeated over tu res  f o r  b i l a t e r a l  d iscuss ions ,  and gave in- 
s t a n c e s  of Soviet  **tact '? i n  r e f r a i n i n g  from openly c r i t i c i z -  
i n g  c e r t a i n  Chinese domestic p o l i c i e s .  

This  concluding s e c t i o n  of t h e  Soviet  le t ter  then re- 
. viewed t h e  "tremendousm m a t e r i a l  aid--economic and m i l i t a r y  

aid--the USSR had supp l i ed  t o  China. Expressing an inten-  
t i o n  t o  do everything p o s s i b l e  t o  overcome t h e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  
with China "without s a c r i f i c i n g  p r inc ip les , "  and reminding 
t h e  Chinese t h a t  Sino-Soviet d i s sens ion  could only b e n e f i t  
t h e  i m p e r i a l i s t  common enemy, t h e  letter concluded w i t h  an  
expression of confidence t h a t  t h e  CCP would "draw t h e  nec- 
e s s a r y  conclusions*l--bearing i n  mind t h a t  t h e  i n t e r e s t s  of 
t h e  world Communist movement were inseparab le  from t h e  in-  
terests of **building Communism" i n  China i t s e l f .  I n  o the r  
words, un less  t h e  Chinese pa r ty  backed down, t h e  Soviet  
p a r t y  would reduce  its a s s i s t a n c e  to  China. 

The Soviet  de lega t ion  apparent ly  fo l lowed up its b r i e f -  
ing  (with t h e  above 1 e t t e r ) ' o f  t h e  o t h e r  de lega t ions  w i t h  a 
b l o c  pa r ty  meeting t o  d r a f t  a communiqu6. Tbe communiqu4, 
da ted  24 June but  not  i s sued  u n t i l  28 June, w a s  s h o r t ,  t h i n ,  

*One cannot be c e r t a i n  of t h e  p r e c i s e  wording of any 
passage i n  t h i s  le t ter ,  as t h e  a v a i l a b l e  t e x t s  a r e  both 
t r a n s l a t i o n s  and summaries; a l l  quota t ions ,  given,  however, 
are e i t h e r  wel l -es tabl i shed formulat ions or highly  c r e d i b l e  
ones. 



ambiguous, and  obvious ly  u n s a t i s f a c t o r y ,  r e a f f i r m i n g  t h e  
November 1957 d e c l a r a t i o n  which t h e  p a r t i e s  i n t e r p r e t e d  
v e r y  d i f f e r e n t l y .  The Chinese s i g n e d  t h e  communiqu6 af ter  
g e t t i n g  permiss ion  from Peip ing .  

On 25 June,  after t h e  Rumanian p a r t y  congress  had c l o s e d ,  
d e l e g a t e s  from a l l  t h e  p a r t i e s  (about 50) r e p r e s e n t e d  a t  
Bucharest  m e t  for  l ~ d i s c u s s i o n w  of t h e  commun~qu4--i.e., were 
l i n e d  up by t h e  S o v i e t  p a r t y  t o  state t h e i r  suppor t  o f  So- 
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.Turkey,  Eas t  Germany, A u s t r i a ,  Spain,  Morocco, Uruguay, Bel- 
gium, t h e  Uni ted S t a t e s  and C h i l e  gave  s u b s t a n t i a l  suppor t  
t o  Sov ie t  p o s i t i o n s  and w e r e  cri t ical  of t h e  Chinese.  Judging 

' from c e r t a i n  vague or e v a s i v e  fo rmula t ions  i n  t h i s  same ac- 
count ,  t h e  d e l e g a t e s  from some of t h e  fo l lowing  pa r t i e s - -  
I t a l y ,  England, Japan,  1 r L C C y p r u s ,  Indones ia ,  and Finland-- 
may have tried t o  t a k e  a n e u t r a l  p o s i t i o n ,  s imply endors ing  
t h e  communique and c a l l i n g  f o r  u n i t y .  

Peng Chen, t h e  f i r s t  Chinese speaker ,  is r e p o r t e d  t o  
have t aken  n o t e  of t h e  criticism, t o  have desc r ibed  it as 
i n  l a r g e  p a r t  3 m j u s t , "  and t o  have asked  f o r  more c a r e f u l  
c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of t h e  Chinese p o i n t  of  view. H e  defended 
s p e c i f i c  f o r e i g n  and  domestic p o l i c i e s  of t h e  Pe ip ing  regime. 

A t  about  t h i s  t i m e ,  p o s s i b l y  between t h i s  meet ing and 
t h e  one t h e  fo l lowing  day, t h e  Chinese r e p o r t e d l y  i n s e r t e d  a 
document of  t h e i r  own i n t o  t h e  proceedings.  T h i s  seems t o  
have been a t r a n s l a t i o n  of a n o t h e r  long  (about 80-pa&, 
let ter  from t h e  S o v i e t  p a r t y  of  t h e  Chinese party--presum- 
a b l y  t h e  letter of la te  May or e a r l y  June.  

l t h i s  l e t te r  as having b e e n l s h a r p l y  cr i t ica  
I - 
of t h e  Chinese p h s i t i o n s  and a c t i o n s ,  t h e  ~ h i n e s e  motive w a s  
presbmably t h a t  of g a i n i n g  sympathy by showing how extr,eme 
t h e  Sov ie t  criticism had been. 

A t  t h e  26 June  meeting,  some 1 l . d e l e g a t e s  r e p o r t e d l y  
spoke b e f o r e  Khrushchev first spoke o f ' t h e s e ,  t h e  d e l e g a t e s  
from (at least) t h e  p a r t i e s  of  B r a z i l ,  Cuba and Canada seem 
t o  have suppor t ed  t h e  Sov ie t  p a r t y  and  t o  h a v e , c r i t i c i z e d  
t h e  Chinese. The p o s i t i o n s  of  t h e  d e l e g a t e s  of t h e  p a r t i e s  
o f  Lebanon, Luxembourg, t h e  Nether lands,  Greece, I n d i a ,  



Colombia,Algeria, Albania,  and Venezuela are less clear, b u t ,  
of these, t h e  Indian,  Albanian, and Venezuelan de lega tes  seem 
t o  have been n e u t r a l  or nea r ly  so, w i t h  t h e  Albanian leaning 
t o  t h e  Chinese. 

Khrushchev then spoke, reviewing some of  t h e  charges i n  
t h e  CPSU's 21 June letter and perhaps a l s o  some of those  con- 
t a i n e d  i n  t h e  earlier Sovie t  letter t h e  Chinese had j u s t  made 
a v a i l a b l e ,  and perhaps making sqme f r e s h  charges. Wi th  re- 
s p e c t  t o  b l o c  s t r a t e g y ,  he i s . . s a i d  t o  have c r i t i c i z e d  Chinese 
pos i t iona  on t h e  ba lance  of power, on l o c a l  wars, on "peace- 
f u l  coexistence,"  ,on p o l i c y  toward underdeveloped coun t r i e s  
(with cons ide rab le  d e t a i l  on t h e  Sino-Indian border d i spu te ) ,  
and on t b e  world Communist f r o n t s .  With respec t  t o  domestic 
p o l i c i e s ,  h e  is s a i d  t o  have c r i t i c i z e d  t h e  Ifgreat l e a p  for -  
ward," t h e  backyard steel campaign and t h e  commune program, 
and t o  have added a charge of Chinese f a i l u r e  t o  cooperate  i n  
c e r t a i n  common defense projects--apparent ly r e l a t e d  t o  air- 
warning systems, naval  communications, submarine bases ,  t h e  
s t a t i o n i n g  i n  China of Sovie t  nuclear  weapons crews, o r  some 
combination of t h e s e  matters. Fur ther ,  h e  is s a i d  t o  have 
c i t e d  Chinese c o l l u s i o n  w i t h  elements of o t h e r  p a r t i e s ,  
s p e c i f i c a l l y  i n  L a t i n  America, and Chinese in t rans igence  on 
deSta l  i n i z a t  ion.  H e  is s a i d  a l s o  t o  have a t t acked  Mao per- 
s o n a l l y  f o r  being as va in  and i n s u l a r  as S t a l i n  had been. 

Peng Chen is repor ted  t o  have r e p l i e d  i n  kind. Although 
t h e  d e t a i l s  of Peng's speech, l i k e  Khrushchev's, a r e - u n c e r t a i n ,  
va r ious  r e p o r t s  sugges t  t h a t  h e  reiterated Chinese criticism 
of Sovie t  underest imation of t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  (or ,  perhaps, t h e  
eventual  necess i ty )  of  genera l  w a r , *  of Soviet  misrepresenta- 
t i o n  of t h e  c h a r a c t e r  of t h e  West, of Soviet  overevaluat ion of 
t h e  importance of n e u t r a l  c o u n t r i e s ,  of Soviet  f a i l u r e  t o  g i v e  
s u f f i c i e n t  support  t o  " l i b e r a t i o n w  movements ( t h e  Algerian 
rebels were s p e c i f i e d ) ,  of  Soviet  d i s favor  f o r  Chinese domestic 
programs (and Soviet  efforts t o  prevent o t h e r  p a r t i e s  from 
adopting similar programs), of Soviet  n iggard l iness  i n  supply- 
ing  economic a i d  and of Sovie t  f a i l u r e  t o  provide either nu- 
clear weapons o r  s u f f i c i e n t  information r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  produc- 
t i o n  of  them, of Soviet  presumption i n  speaking f o r  Peiping i n  

* l ~ e n g  a t  f i r s t  argued t h a t  
genera l  w a r  w a s  I n e v i t a b l e ,  ana  t n a t  he then  r e t r e a t e d ,  pre- 
sumably without changing h i s  mind. 



i n t e r n a t i o n a l  bod ie s  (it is n o t  clear what bod ie s  were meant),  
o f  Sov ie t  p a t e r n a l i s m  toward t h e  Chinese p a r t y ,  and of  Sov ie t  
e f f o r % s  t o  i n t e r f e r e  i n  Chinese r e l a t i o n s h i p s  with  o t h e r  par- 
t ies  ( e s p e c i a l l y  i n  A s i a ) .  P e n g . i s  s a i d  a l s o  t o  have charged 
t h e  Sov ie t  p a r t y  wi th  o rgan iz ing  t h e  Bucharest  meet ing t o  dis- 
c r e d i t  t h e  Chinese p a r t y ,  and t o  have r e t a l i a t e d  for Kbru- 
s h c h e v e s  pe r sona l  attack on Mao with the assertion that the 
Chinese p a r t y  had no conf idence  i n  Khrushchev or i n  h i s  pol- 
icies, indeed  t h a t  Khrushcbev had "betrayed" Marx, Lenin,  and  
S t a l i n  and  t h o s e  who had remained f a i t h f u l  t o  them. 

Following t h e s e  Bxchapges, o t h e r  d e l e g a t e s  are s a i d  t o  
have spoken'. The g r e a t  m a j o r i t y  of them gave a t  least gener- 
a l  suppor t  t o  t h e  Sov ie t  p a r t y .  A t  least one d e l e g a t i o n ,  
however, t h e  Albanian,  is c r e d i b l y  r e p o r t e d  t o  have suppor ted  
t h e  Chinese,  and o t h e r s a p p a r e n t l y  i n d i c a t e d  some degree  of 
sympathy f o r  t h e  Chinese. On t h e  same day, 26 June,  agreement 
was reached t o  ho ld  a n o t h e r  conference  i n  Moscow i n  November 
1960, and  a commission w a s  set  up t o  p repa re  for it. 



Moscow Applies  Pressure ,  Summer 1960 

t h e  Chinese p a r t y  s e n t  a s t i n g -  
i n g  letter to  t h e  Sovie t  p a r t y  u r ing  t h e  first week of July. 

t h e  Chinese letter, a f t e r  
r ea f f i rming  some Chinese p o s l t l o n l  on genera l  and l o c a l  war, 
concluded wi th  a t h r e a t  t h a t ,  un less  t h e  Sovie t  pa r ty  a l t e r e d  
its p o s i t i o n s  or changed its a t t i t u d e ,  Peip ing would expel  
Sovie t  technic iana  and pub l i c ly  renounce Sovie t  economic -. aid. 

I I 

Two days a f t e r  t h e  pub l i ca t ion  of t h e  innocuous Bucharest 
communique, i.e. on 29 June, Pravda and People ' s  Daily commented 
e d i t o r i a l l y  on t h e  communique. m e  n e l t h e r  editorla1 w a s  
o f f e n s i v e  i n  tone,  n e i t h e r  was c o n c i l i a t o r y .  The Soviet  edi -  
t o r i a l  was p r i n c i p a l l y  concerned wi th  g iv ing  t h e  f a l s e  impres- 
s i o n  t h a t  t h e  Sovie t  p a r t y  had t h e  f u l l  suppor t  of t h e  world 
Communist movement. The Chinese e d i t o r i a l  w a s  mainly d i r e c t e d  
t o  t h e  cont inuing danger of I1revisionism." 

In e a r l y  Ju ly ,  t h e  Sovie t  p a r t y  apparent ly  d i r e c t e d  Soviet  
and Bloc informat ional  media t o  begin t o  p lay  down Communist 
China. The Soviet  home s e r v i c e  ceased t o  comment on Chinese 
a f f a i r s  on 11 July ,  an  a c t i o n  reminiscent  of t h e  boycott  of 
Yugoslavia i n  s p r i n g  1948. 

A t  t h e  same t i m e ,  t h e  Soviet  pa r ty  r epor ted ly  informed 
t h e  Chinese p a r t y  (6 Ju ly )  t h a t  t h e  Chinese Russian-language 
magazine Druzhba, c i r c u l a t e d  i n  t h e  USSR, had contained offen- 
s i v e  m a t e . n r o p a g a n d a  f o r  Chinese a s  opposed t o  Soviet  
p o s i t i o n s ) ,  t h a t  it must t h e r e f o r e  be suspended, and t h a t  t h e  
comparable Soviet  Chinese-language magazine (Su Chung Yu Hao) 
c i r c u l a t e d  i n  Communist China would be  s u s p e n E d X e T o X T  
may o r  may not  have r e f e r r e d  a l s o  t h e  Chinese Russian-language 
p i c t o r i a l ,  K i t a i ,  which f o r  a t i m e  t h e r e a f t e r  f a i l e d  to  appear.  

The CPSU c e n t r a l  committee m e t  i n  plenum f o r  f i v e  days i n  
mid-July and on 16 July  adopted a r e s o l u t i o n  on t h e  r e s u l t s  of 
t h e  Bucharest conference. The r e s o l u t i o n  llcompletely approved1' 
t h e  l i n e  t h a t  had been taken by t h e  Soviet  de lega t ion  a t  Buch- 
a r e s t  and charged t h e  Chinese--without naming them publicly-- 
wi th  "lef twing s e c t a r i a n  dev ia t ion"  and narrow nationalism." 



A s  had Pravda e a r l i e r ,  t h e  r e s o l u t i o n  sought t o  make it appear 
t h a t  t h m a r e s t  meeting had endorsed t h e  t h e s e s  of t h e  CPSUts 
20th  and 21s t  congresses and t h a t  t h e  d e l e g a t i o n s  had f u l l y  
supported Sovie t  p o s i t i o n s  i n  t h e  Bucharest debate.  Following 
t h e  plenum, meeting8 were organized a l l  over  t h e  USSR t o  d ia -  
c u s s  t h e  Sino-Soviet d i spu te .  A t  one of t h e s e  meetings, Sualov 
is p l a u s i b l y  repor ted  t o  have descr ibed t h e  d i s p u t e  a s  very 
serious, and t o  have s a i d  t h a t  i t  might l e a d  t o  a break i n  
p a r t y  r e l a t i o n s  and t h a t  a d d i t i o n a l  Sovie t  economic a i d  t o  
Peip ing would not  be j u s t i f i e d .  

In  t h e  same period Komaunist No. 10 (signed t o  t h e  p r e s s  
on 11 Ju ly ,  presumably appearing i n  t h e  l a s t  two weeks of Ju ly ) ,  
undertook an e l a b o r a t e  r e f u t a t i o n  of p o s i t i o n s  taken pub l i c ly  
by t h e  Chinese pa r ty  i n  s p r i n g  1960 and p r i v a t e l y  a t  t h e  Buch- 
a r e s t  conference. The a u t h o r s  c i t e d  Lenin as r i d i c u l i n g  "dog- 
matists and d o c t r i n a i r e s , "  i n s i s t e d  on a "c rea t ivew in te rp re -  
t a t i o n  of Marxism-Leninism, a s s e r t e d  t h a t  Khrushchev had 
provided such an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of Lenin 's  a l l e g e d  expecta t ion  
of a t tdec is ivew s o c i a l i s t  inf luence  on ques t ions  of war and 
peace, reaf f i rmed t h e  importance of economic competi t ion i n  
t h e  East-West s t r u g g l e ,  and r e j e c t e d  Chinese charges t h a t  t h e  
Sovie t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of "peaceful  c o e x i s t e n c e ~  would weaken the 
b l o c i n t h e s t r u g g l e ,  t h a t  emphasis on t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of peace- 
f u l  access ion  t o  power by Communist p a r t i e s  would encourage 
 illusion^,^^ and t h a t  c a l l s  f o r  "mutual c o n c e s s i o n s ~  and "corn- 
promisesv between East and West were unworthy of Len in i s t s .  

Theheav ies tSov ie t  blow i n  t h e  Sino-Soviet dispute--a 
blow c a l c u l a t e d  t o  have g r e a t e r  impact on Peiping than a l l  
t h e  Sovie t  e d i t o r i a l s  and speeches put  together--came i n  t h e  
form of Sovie t  letters t o  t h e  Chinese p a r t y  on 2 1  and 25 July  
about  t h e  s t a t u s  of Sovie t  t echn ic ians  i n  China.* In t h e  
f i r s t  letter, t h e  Soviet  p a r t y  r epor ted ly  r e f e r r e d  t o  a Soviet  
r eques t  of 1956-57 t h a t  t h e  Sovie t  t echn ic ians  be  replaced by 
Chinese who had been t r a i n e d  i n  t h e  b loc  ( the  Sovie ts ,  however, 
had agreed t o  l e t  them s t a y ) ,  c i t e d  a Soviet  wi l l ingness  t o  
withdraw them i n  1958 when t h e  Chinese had complained about 
some of them, and charged t h a t  t h e  Chinese had r e c e n t l y  been 
subver t ing  t h e  t echn ic ians  by c i r c u l a t i n g  among them material 
of t h e  type  o r i g i n a t e d  by t h e  Chinese i n  s p r i n g  1960. It is 

*There were an  est imated 2,000 t o  3,000 t echn ic ians  i n  
China a t  t h e  t i m e .  



not  c l e a r  whether t h i s  f i r s t  le t ter  s t a t e d  an i n t e n t i o n  t o  
withdraw t h e  t echn ic ians .  In any case ,  t h e  25  July  let ter  re- 
por tedly  s t a t e d  t h a t  " a l l "  t echn ic ians  would be withdrawn i n  
t h e  period f r o m  l a t e  Ju ly  t o  e a r l y  September. P e r h a p ~ : ~ l r o t i a l l ,  . . Putt viP$uallky .all i; seed, to:-halve;;b&n i n  fhct withdrawn 'by ; ' - 2-1 

early September. . , . ,, . 2 :  ?;.I., L %  . 

The Sovie t  p a r t y  then and subsequently denied t h a t  t h e  
withdrawal of t e c h n i c i a n s  was an a p p l i c a t i o n  of severe  pres- 
s u r e  on t h e  Chinese p a r t y  t o  f o r c e  t h e  Chinese t o  back down 
i n  t h e  Sino-Soviet d i spu te .  Obviously t h a t  was what it w a s ,  
however. The withdrawal was bound t o  have such a s e r i o u s  
e f f e c t  on t h e  Chinese program of economic and m i l i t a r y  develop-' 
ment--grossly d i s r u p t i n g  t h e  e x i s t i n g  program--that it could 
have been taken only for t h e  most s e r i o u s  of reasons,  i.e. the 
e n t i r e  ma t t e r  of t h e  Chinese chal lenge  t o  Soviet  l e a d e r s h i p  
of t h e  world Communist movement, not  simply t h e  i n d o c t r i n a t i o n  
of t h e  t echn ic ians .  The a c t i o n  underl ined i n d i c a t i o n s  t h a t  
Khrushchev was w i l l i n g  t o  r i s k  a break with Peiping. The ques- 
t i o n  was simply t h a t  of whether t h e  p ressure  would be e f f e c t i v e .  

The Chinese p a r t y  repor ted ly  r e p l i e d  on 1 August t o  t h e  
25 July  Sovie t  le t ter .  The Chinese let ter  is s a i d  t o  have 
expressed astonishment a t  t h e  Sovie t  dec i s ion  t o  withdraw t h e  
t echn ic ians ,  p ra i sed  t h e  work of t h e  t echn ic ians ,  a s s e r t e d  
t h a t  Peiping had i n  genera l  been responsive t o  t h e i r  advice,  
and minimized t h e  charge of i n d o c t r i n a t i o n  of t h e  technic ians .  
The le t ter  went on t o  p r o t e s t  s t r o n g l y  t h a t  t h e  Soviet  de- 
c i s i o n  was l e g a l l y  and morally wrong and t h a t  i t  would h u r t  
t h e  Chinese development program, weaken t h e  b loc ,  and encourage 
t h e  West. The le t ter  concluded wi th  a request--which Moscow 
ignored--for r econs ide ra t ion  of t h e  dec i s ion .  

In t h i s  same letter of 1 August, Peiping repor ted ly  took 
up t h e  ques t ion  of stoppage of Chinese and Soviet  "friendship'!. 
pub l i ca t ions ,  aboutwhich Moscow had informed Peiping on 6 . ' 
Ju ly .  The Chinese le t ter  contended t h a t  t h e  Sovie't pub l i ca t ion  
had a l s o  contained o f f e n s i v e  m a t e r i a l  bu t  Peiping had no t  ob- 
j ec ted .  I t  went on t o  remark t h a t  it was wcuriouslf t h a t  
Amerika could c i r c u l a t e  i n  t h e  USSR b u t  t h e  Chinese pub l i ca t ion  
could not .  It concluded with a  reques t  t h a t  t h e  Sovie t  dec i s ion  
t o  s t o p  t h e  pub l i ca t ions ,  l i k e  t h e  dec i s ion  t o  withdraw t h e  
t echn ic ians ,  be reconsidered.  



The Soviet party remained on the offensive throughout 
August, Pravda on 7 August, defending Soviet views on war and 
peace, d-ed Chinese Communist views (not attributed) on 
these questions as an "absolute departure" from Marxism-Lenin- 
ism. Soviet Fleet on 9 August, in the first observed public 
w a r n i n m h m n d ,  reminded Peiping that it was "impossible" 
for a country to achieve socialism without close ties with and 
llbrotherly help1' from the Bloc; this article went on to explain 
the forms of the struggle within the concept of "peaceful co- 
exi~tence.~~ Red Star on 12 August jeered at "dogmatists and 
sectariansw wE?'mechanically repeat1' the once-valid thesis 
that wars are inevitable so long as capitalism exists; and at 
the same time, as had Soviet Fleet, it rejected the Chinese 
charge that the USSR w m e m p f i n g  to "beg1' peace. Pravda 
on 12 August derided 'tpublicists" who selectively q u o w n i n  
(which, of course, both parties had done from the start), and 
it defended c0existence.a~ a means of facilitating the East- 
West struggle on all fronts. On 13 August, an Izvestia article 
on the same theme charged the Chinese (not namea) wltn having 
drawn "absolutely absurdw conclusions from recent international 
developments, and, further, with having disoriented themselves 
and misled others. 

Beginning on 16 August, the Soviet provincial press widely 
published an article which for the first time named China in 
the context of the dispute and for the first time warned China 
specifically of the consequences of isolation from the Bloc: 

Could one imagine the successful construc- 
tion of socialism in present-day conditions even 
in such a great country as, let us say, China, if 
this country were in an isolated position, not re- 
lying on the cooperation and mutual assistance of 
all the other socialist countries? Being subjected 
to economic blockade on the part of the capitalist 
countries, such a country at the same time would be 
subjected to military blows from without. It would 
experience the greatest difficulties even if it 
were able to withstand the furious attack of the 
enemy. . . 
Soviet Russia on 17 August criticized the dogmatists who 

belie- thelnevitability of wars, and expressly derided 
the Chinese contention that the Western general staffs were 
to make this decision. On 25 August, a Bulgarian paper reiter- 
ated the warnings about isolation, and, of greater interest, 



observed that "any kind of 'second center' of the revolution- 
ary movement ... would, in effect, help imperialism." On 26 
August, Pravda denounced lldogmatists and sectarians" who criti- 
cized ~ o m o l i c i e s  toward underdeveloped countries--with 
respect both to nationalist governments and to "liberationH 
movements--and who were thus approaching "self-isolation." 
And on 30 August Pravda Ukrainy, ridiculing some Chinese formu- 
lations taken v e r m  warned that efforts to lVsow li8trustw 
of Soviet positions constituted "deviation. .., dogmatism and 
sectarianismw and could cause "serious damage" to the world 
Communist movement. 

Moreover, the Soviet party in August increased its effort 
to isolate the Chinese party. Many other Communist parties, 
probably including all those named (the Chinese among them) 
to the preparatory commission for the forthcoming November con- 
ference, received in late August a Soviet party letter report- 
edly dated 13 August. The letter appears to have been an up- 
dated version of the 21 June letter which the Soviet delegation 
had used for briefing purposes at Bucharest. Reports refer 
to such issues--outlined in the letter--as the possibility of 
avoiding general war, the usefulness of "peaceful coexistence," 
the degree of success of Soviet policies toward the governments 
of underdeveloped countries, Peipbng's relationships with Com- 
munist parties of Asia and Africa, Chinese approaches to other 
parties throughout the world, Chinese interference in bloc 
affairs, Chinese pressure for nuclear weap,ons, Chinese domestic 
programs, the stature of Mao as a theorist, the relative dan- 
gers of wrevisionism~ and 'vdogmatism," and so on along familiar 
lines. The letter reportedly called for a serious effort to 
resolve these differences as rapidly as possible, and described 
the Moscow conference scheduled for November as the "first op- 
portunity" to do this. The letter in effect invited the reci- 
pients to consider the issues &nd to come to Moscow in Novem- 
ber prepared to support the Soviet party. The letter may also 
have asked the parties to make their views known to Peiping 
before November, as there are unconfirmed reports that some 
of them did so. 

Chinese Communist pronouncements throughout July had 
been comparatively circumspect and inoffensive, and they re- 
mained so in early August. On 5 August, however, four days 
after the Chinese party had sent its letter expressing dismay 
over the Soviet decisions on the technicians and the publica- 
tions, an arresting article appeared in the Shanghai bi-weekly 
Liberation, the organ of the Shanghai Committee of the CCP. 



The theme of t h e  a r t i c l e  was t h e  need f o r  b i t t e r  s t r u g g l e  i n  
t h e  f a c e  of t h e  problems posed by a backward country,  by t h e  
f rank  opposi t ion  of t h e  i m p e r i a l i s t  enemy, and by those  who 
" c a l l  u s  f o o l s  who do not  know our  l i m i t a t i o n s . "  It der ided 
those  who 'Iwould have us  merely s t r e t c h  o u t  our  hands f o r  a i d , "  
and i t  emphasized t h e  need f o r  s e l f - r e l i a n c e .  S imi la r ly ,  on 
t h e  same day (5 August), People 's  Daily,  i n  r e p r i n t i n g  an 
a r t i c l e  which i n  its o r i g i n a l  f o r m w e m p h a s i z e d  t h e  importance 
of Sovie t  a i d  i n  Chinese successes,  a l t e r e d  t h e  article td 
downgrade t h i s  f a c t o r  and d e l e t e d  t h e  passage which had c a l l e d  
f o r  " i n t e r n a t i o n a l  s o l i d a r i t y "  t o  be t h e  "s tar t ing-pointvv of 
Chinese a c t i o n s .  Both a r t i c l e s ,  i n  t h e  con tex t  of t h e  Sino- 
Sovie t  d i s p u t e ,  suggested a t  l e a s t  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  t h e  
Chinese par ty ,  r a t h e r  than decid ing t o  r e t r e a t  under pressure ,  
had decided t o  dowithout  Sovie t  a i d  i f  necessary.  

People ' s  Daily i n  Peip ing r e p r i n t e d  t h e  5 August Libera t ion  
a r t i c l e  on 13 August, and on t h e  same day t h e  newspapervs edi- 
t o r i a l  found occasion t o  c i t e  t h e  lvblasphemous t a l k "  of  "modern 
r e v i s i o n i s t s  and t h e i r  f o l l o w e r s ~  who took anti-Chinese posi- 
t i o n s .  In  mid-August, Li  Fu-chun, t h e  regime's  p r i n c i p a l  
econimic planner ,  had an a r t i c l e  i n  Red Flag r e i t e r a t i n g  t h e  
Chinese po l i cy  of " ~ e l f - r e l i a n c e . * ~  Liw* t h a t  t h e  p a r t y  
had "cons i s t en t ly  held t h a t  we should r e l y  mainly on our  own 
e f f o r t s .  This  was s o  i n  t h e  p a s t  and w i l l  be even more s o  i n  
t h e  fu ture ."  L i  a l s o  a s s a i l e d  "modern r e v i s i o n i s t s . "  described 
t h e  Chinese a s  " r e a l  Marxist-Leninistsw and a s s e r t e d  t h a t  those 
seeking t o  i s o l a t e  Peiping would only i s o l a t e  themselves. On 
30 August, poss ib ly  i n  r e p l y  t o  t h e  26 August Pravda article, 
t h e  Chinese pa r ty  renewed its criticism of SO- pol icy  i n  
underdeveloped coun t r i e s ,  emphasizing t h e  need t o  suppor t  Com- 
munist movements t h e r e ,  desc r ib ing  S o i i e t  po l i cy  a s  a llviola- 
t i o n w  of L e n i n t s  views and Mao's l i n e  a s  "en t i r e ly r1  consonant 
with L e n i n f s  views. 

The s t r o n g e s t  i n d i c a t i o n  of a Chinese i n t e n t i o n  t o  s t and  
f i r m  i n  t h e  d i s p u t e  came i n  e a r l y  September a t  t h e  V i e t  Minh 
p a r t y  congress i n  Hanoi, on which occasion t h e  Soviet  and 
Chinese r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  s t a t e d  t h e i r  views, a s  someone h a s  s a i d ,  
"at point-blank range." On 6 September, Sovie t  d e l e g a t e  
Mukhitdinov reaffirmed Soviet  p o s i t i o n s  on t h e  non- inev i t ab i l i ty  
of wars, t h e  wicked c h a r a c t e r  b u t  decl ingng s t r e n g t h  of imperi- 
a l i sm,  t h e  need f o r  "peaceful coexis tencefv  as conforming with 
t h e  ' 'humanitarian na tu re  of social ism" (a concept b i t t e r l y  a t -  
tacked i n  a Chinese a r t i c l e  two days earlier) t h e  excel lence  



of Soviet policy toward the underdeveloped countries, and so 
on. Li Fu-chun followed Mukhitdinov with a reaffirmation of 
certain divergent Chinese positions, concluding with the sour 
observation that "we must not take the struggle against dog- 
matism as a pretext for departing from fundamental theoretical 
positions of Marxism-Leninism, nor allow Marxism-Leninism to 
be replaced by revisionism." Mukhitdinov, angered, struck back 
hard in another speech on 11 September, attributing to Itrevi- 
sionistsw one of the positions taken in fact by the Chinese 
(on the inevitability of wars), and going on to denounce the 
''divisive activities >of' the .dogma&%s.fs and sectariansf* (the 
conventional terms:-fox the ,Chinese) as a ilserious dangerw to 
the world Communist movement. 



Pe ip ing  S t a t e s  Its Case, September 1960 

On 10 September, t h e  Chinese p a r t y  s e n t  t o  t h e  S o v i e t  
p a r t y  a  very  long ( r e p o r t e d l y  150-page) le t ter  des igned  t o  
r e f u t e  t h e  S o v i e t  b r i  
b e r  letter1 

o t h e r  Communist d e l e g  
i n  e a r l y  September, as a c o u n t e r  t o  t h e  Sov ie t  e f f o r t  i n  Au- 
g u s t  t o  l i n e  up t h e  o t h e r  p a r t i e s  a g a i n s t  t h e  Chines$. The 
CCP may l a t e r  have s e n t  c o p i e s  t o  t h e  o t h e r  p a r t i e s .  

The 10 September letter was organized  on t h e  p a t t e r n  of 
t h e  21  June S o v i e t  le t ter ,  i n  t h e  i n t e r e s t  of s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  
r e f u t i n g  t h e  cha rges  i n  t h a t  le t ter .  It took up f i r s t  t h e  ques- 
t i o n  of r e l a t i o n s  between t h e  S o v i e t  and Chinese p a r t i e s  and 
t h e n  went i n t o  t h e  s u b s t a n t i v e  i s s u e s  i n  t h e  d i s p u t e .  Th i s  le t -  
te r ,  l i k e  t h e  21  June letter,  is worth c o n s i d e r i n g  a t  some 
l e n g t h .  

The Chinese le t te r ,  l i k e  t h e  S o v i e t  l e t te r ,  began by c i t -  
i n g  t h e  hiarxis t -Leninis t  b a s i s  of t h e  Sino-Soviet  r e l a t i o n s h i p  
and e x p r e s s i n g  t h e  CCP's g r a t i t u d e  f o r  S o v i e t  a i d .  It t h e n  ob- 
s e rved  t h a t  t h e r e  was c u r r e n t l y  a l l c r i s i s "  i n  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  
t h a t  a t  t h e  Bucharest  meeting Khrushchev had made g rave  accusa- 
t i o n s  a g a i n s t  t h e  CCP, and t h a t  t h i s  had been fol lowed by a  
p r e s s  campaign, t h e  withdrawal of  S o v i e t  t e c h n i c i a n s ,  t h e  sus-  
pens ion  of  Chinese p u b l i c a t i o n s ,  and t h e  expu l s ion  of  a Chinese 
o f f i c i a l  from Moscow. 

The letter observed t h a t  t h e  S o v i e t  l e t te r  of  21  June had 
con ta ined  v a l i d  p o i n t s  bu t  a l s o  a number of views which d iverged  
from Marxism-Leninism and from t h e  Moscow D e c l a r a t i o n  of Novem- 
b e r  1957; f u r t h e r ,  t h a t  it had d i s t o r t e d  t h e  Chinese p o s i t i o n  
and made unfounded a c c u s a t i o n s ,  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  t h a t  t h e  CCP had 
depa r t ed  from t h e  Moscow D e c l a r a t i o n .  

The Chinese le t ter  went on t o  n o t e  t h a t  s e r i o u s  d i f f e r -  
e n c e s  had begun w i t h  t h e  CPSU Congress i n  February 1956 when 
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t h e  Sovie t  p a r t y  had made a  ~ u r p r i ~ e i : "  a t t a c k  on S t a l i n ,  neg- 
l e c t i n g  h i s  r o l e  a s  a b u i l d e r  of soc ia l i sm and defender of 
Marxism, and when t h e  CPSU had a l s o  pu t  forward an i n c o r r e c t  
theory on t h e  "peaceful  t r a n s i t i o n  t o  social ism" without hav- 
ing f i r s t  consulted o t h e r  Communist p a r t i e s .  

In  October 1956, t h e  l e t t e r  went on, t h e  USSR had mobil- 
ized  f o r c e s  t o  move a g a i n s t  Poland and had d e s i s t e d  only a f t e r  
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  by t h e  CCP. Fur ther ,  t h e  Chinese p a r t y  had 
d e t e r r e d  Moscow from arranging an  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  meeting t o  con- 
demn t h e  P o l i s h  l eaders .  Immediately t h e r e a f t e r ,  t h e  l e t t e r  
s a i d ,  t h e  Sovie t  p a r t y  was about t o  withdraw its f o r c e s  from 
Hungary a t  a  c r i t i c a l  p o i n t  i n  t h e  upr i s ing ,  and it was t h e  
CCP which had induced t h e  Soviet  p a r t y  t o  crush  t h e  upr i s ing .  

Then a t  t h e  Moscow conference i n  November 1957, t h e  let- 
t e r  went on, t h e  Chinese p a r t y  had impelled s i g n i f i c a n t  r ev i -  
s i o n s  i n  t h e  d r a f t  of t h e  12-party d e c l a r a t i o n .  The Sovie t  
d r a f t  had not mentioned t h e  ques t ions  of state power o r  of c l a s s  
s t r u g g l e ,  it had spoken only of peaceful  pa ths .  The CCP, i n  its 
formula t ion ,  had agreed t o  show a l i n k  with t h e  Sovie t  20th 
Congress formulat ion i n  o rde r  t o  save Moscow's f a c e .  

Also a t  Moscow, t h e  letter continued, Mao Tse-tung had 
endorsed t h e  concept of Sovie t  l eadersh ip  of t h e  s o c i a l i s t  
camp. However, t h e  l e a d e r  must behave responsib ly ,  must have 
proper  d i scuss ion  with a l l  o t h e r  p a r t i e s  on a n  "equal bas is ."  
( I t  is not  c l e a r  whether Mao made these  l a t t e r  p o i n t s  a t  Mos- 
cow. 1 

The CCP, t h e  10 September letter continued,  had adhered 
t o  t h e  agreed procedure of b i l a t e r a l  t a l k s  with t h e  Soviet  
p a r t y  from 1957 t o  1960. However, t h e  Sovie t  p a r t y  had devi- 
a t e d  from agreed p o s i t i o n s  and had re turned t o  t h e  mistaken 
t h e s e s  of t h e  20th Congress, and, p a r t i c u l a r l y  a f t e r  Septem- 
ber  1959 (-following Khrushchev's v i s i t  t o  t h e  United S t a t e s ) ,  
the CPSU had made open c r i t i c i s m s  of t h e  Chinese pa r ty .  A s  
i n s t a n c e s  of dev ia t ions  and improper behavior,  t h e  letter c i t e d  
Khrushchev's p o s i t i o n  on t h e  Sino-Indian d i spu te ,  s e v e r a l  of 
Khrushchev's speeches i n  t h e  USSR i n  autumn 1959, Khrushchev's 
c r i t i c i s m  of t h e  Leap Forward and t h e  commune programs, Khru- 
shchev 's  a s s e r t i o n  of Chinese "adventurism" i n  both f o r e i g n  
and domestic p o l i c i e s ,  Khrushchev's d e r i s i o n  of Mao a s  an "old 
and i n s e n s i t i v e "  man t o  be d iscarded l i k e  worn-out s l i p p e r s ,  



Khrushchev's comparison of t h e  Chinese t o  T r o s k y i s t s ,  Khru- 
shchev ' s  "embellishment" of American imper i a l  i s m  and Pres -  
i d e n t  Eisenhower, Kuusinen 's  22 Apr i l  a r t i c l e  and s o  on.  
Thus, t h e  Chinese l e t t e r  cont inued ,  t h e  CCP had publ i shed  
three a r t i c l e s - - t h e  group of A p r i l  1960--to set f o r t h  its 
own p o i n t  of view. 

A t  t h e  WFTU meeting i n  June 1960, t h e  le t te r  went on,  
it was apparen t  t h a t  t h e r e  were s e r i o u s  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  p o i n t s  
of view on matters of  s t r a t e g y  and consequent ly  on t h e  proper  
l i n e  f o r  t h e  world Communist f r o n t s ,  r e l a t i n g  i n  gene ra l  t o  
t h e  i n t e n s i t y  and methods of t h e  " s t rugg le"  wi th  t h e  West. 
Moreover, t h e  WFTU S e c r e t a r y ' s  r e p o r t  had been very  of-. 
f e n s  i v e  i n  mentioning t h e  f r e e  world wi thout  quot a t  ion.,marks 
bu t  s e t t i n g  such  marks about t h e  Chinese " l eap  forward" and 
"commune" programs. The Chinese d e l e g a t e s  had been impel led t o  
t a l k  w i th  o t h e r  d e l e g a t i o n s ,  yes ,  bu t  t h i s  procedure c o n t r a s t e d  
f avo rab ly  wi th  Khrushchev ' s a c t  i ons  i n  openly c r i t i c i z i n g  t h e  
Chinese and t r y i n g  t o  impose h i s  op in ion .  

A s  f o r  t h e  Bucharest  conference ,  t h e  le t te r  went on,  t h e  
CCP had agreed t o  t h e  CPSU's 2 June p roposa l  f o r  an in t e rna -  
t i o n a l  meeting but  asked f o r  more time t o  p repa re  f o r  it. The 
CPSU had agreed,  and had promised t h a t  t h e  meeting would in-  
vo lve  an  exchange of views r a t h e r  t h a n  seek a d e f i n i t i v e  reaso-  
l u t i o n  of  d i f f e r e n c e s .  However, a t  Bucharest  t h e  Sov ie t  p a r t y  
and Khrushchev had launched a  s u r p r i s e  a t t a c k  on t h e  CCP, and 
had fol lowed t h i s  w i t h  a  p r e s s  campaign. 

The Chinese le t te r  a t  t h i s  p o i n t  t ook  up t h e  f i r s t  sub- 
s t a n t i v e  ca tegory ,  t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  p r e s e n t  epoch. The Chi- 
nese  p a r t y  d i d  n o t  ho ld ,  t h e  letter s a i d ,  t h a t  t h e  epoch was 
one ' l exc lus ive ly"  of " imper i a l  i s m ,  wars,  and r e v o l u t  ion" ; t h e  
CCP agreed t h a t  t h e  main c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of  t h e  epoch w a s  t h a t  
t h e  f o r c e s  of s o c i a l i s m  were p r e v a i l i n g  ove r  t h o s e  of c a p i t a l -  
ism; Mao had long  ago s a i d  t h a t  t h e  E a s t  Wind was p r e v a i l i n g .  
Th i s  d i d  n o t  mean, however, t h a t  fundamentals of Leninism had 
become a r c h a i c .  I n  t h i s  connec t ion ,  it was t h e  CPSU, n o t  t h e  
CCP, which had d e v i a t e d  Prom t h e  Moscow d e c l a r a t i o n .  The 
l e t t e r  aga in  cited some of Khrushchev's fo rmula t ions  about  
ban i sh ing  war, about  a world wi thout  arms, about  disarmament 
f r e e i n g  funds f o r  underdeveloped c o u n t r i e s ,  about r e sou rces  
i n  Western c o u n t r i e s  be ing  used f o r  popular  we l f a re ,  about  West- 
e r n  l e a d e r s ' g e n u i n e l y  d e g i r i n g  'peace, abgut  "cbexis tencew be ing  



e x c l u s i v e l y  a  p e a c e f u l  compe t i t i on ,  and about  t h e  danger  of 
l o c a l  wars ( i n c l u d i n g  " l i b e r a t i o n "  wars) l e a d i n g  t o  g e n e r a l  
war, w i t h  consequent  S o v i e t  t i m i d i t y  i n  s u p p o r t i n g  " j u s t "  
wars and S o v i e t  w i s h f u l  t h i n k i n g  about  p e a c e f u l  a c c e s s i o n s  
t o  power, The S o v i e t  p a r t y ' s  and Khrushchev's  views i n  t h e s e  
r e s p e c t s  were d e s c r i b e d  as non-Marxist,  

The Chinese le t te r  agreed  t h a t  f t x w a s . ~ o r C h ~ ) i r ~ 1 . ~ e  @o 'a$- 
tempt t o  p r e v e n t  )a . new: w o r l d  nasr,and ta.:Y,straggbell f o r  did: - 
armament, alt houqll , it11 ~e j e c t e d d h e  .sl~gr&n  of .aG womld ai.thout~ 
arms, armed. Ior,~est i, BnqcwaJ'S i:;..iInx ~ t h b s .  connec t ion  ,, how- 
e v s c  t h e  S o v i e t  p a r t y  was exagge ra t i ng  t h e  b l o c ' s  c o n t r o l  over  
t h e  a c t i o n s  of t h e  West, t h a t  imper ia l i sm would c o n t i n u e  t o  
p r e p a r e  f o r  war, and t h a t  t h e  need f o r  v i g i l a n c e  would c o n t i n u e .  
Imper ia l i sm being imper ia l i sm,  t h e  l e t t e r  s a i d ,  it would never  
abandon i ts e f f o r t s  t o  dominate by v i o l e n c e ,  n o r  would i t  a i d  

, underdeveloped c o u n t r i e s ,  nor  would it promote t h e  w e l f a r e  of 
t h e  working c l a s s e s .  

Thus, t h i s  s e c t i o n  of t h e  l e t te r  concluded,  t h e r e  were 
two concep t s  of t h e  n a t u r e  of  t h e  epoch: one was t h a t  of 
Marxism-Leninism, t h e  Moscow D e c l a r a t i o n  of November 1957,.  and 
t h e  Chinese p a r t y ;  t h e  o t h e r  was t h a t  which r e j e c t e d  Marxis t -  
L e n i n i s t  a n a l y s i s  and which was he ld  by Khrushchev and o t h e r s .  

Turning t o  t h e  second c a t e g o r y ,  q u e s t i o n s  of  war and 
peace ,  t h e  Chinese l e t te r  r e j e c t e d  S o v i e t  c h a r g e s  t h a t  t h e  
Chinese p a r t y  cons idered  g e n e r a l  war i n e v i t a b l e  and disarma- 
ment a n  " i l l u s i o n , "  and that t h e  CCP was " b e l l i c o s e , "  " l e f t i s t , "  
and " a d v e n t u r i s t . "  The letter r e i t e r a t e d  t h a t  t h e  CCP agreed  
on t h e  n e c e s s i t y  t o  p reven t  g e n e r a l  war and t o  p r o h i b i t  n u c l e a r  
weapons. However, t h e  le t te r  went on,  t h e  CCP d i d  - no t  b e l i e v e  
i n  the p o s s i b i l i t y  of t o t a l  disarmament. Moreover, t o  b e l i e v e  
i n  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of avo id ing  g e n e r a l  war was - n o t  t h e  same 
t h i n g  as t o  b e l i e v e  i n  t h e  e l i m i n a t i o n  of l o c a l  wars, " l i b e r a -  
t i o n "  wars and c i v i l  wars. 

Return ing  t o  t h e  s u b j e c t  of g e n e r a l  war, t h e  Chinese let- 
ter r e i t e r a t e d  t h a t  t h e  Sov ie t  p a r t y  underes t imated  t h e  need 
f o r  v i g i l a n c e .  In  t h i s  connec t ion ,  t h e  CPSU had t ransformed 
t h e  n o n - i n e v i t a b i l i t y  of war i n t o  something l i k e  t h e  i n e v i t a -  
b i l i t y  of avo id ing  war. The S o v i e t  l i n e  w a s  dangerous,  be- 
cause ,  i f  g e n e r a l  war were t o  come, t h e  people  would be ve ry  
p o o r l y  p repa red  f o r  i t .  The letter r e i t e r a t e d  that t h e  b loc  
cou ld  no t  have conf idence  t h a t  t h e  West, even  r ecogn iz ing  its 
r e l a t i v e  weakness, would d e c i d e  a g a i n s t  g e n e r a l  war. 



Moreover, t h e  Chinese letter cont inued ,  t h e  CCP had: been 
accused of underes t imat ing  t h e  s t r e n g t h  of t h e  Bloc,  s t r e n g t h  
which a l l e g e d l y  would i n f l u e n c e  t h e  West i n  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of 
good s e n s e .  I f  Khrushchev r e a l l y  had conf idence  i n  t h e  b l o c ,  
he  would s t r e n g t h e n  i t ,  r a t h e r  t han  weakening it by a t t a c k i n g  
China and withdrawing Sov ie t  t e c h n i c i a n s .  I f  Khrushchev r e a l l y  
had conf idence  i n  t h e  people ,  Moscow would suppor t  t h e i r  s t r u g -  
g l e ,  r a t h e r  than  encouraging i l l u s i o n s  about  i m p e r i a l i s t  a i d  
and t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of p e a c e f u l  a c c e s s i o n  t o  power. I f  Khru- 
shchev r e a l l y  d i d  no t  ove re s t ima te  ( t h e  good s e n s e  of?) t h e  
West, he would not  have i l l u s i o n s  about  t h e  r e s u l t s  of summit 
meet ings  and o t h e r  con fe rences .  I f  Khrushchev and h i s  p a r t y  
r e a l l y  d i d  no t  underes t imate  t h e  s t r e n g t h  of t h e  b loc ,  they  
would emphasize t h a t  a new war would mean t h e  d e a t h  of imperi-  
a l i s m ,  r a t h e r  t han  informing b loc  peop le s  of t h e  h o r r o r s  of 
n u c l e a r  war. In  t h i s  connec t ion ,  t h e  le t ter  s a i d ,  Khrushchev 
sometimes dec l a red  t h a t  a new w a r  would mean t h e  tr iumph of 
s o c i a l i s m ,  but  "he does  no t  r e a l l y  b e l i e v e  it ." The le t te r  
went on t o  i l l u s t r a t e  w i th  q u o t a t i o n s  Khrushchevts  "pessimis- 
t i c  viewpoint ."  The l e t t e r  r ea f f i rmed  t h e  Chinese view t h a t ,  
a f t e r  a newwar , , v i c to r ious  s o c i a l i s m  would b u i l d  a b e a u t i f u l  
f u t u r e  on t h e  r u i n s  of imperialism--not on t h e  r u i n s  of man- 
k ind .  

The l e t te r  went on t o  o b j e c t  t o  Sov ie t  c r i t i c i s m  of Maots 
d e s c r i p t i o n  of imperialism and modern weapons as "paper t i g e r s . "  
The o b j e c t i v e  of Maots concept ,  t h e  le t ter  s a i d ,  was t o  s t r e n g t h -  
e n  t h e  '*fai th1 '  of t h e  people ,  n o t  t o  i n c i t e  a d v e n t u r i s t  a c t i o n s .  
Mao's concept ,  which he had r ea f f i rmed  a t  Moscow i n  1957, c a l l e d  
f o r  t h e  b loc  t o  d e s p i s e  t h e  enemy s t r a t e g i c a l l y  (long-term) 
wh i l e  r e s p e c t i n g  him t a c t i c a l l y  (short-term)--a concept s i m i l a r  
t o  Lenin ' s  d e s c r i p t i o n  of Anglo-French imper ia l i sm i n  1917. A s  
ev idence ,  t h e  le t ter  went on,  Pe ip ing  had n o t  been provoked un to  
any r a s h  a c t i o n  a g a i n s t  Taiwan, t h u s  demons t ra t ing  its t a c t i c a l  
r e s p e c t  f o r  t h e  enemy. 

I n  sum, t h i s  s e c t i o n  of t h e  le t ter  concluded, t h e r e  were 
" d i f f e r e n c e s  of p r inc ip l e1 '  between Moscow and Pe ip ing  on ques- 
t i o n s  of peace and war--differences  d e r i v i n g  from t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
t h e  CCP had adhered t o  t h e  Moscow D e c l a r a t i o n  of November 1957 
whereas t h e  Sov ie t  p a r t y  had depa r t ed  from i t .  

Taking up t h e  t h i r d  ca t ego ry ,  "peacefu l  coexis tence ,* '  t h e  
Chinese le t te r  of 10 September denied  t h a t  t h e  CCP advocated 
a  t h i r d  way--i.e. n e i t h e r  h o t  war nor  p e a c e f u l  coex i s t ence ,  bu t  

_. . ' 
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continued cold war. However, t h e  le t ter  continued,  s i n c e  
World War I1 t h e r e  had i n  f a c t  been n e i t h e r  genera l  war nor 
peaceful  coexis tence ,  but a  s t a t e  of co ld  war which had t o  
be recognized. Khrushchev had admitted t h i s  h imsel f .  

The l e t t e r  r e j e c t e d  t h e  charge t h a t  t h e  CCP no longer  
valued a l l i a n c e s  between t h e  bloc and t h e  Afro-Asian n e u t r a l s ,  
and t h a t  Peiping was opposed t o  t h e  po l i cy  of "uni ty  and s t rug-  
g le"  with the  n a t i o n a l  bourgeoisie  of those  c o u n t r i e s .  How- 
e v e r ,  t h e  letter continued, the  Sovie$ p o s i t i o n  was self-con- 
t r a d i c t o r y :  Moscow recognized t h a t  bourgeois  n a t i o n a l i s t  
l e a d e r s  could not  c a r r y  o u t  the  c l a s s  s t r u g g l e  t o  t h e  end, but  
it denied t h a t  t h e  continuing c l a s s  s t r u g g l e  would c o n f l i c t  
wi th  bourgeois n a t i o n a l i s t  po l i c i e s* ;  MOSCOW supported the 
concept of "unity and s t r u g g l e , "  but it had f a i l e d  t o  support  
Peip ing i n  t h e  disagreement with Indian l e a d e r s .  The le t ter  
r e i t e r a t e d  t h e  Chinese view t h a t  bourgeois n a t i o n a l i s t  l e a d e r s  
were not  r e l i a b l e ,  with regard t o  e i t h e r  domestic progress  o r  
opposi t ion  t o  imperialism, and again ,  by impl ica t ion ,  i t  c a l l e d  
f o r  g r e a t e r  support  t o  Communist f o r c e s  i n  t h e s e  countr ies--  
f o r c e s  which would emphasize "unity" a t  t h i s  t i m e  but would a t -  
tempt t o  bring t h e s e  l e a d e r s  down a s  soon as poss ib le .  

The letter went on t o  de f ine  a  Marxist-Leninist  view of 
"peaceful  coexistence"--namely, s t r u g g l e  between t h e  two camps 
by a l l  means s h o r t  of war between them, wi th  "peaceful coex- 
i s t ence"  i t s e l f  as "one of t h e  forms of t h i s  s t rugg le . "  Khru- 
shchev had d i s t o r t e d  t h i s  concept with h i s  emphasis on peace- 
f u l  competi t ion,  t o  t h e  p o i n t  of renouncing t h e  "most funda- 
mental s t r u g g l e ,  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  battle."** Khrushchev, t h e  
let ter  went on, had gone s o  f a r  as to  envisage "ac t ive  coop- 
e r a t i o n "  between t h e  camps i n  some f i e l d s ,  and t o  desc r ibe  
"peaceful  coexistence" a s  t h e  "highest  form" of c l a s s  s t r u g g l e .  

The letter observed a t  t h i s  p o i n t  t h a t  t h e  Sovie t  pa r ty  
seemed t o  apply t h e  concept of "peaceful  coexis tencew t o  t h e  
s t r u g g l e  of peoples wi th in  t h e  non-Communist world. Whereas 
t h e  Sovie t  letter had declared  Sovie t  suppor t  f o r  " jus t "  wars, 
Khrushchev himself had emphasized t h e  danger of a l o c a l  war 

 h his passage is very opaque, and t h e  recons t ruc t ion  of 
t h i s  paragraph may be f a u l t y .  ** It is perhaps unnecessary t o  remark t h a t  t h i s  Chinese 
ve r s ion  of Khrushchev's p o s i t i o n  shows very l i t t l e  sense  of t h e  
aggress ive  elements i n  h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  



becoming a world war. In  o t h e r  words, i n  t h e  i n t e r e s t  of 
"peacefu l  coex i s t ence , "  t h e  S o v i e t  p a r t y  was a d v i s i n g  t h e  
"people" everywhere no t  t o  under take  any a c t i o n  which might 
conce ivably  become a c i v i l  war which i n  t u r n  could become a 
world war. What was t o  become t h e n  of suppor t  of j u s t  wars, 
e s p e c i a l l y  " l i b e r a t i o n "  wars? Was t h e  S o v i e t  p a r t y  s e r i o u s l y  
contending  t h a t  t h e  v i c t o r y  of t h e  people  i n  t h e  s t r u g g l e  
a g a i n s t  imper ia l i sm depended n o t  on t h e i r  own s t r u g g l e  bu t  
on d ip loma t i c  r e l a t i o n s  between t h e  two camps? 

T h i s  s e c t i o n  of  t h e  letter concluded s c o r n f u l l y  t h a t ,  
wh i l e  t h e  S o v i e t  p a r t y  asserted t h a t  t h e  bloc must "force"  
t h e  West t o  accep t  coex i s t ence ,  "what is a c t u a l l y  occur r ing"  
wi th  i n c r e a s i n g  frequency is "concession,  complacency, t o l -  
e r a n c e ,  and compromise." The letter conceded t h a t  concess ion  
and compromise were a c c e p t a b l e  under c e r t a i n  c o n d i t i o n s ,  but, 
u n t i l  the West, e s p e c i a l l y  t h e  United S t a t e s ,  d i s c a r d e d  i ts  
p o l i c i e s  of agg res s ion  and war, t h e n  t h e  " s t r u g g l e  f o r  peace- 
f u l  coexis tence"  would n e c e s s a r i l y  be i d e n t i c a l  w i t h  t h e  s t r u g -  
gle a g a i n s t  agg res s ion  and war. Lenin and S t a l i n  had never  
t r i e d  t o  "embellish" imper ia l i sm and have never  regarded  t h e  
unmasking of an a g g r e s s o r  as a n  e r r o r ,  whereas Khrushchev and 
h i s  comrades, a t  a time when t h e  USSR was more powerful than  
e v e r  b e f o r e ,  chose to  ignore  t h e  f a u l t s  of t h e  West and t o  
cha rge  t h e  Chinese wi th  be ing  " b e l l i c o s e  . " 

Taking up t h e  f o u r t h  c a t e g o r y ,  t h e  problem of "peacefu l  
t r a n s i t i o n "  ( acces s ion  t o  power), t h e  Chinese letter of 10 
September expressed  a d i f f e r e n c e  of both "opinion" and "prin- 
c i p l e "  w i th  t h e  S o v i e t  p o s i t i o n .  The le t ter  charged Moscow 
w i t h  evading t h e  key q u e s t i o n s  of e s t a b l i s h i n g  a p r o l e t a r i a n  
d i c t a t o r s h i p  and smashing t h e  :eaciS%fLng state machinery. It 
r e i t e r a t e d  t h a t  power could n o t  be e s t a b l i s h e d  s imply through 
p a r l i a m e n t s .  Khrushchev f a i l e d  t o  recognize  t h a t  r e a c t i o n a r y  
f o r c e s  would always resist s t r o n g l y ,  t h a t  v i o l e n c e  would al- 
most always be neces sa ry ,  Khrushchev's view, t h e  le t ter  went 
on ,  would n o t  dece ive  t h e  r e a c t i o n a r i e s ,  it would merely l u l l  
t h e  Communist p a r t i e s .  

T h i s  s e c t i o n  of  t h e  Chinese letter concluded wi th  a re -  
buke t o  S o v i e t  ''saander" of  t h e  CCP as dogmat i s t s  who wished 
to  "expor t  r evo lu t ion , "  l aunch  a world war, and d e s t r o y  human- 
i ty--simply because t h e  CCP emphasized t h e  need t o  be prepared  
for  v i o l e n c e  i n  r e v o l u t i o n .  The S o v i e t  a t t i t u d e  was d ismissed  
s c o r n f u l l y  as " f e a r  of revolu t ion- - the  fundamental  p r i n c i p l e  
of  opportunist^.^^ 



Turning t o  t h e  f i f t h  ca t ego ry ,  t h e  use  of t h e  f r o n t s ,  
t h e  Chinese letter de f ined  t h e  Sino-Soviet  d i s p u t e  on t h i s  
p o i n t  as  e s s e n t i a l l y  t h a t  of whether t h e  f r o n t s  were t o  be 
f i g h t i n g  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  The letter a t  t h i s  p o i n t  took up 
t h e  Sov ie t  charge  t h a t  t h e  CCP i n  1949, a t  t h e  Asian Trade 
Union Conference,  had t r i e d  t o  impose its views; t h e  letter 
argued t h a t  t h e  Chinese had merely o f f e r e d  t h e i r  expe r i ence ,  
and had no t  proposed t h a t  t h e  WFTU i t s e l f  o r g a n i z e  armed 
s t r u g g l e s .  The letter defended a t  some l e n g t h  t h e  CCP's re- 
l a t i o n s  w i t h  t h e  WFTU s i n c e  t h a t  t i m e  and then  accused t h e  
S o v i e t  p a r t y  of having f a i l e d  t o  unders tand  t h e  impor tan t  
r o l e  t h e  f r o n t s  could p l a y  i n  t h e  a n t i - i m p e r i a l i s t  and pro- 
l i b e r a t i o n  s t r u g g l e s .  Indeed, t h e  le t te r  s a i d ,  t h e  S o v i e t s  
were even b idding  f o r  t h e  suppor t  of  bourgeois  p a c i f i s t s  and 
t h o s e  w i t h  " c o l o n i a l  ideas ,? '  t h u s  i s o l a t i n g  themselves  from 
t h e  masses. I n  sum, Moscow wanted t o  use  t h e  f r o n t s  s imply 
as a n  a d j u n c t  of  S o v i e t  diplomacy. Th i s  s e c t i o n  of  t h e  let- 
ter concluded wi th  i n s t a n c e s  of S o v i e t  misbehavior  and Chi- 
nese  r e c t i t u d e .  

Turning t o  t h e  f i n a l  ca t ego ry ,  and d i v i d i n g  it i n t o  t h e  
q u e s t i o n  of " r ev i s ion i sm and dogmatism" and t h e  q u e s t i o n  of  
r e l a t i o n s  among Communist parties, t h e  Chinese letter denied  
t h a t  r ev i s ion i sm had been e r a d i c a t e d  i n  t h e  b loc ,  and a s s e r t e d  
t h a t  r ev i s ion i sm remained i n  t h e  form of both bourgeois  i n f  lu -  
ence  i n  i n t e r n a l  a f f a i r s  and f e a r  of imper ia l i sm i n  f o r e i g n  a f -  
f a i r s .  A s  f o r  t h e  S o v i e t  cha rge  a g a i n s t  t h e  CCP of dogmatism 
and s e c t a r i a n i s m ,  t h e  le t ter  d e c l a r e d  f l a t l y  t h a t  " the  CCP does 
n o t  commit dogmatic and s e c t a r i a n  errors." The letter denied  
t h a t  t h e  "hundred f lower sv  experiment  and t h e  later " l e a p  f o r -  
ward" and commune programs were "he re s i e s . "  The letter charged 
t h a t  t h e  Sov ie t  wanted t h e  Chinese t o  "follcnw b l ind ly"  S o v i e t  
expe r i ence ,  and t h a t  Khrushchev a t  Bucharest  had !!supported t h e  
r i g h t i s t  oppor tun i s t "  Peng Te-huai ( t h e  de fense  m i n i s t e r  re- 
moved i n  1959).  What Khrushchev c a l l e d  dogmatism, t h i s  s e c t i o n  
concluded roundly,  was i n  r e a l i t y  Marxism-Leninism, whereas 
what Khrushchev was doing  was what r i g h t - o p p o r t u n i s t s  always 
d i d .  

As f o r  r e l a t i o n s  between t h e  p a r t i e s ,  t h e  letter went on,  
t h e  CCP warmly welcomed t h e  S o v i e t  wish f o r  " s o l i d a r i t y "  and 
a s s e r t e d  t h a t  t h e  Chinese p a r t y  was f i r m l y  pro-Soviet  and recog- 
n i zed  t h e  S o v i e t  p a r t y  as t h e  "cente r"  of t h e  movement. How- 
e v e r ,  t h e  le t te r  went on, t h i s  impl ied  a r e l a t i o n s h i p  of  
" e q u a l i t y  and f r a t e r n i t y , "  no t  of s u p e r i o r  t o  s u b o r d i n a t e s  o r  



l e a d e r  t o  l e d .  S o v i e t  p a r t y  r e s o l u t i o n s ,  t h e  le t te r  cont inued ,  
were n o t  "binding" on o t h e r  p a r t i e s .  - 

The CPSU sought  t o  j u s t i f y  i t s e l f ,  t h e  letter cont inued ,  
by appea l ing  to  ma jo r i t y  suppor t  for its "pos i t i on . "  However, 
it was no t  always p o s s i b l e  to  determine "who is r i g h t  and who 
is wrong" by count ing  v o t e s .  Tru th  is t r u t h ,  t h e  letter s a i d ,  
and a "temporary" m a j o r i t y  could  no t  conve r t  e r r o r  i n t o  t r u t h .  
The le t te r  a p p a r e n t l y  i nc luded  a t  t h i s  p o i n t  a n  a s s e r t i o n  t h a t  
t h e  " v e r d i c t  of h i s t o r y "  would v i n d i c a t e  Pe ip ing  i n  t h e  d i s -  
pute ' .  The letter r e i t e r a t e d  Chinese o p p o s i t i o n  (expressed  i n  
1956-57 wi th  r ega rd  t o  E a s t e r n  European developments) t o  "grea t -  
n a t i o n  chauvinism" and p a t e r n a l i s t i c  procedure.  

The Chinese le t ter  o f  10 September concluded wi th  a n  ex- 
p r e s s i o n  of g r a t i t u d e  for  S o v i e t  a i d  t o  China, n o t i n g  a t  once,  
however, t h a t  "China p a i d  f o r  a l l  of t h i s  a id . "  F u r t h e r ,  t h e  
letter observed,  t h e  a i d  of s o c i a l i s t  c o u n t r i e s  t o  o t h e r  coun- 
tries and t o  r e v o l u t i o n a r y  f o r c e s  should no t  be t h e  ground f o r  
" p r i d e  and boas t ing ."  Most s h a r p l y ,  t h e  letter s t a t e d  a t  t h i s  
p o i n t  t h a t ,  if economic and t e c h n i c a l  a i d  were used as a "means 
of p ressure"  between f r a t e r n a l  s o c i a l i s t  c o u n t r i e s  ( a s  Moscow 
was us ing  i t )  , p r o l e t a r i a n  i n t e r n a t i o n a l i s m  was being v i o l a t e d .  
The le t te r  dec l a red  t h a t  t h i s  u n i l a t e r a l  S o v i e t  a c t i o n  had caused 
" s e r i o u s  damage" to  China. However, t h e  letter d e c l a r e d  grandly ,  
"Marxis t -Leninis t  t r u t h  cannot  be bought w i t h  money." The let- 
ter concluded w i t h  a p i o u s  s en t imen t  about  t h e  Chinese o b j e c t i v e  
of "uni ty  w i t h  brotherd'who " t r a v e l  i n  t h e  same boat a g a i n s t  
wind and r a i n .  " 

S h o r t l y  a f t e r  d i s p a t c h i n g  t h i s  letter t o  t h e  S o v i e t  p a r t y ,  
t h e  Pe ip ing  regime, i n  a 13 September le t ter  t o  Lumumba forces 
i n  t h e  Congo, made clear its i n a b i l i t y  t o  implement, wi thout  So- 
v i e t  suppor t ,  t h e  a g g r e s s i v e  b loc  s t r a t e g y  which it f avored .  The 
letter,  s igned  by Premier  Chou En- la i ,  observed t h a t  Pe ip ing  
"would l i k e  very  much t o  do  e v e r y t h i n g  possible11 f o r  Lumumba's 
government. However, because "China is f a r  from A f r i c a , "  it 
would no t  be p o s s i b l e  f o r  P e i p i n g  to  send " m i l i t a r y  v o l u n t e e r s w  
and m i l i t a r y  hardware to  t h e  Congo; t h e  b e s t  Pe ip ing  cou ld  man- 
a g e  would be a g i f t  o f  one m i l l i o n  pounds t o  Lumumbats govern- 
ment. This c r e d i t  was a p p a r e n t l y  still a v a i l a b l e  as of  mid- 
January 1961, 



Continuing Polemics, September - October 1960 

Immediately a f t e r  1 0  September, t h e  d a t e  of  t h e  long Chi- 
nese letter considered above, Teng Hsiao-ping and Peng Chen 
disappeared from t h e  news. Teng and Peng, who, w i t h  Liu Shao- 
c h i ,  had a l l  a long played leading r o l e s  i n  t h e  Sino-Soviet d i s -  
pute ,  went t o  Moscow a t  about  t h i s  t i m e  i n  a n  e f f o r t  (whether 
a t  Soviet  o r  Chinese i n i t i a t i v e  is not  known) t o  narrow t h e  
d i s t a n c e  between Sovie t  and Chinese views and t h u s  t o  make t h e  
forthcoming Moscow conference more p r o f i t a b l e  than  t h e  Bucharest 
meeting had been.* 

Kommunist No. 13 appeared i n  September with an  a r t i c l e  on 
"Lenin's Theory of S o c i a l i s t  Revolution and Our Times." The ar- 
t icle opened w i t h  s t r i c t u r e s  a g a i n s t  dogmatism ( t h e  *' talmudistic 
approach) and + i t h  an  a s s e r t i o n  of t h e  need f o r  a "crea t ive"  ap- 
proach. It reaf f i rmed Sovie t  p o s i t i o n s  on t h e  c h a r a c t e r  of t h e  
epoch, t h e  long-term a t t r a c t i v e  power of t h e  s o c i a l i s t  system, 
t h e  a b i l i t y  of t h e  b loc  t o  impede Western i n t e r f e r e n c e  i n  coun- 
tries ca r ry ing  o u t  r evo lu t ion ,  t h e  good prospects  f o r  underde- 
veloped c o u n t r i e s  t o  break away from imperialism, t h e  l a c k  of 
need f o r  w a r s  t o  promote revo lu t ion ,  t h e  terrible consequences 
of genera l  w a r ,  t h e  excess ive  price of such a war even i f  Com- 
munism were t o  emerge v i c t o r i o u s ,  t h e  va lue  of " l a s t i n g  peacen 
i n  encouraging t h e  T t l i b e r a t i o n m  movement and i n  depressing t h e  
i m p e r i a l i s t  economy, t h e  s p e c i a l  va lue  of disarmament i n  t h a t  
connection, t h e  m i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  (Chinese) of "peaceful co- 
exis tence"  as implying a v i r t u a l  abandonment of  t h e  s t r u g g l e ,  
t h e  recogn i t ion  of " jus t "  w a r s  w i th in  t h e  terms of coexis tence ,  
t h e  advantages of coexis tence  fbr,. t h e  s t r u g g l e  wi th in  t h e  deve- 
loped Western c o u n t r i e s ,  t h e  need f o r  a g r a d u a l i s t  program on 
t h e  p a r t  of Communists i n  t h e  West,** t h e  cor rec tness  of t h e  
g r a d u a l i s t  l i n e  taken a t  t h e  Rome conference of  European Commu- 
n i s t  p a r t i e s ,  t h e  good p rospec t s  f o r  peaceful  access ion  t o  power 
by Communist pa r t i e s ,**  and t h e  need t o  s t r u g l e  a g a i n s t  (YugoG 
s l a v )  wrevisionismv and (Chinese) " s e ~ t a r i a n i s m . ~  

*It is important t o  recognize t h a t  t h e s e  party-machine lead- 
ers, Liu, Teng, and Peng, *e p r i n c i p a l  f i g u r e s  of t h e  m o s t  pow- 
e r f u l  group among Mao's l i e u t e n a n t s ,  have been firmikY.: a s s o c i a t e d  
wi th  t h e  complex of Mao's p o s i t i o n s  o f fens ive  t o  Moscow. 

**For an  extended d i s c u s s i o n  of  t h i s  a spec t  of  t h e  argument, 
see t h e  FBIS s tudy  of 4 November 1960, "Theory of Revolutions 
Assumes New Prominence i n  Sino-Soviet Dispute." Because t h e  
Kommunist a r t i c l e  is d i r e c t e d  l a r g e l y  t o  t h e  ques t ion  of t h e  
t a c t i c s  of Communist p a r t i e s  i n  t h e  developed c o u n t r i e s  of t h e  
West, and because t h i s  ques t ion  is not  nea r ly  s o  important i n  
t h e  ~ i n o - S o v i e t  d i s p u t e  as questions-;:relating t o  t h e  underdevez- 
oped c o u n t r i e s ,  t h e  article is not  t r e a t e d  i n d e t a i 1 , i n i s  
paper. 



I On 24 September, Peiping published a long a r t i c l e  by Li  
Wei-han with t h e  f rank  t i t l e ,  "Study Chairman Mao's Writ ings 
and Gradually Change World-Outlook." This  w a s  t h e  f i r s t  of 
a s e r i e s  of a r t i c l e s  a t t a c k i n g  Sovie t  p o s i t i o n s  through t h e  
device  of recounting Mao's many yea r s  of s t r u g g l e  a g a i n s t  
his,~pponcj#,#" i n  China and under l in ing  t h e  re levance  of Maols 
views t o  th'e p resen t  scene.  Among t h e  p o i n t s  made by Li  were 
these :  "The Mao Tse-tung ideology is Marxism-Leninism i n  its 
f u l l e s t  developed form"; r e v i s i o n i s t s  "succumb t o  t h e  i n f l u -  
ence of the  bourgeoisie  and t o  t h e  menace of imperialism, un- 
de r  t h e  p r e t e x t  of c r e a t i v e l y  developing Marxism-Leninism"; 
t h e  r e v i s i o n i s t s  f o r g e t  t h a t  "armed s t r u g g l e  is t h e  p r i n c i p a l  
means of waging t h e  revolut ion";  and r e v i s i o n i s t s  " t a l k  of 
peace and peaceful  t r a n s i t i o n , "  neglec t ing  t h e  need " to  op- 
pose counter revolut ionary  war with revolut ionary  war." 

A t  t h e  end of September, Peiping f i r e d  a f u s i l l a d e  a t  
Sovie t  p o s i t i o n s ,  on t h e  occasion of t h e  p u b l i c a t i o n  of a  
f o u r t h  volume of Mao's c o l l e c t e d  works, e d i t e d  by t h e  publ i -  
c a t i o n s  committee of t h e  CCP c e n t r a l  committee. In t h e  f i r s t  
commentary, remarkable f o r  f a i l i n g  even to mention t h e  USSR, 
Peip ing Radio o f fe red  a s u b s t a n t i a l  r ea f f i rma t ion  of Chinese 
p o s i t i o n s ,  Among t h e  t r u t h s  t h a t  Mao had long ago discov- 
e red  were these :  one must not  harbor l ' i l lus ions"  about i m -  
pe r i a l i sm o r  be f r igh tened  of i t ;  concessions a r e  permiss ib le  
only i f  t h e  "bas ic  i n t e r e s t s "  of t h e  people are pro tec ted ;  
peace is achieved by g iv ing  one ' s  enemies "hard blows"; it 
is f o o l i s h  t o  overes t imate  t h e  enemy and underestimate "rev- 
o l u t i o n a r y  forces";  it is necessary t o  "struggle" t o  prevent  
another  world war; t h e  "paper t i g e r "  concept advocates  de- 
s p i s i n g  t h e  enemy i n  long-range terms while t ak ing  him seri- 
ous ly  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  engagements; r e a c t i o n  can be e l iminated  
only by revolut ion;  and imperialism cannot change its na tu re .  
The commentary remarked t h e  "tremendous s ign i f i cance"  of t h i s  
volume f o r  "present-day reality," among o t h e r  t h i n g s  f o r  "in- 
t e n s i f y i n g  t h e  s t r u g g l e  a g a i n s t  imperialism and modern rev i -  
sionism." 

On t h e  fol lowing day (30 September), a People ' s  Da i l  
e d i t o r i a l  addressed i t s e l f  t o  Yaols f o u r t h  volume. The -4 e i- 
t o r i a l  covered some of t h e  same ground as had t h e  29 Septem- 
ber  commentary, but it was much sha rper  on t h e  need f o r  vio- 
lence  i n  r evo lu t ion .  Lenin's w r i t i n g s  on t h i s  theme were 
invoked i n  support  of t h e  p ropos i t ion  t h a t  t h e  Chinese rev- 
o l u t i o n  was a  model "bourgeois democratic r evo lu t ion  l ed  by 



t h e  p r o l e t a r i a t . "  The e d i t o r i a l  conceded t h a t  "revolut ion-  
a r y  armed s t r u g g l e  cannot be c a r r i e d  o u t  anytime, anywhere, 
simply by s u b j e c t i v e l y  wishing f o r  it ," The "ob jec t ive  and 
s u b j e c t i v e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s ,  t h e  degree of r i p e n e s s  of t h e  rev- 
o l u t i o n a r y  c r i s i s  a t  a  given t i m e  and p lace , "  must be taken 
i n t o  cons ide ra t ion .  However, t h e  e d i t o r i a l  continued,  when- 
e v e r  t h e  c r i s i s  is "r ipe ,"  t h e  ques t ion  of "daring or not  
da r ing  t o  t ake  qp arms and engage i n  r e s o l u t e  s t r u g g l e  ... is 
one of fundamental p r i n c i p l e  which involves l o y a l t y  o r  d i s -  
l o y a l t y  to t h e  i n t e r e s t s  of t h e  people ...." In o t h e r  words, 
a l though t h i s  passage d i d  not  mention t h e  Sovie t  p a r t y  or 
any o t h e r ,  t h e r e  were some "ripe" s i t u a t  ion9 , aadd :IllasoowL~add 
its fol lowers  had been backing away. The passage went on 
t o  observe t h a t  t h e  Chinese p a r t y ,  when it had been i n  t h i s  
c r i t i c a l  s i t u a t i o n ,  had chosen t h e  revolut ionary  l i n e  ra-  
t h e r  than t h e  "opportunist"  l i n e ,  had "had t h e  courage to  
s t r u g g l e  and win," with t h e  r e s u l t  t h a t  "today w e  have t h e  
Chinese Peop le ' s  Republic." 

Two more pronouncements on Mao's f o u r t h  volume ap- 
peared i n  Red..Flag on 1 October. One of these ,  a long edi -  
to r i a l ,  re turned t o  t h e  theme of U o ' s  i n s i s t e n c e  on t ak ing  
a "revolut ionary" l i n e  as opposed t o  an "opportunist1'  l i n e ,  
and i t  reviewed Mao's s c o r n f u l  remarks to those  who had held  
"t imid and impotent r i g h t  oppor tunis t  ideas  which feared4J:3. 
imperialism" and had overestimated t h e  s t r e n g t h  of domestic 
anti-Communist f o r c e s .  The e d i t o r i a l  defended Mao's "paper 
t i g e r "  concept a s  a  "fundamental s t r a t e g i c  ideaw--one which 
t augh t  t h a t  " a l l  Marxist-Leninists  who genuinely (sic) want 
t o  lead  t h e  oppressed peoples ... must be bold i n  waging t h e  
s t r u g g l e  ...." The e d i t o r i a l  went on t o  rebuke "some peo- 
ple"--today, not i n  t h e  past--who considered t h a t  t h e  "paper 
t i g e r "  concept "represented a n  ' adven tu r i s t '  p o i n t  of view." 
The a d v e n t u r i s t  view, however, w a s  s a i d  t o  be represented  
p r e c i s e l y  by those  who ignored t h e  o the r  ha l f  of Maols formu- 
la,  t h e  ha l f  t h a t  enjoined t a c t i c a l  cau t ion ;  and t h e  e d i t o r i a l  
c i t e d  Aiao's r ea f f i rma t ion  of both p a r t s  of h i s  formula a t  a 
p o l i t b u r o  meeting i n  December 1958.* 

* 
The Russians must have been considerably annoyed by Maots 

i n s i s t e n c e  on h i s  concept as a p r i n c i p l e  f o r  bloc a c t i o n .  Ac- 
t u a l l y  t h e  Russians equa l ly  with t h e  Chinese "despised t h e  en- 
emy s t r a t e g i c a l l y , "  i .e .  were confident  of long-term v i c t o r y .  
The problem l a y  i n  t h e i r  differing estimates of the r e l a t i v e  
s t r e n g t h  of t h e  bloc and t h e  West a t  t h i s  time (1957-60). This  
l e d  t o  d i f f e r i n g  assessments of t h e  r i s k s  involved i n  p a r t i c u -  
lar s i t u a t i o n s ,  i n  which t h e  Russians even more than t h e  Chi- 
nese "respected t h e  enemy t a c t i c a l l y . "  Mao's December 1958 
r e a f f i r m a t i o n  of both s i d e s  of h i s  concept followed a n  appar- 
e n t  Chinese e f f o r t  t o  induce Moscow t o  take  g r e a t e r  r i s k s  i n  
t h e  Taiwan S t r a i t  venture than Khrushchev wished. 
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The fourth Chinese pronouncement in this group was a 

Oed ?= article by Lin Piao, Maots longtime favor$t€% mili- 
t a r y  eader who in 1959 had displaced Peng Te-huai as min- 
ister of defense. Writing on the theme of the Chinese Com- 
munist victory in the civil war as a vvictory of Mao Tse- 
tung's thinking," Lin went over familiar.ground. He re- 
surrected one of Mao's old arguments, however, of relevance 
for bloc strategy toward the "liberationw movements: 

It is the dialectic of history that although 
a new-born force is weak and small, and in an in- 
ferior position in the beginning, hevertheless it 
will eventually defeat a decaying force which may 
be outwardly strong and large and in a superior 
post ion. 

Later in his article Lin found occasion to say that 
"it goes without saying, of course, that victory in revolu- 
tion is by no means a windfall which can be obtained easily." 
One must not be afxrid, he went on, of "frustrations and 
failures.lt He concluded resoundingly that "Comrade Mao Tse- 
tung's line is a revolutionary Marxist-Leninist line differ- 
ent from all opport~nism,~~ that the publication of this 
fourth volume was an "important event in the workerst move- 
ment of the world.. .," and that "to equip our minds with 
Mao Tse-tung's thinking, to preserve the purity of Atlarxism- 
Leninism, and to oppose modern revisionism in all its forms 
are our most important tasks at present." 

The Soviet party continued in this period to comment on 
issues in the dispute, although not in such volume as Pei- 
ping. On 30 September TASS reviewed a eecent article by the 
Soviet military theorist Talensky, who, like Kommunist, re- 
jected the proposition that general war might be just'ified 
if it resulted in the demise of capitalism. Talensky also 
reaffirmed the Soviet position that local wars should be 
avoided because they could easily get out of control. This 
latter contention was promptly countered in an article by a 
Chinese Communist general reaffirming the Chinese view that 
the bloc must be willing to fight, support, and encourage 
local wars to advance the world Communist cause. 

The strain in Sino-Soviet relations was highlighted on 
1 October--Peipingfs National:.Day--by the failure of any Corn- 
munist state except Albania to send a delegation. Most of 



t h e  bloc communiques of congra tu l a t ions - - i . e . ,  except  A lban ia ' s ,  
North Korea 's ,  and North Vietnam's--were no t  e n t h u s i a s t i c  and 
f a i l e d  t o  f e l i c i t a t e  Mao p e r s o n a l l y ,  and t h e  b l o c  commentaries 
d i sp l ayed  d i f f e r e n c e s  wi th  t h e  Chinese ' i n  t h e i r  assessments  of 
t h e  world scene .  

There cont inued  t o  be i n d i c a t i o n s  of  
a d e t e r i o r a t i o n  i n  r e l a t i o n s  between P i i p i n g  on one hand i n d  
t h e  USSR and most of t h e  Eas t e rn  European states on t h e  o t h e r .  
There were r e p o r t s  of  withdrawals  o f  Chinese s t u d e n t s  from 
Eas te rn  European schoo l s  and of  E a s t e r n  European t e c h n i c i a n s  
and s t u d e n t s  from China, of  pe r sona l  s l i g h t s  and i l l - tempered  
pe r sona l  exchanges between Chinese and o t h e r  b l o c  r ep resen ta -  
t i v e s ,  of r e s t r i c t i o n s  p l aced  on bloc d ip lomats  i n  Pe ip ing ,  of 
a Moscow l e c t u r e r  pub1 ic l  y i d e n t i f y i n g  t h e  Chinese a s  "dogma- 
tists," and of  t h e  "permanent" suspens ion  of  Druzhba. 

In e a r l y  October,  p r i o r  t o  a t t e n d i n g  t h e  1 5 t h  s e s s i o n  of 
t h e  UN General  Assembly, Khrushchev r e p o r t e d l y  d i scussed  Sino- 
Sov ie t  r e l a t i o n s  wi th  t h e  E a s t e r n  European l e a d e r s  who ac- 
companied him. Much of t h i s  r e p o r t e d  b r i e f i n g  covered f a m i l i a r  
ground: t h a t  t h e  Chinese p a r t y  pre tended  t o  accep t  Sovie t  
l e a d e r s h i p  bu t  i n  f a c t  d i d  n o t ,  and t h a t  t h e  Chinese were t r y -  
i n g  t o  s p l i t  t h e  world Communist movement; t h a t  t h e  Chinese d i d  
n o t  understand t h e  changes i n  t h e  world s i n c e  t h e  t i m e  of Lenin ' s  
fo rmula t ions  on t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  epoch; t h a t  Pe ip ing  disap-  
proved of  Sov ie t  p o l i c i e s  toward t h e  underdeveloped c o u n t r i e s ;  
t h a t  t h e  Chinese d e s i r e d  a much more m i l i t a n t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  
of  t h e  f i g h t  f o r  "peace"; t h a t  Chinese m i l i t a r y  th ink ing ,  t h e  
' ' leap forward,"  and t h e  commune program were a l l  f o o l i s h ;  t h a t  
t h e  Chinese had r e fused  t o  coope ra t e  i n  c e r t a i n  p r a c t i c a l  m i l -  
i t a r y  m a t t e r s ;  t h a t  Mao l i v e d  an i n s u l a r  l i f e  which encouraged 
de lus ions ;  and s o  on,  The account  of  t h i s  b r i e f i n g  added one 
s h a r p  i t e m ,  which c e r t a i n  materials i n  t h e  Sovie t  p r e s s  seemed 
t o  suppor t :  t h a t  i n  r e c e n t  months t h e r e  had been d i s p u t e s  
a long  t h e  Sino-Soviet  bo rde r ,  sometimes involv ing  t h e  presence  
of  Chinese forces on t e r r i t o r y  claimed by t h e  USSR. 

Th i s  account included t h e  first r e p o r t  of Khrushchev's 
t h i n k i n g  about t h e  important  q u e s t i o r  of f o r c e s  i n  t h e  Chi- 
nese  p a r t y  l e a d e r s h i p  which might sympathize wi th  Moscow on 
a s p e c t s  of t h e  Sino-Soviet d i s p u t e .  ghrushchev is s a i d  t o  
have s p e c i f i e d  Peng Te-huai, t h e  deposed defense  m i n i s t e r ,  a s  
one who had unsuccess fu l ly  opposed aspec ts .  o f .  Mao's program. 



He is s a i d  a l s o  t o  have descr ibed Chou En-lai as t h e  "most de- 
cen tv  Chinese l e a d e r  but  a s  one who d i d  not  "dmzeW t o  oppose 
Mao.* 

Khrushchev is a l s o  repor ted  t o  have t o l d  t h e  S a t e l l i t e  
l e a d e r s  t h a t  t h e  Sovie t  pa r ty  could no t  abandon fundamental 
p o s i t i o n s ,  .$hat a genuine r e s o l u t i o n  of t h e  d i s p u t e  was un- 
l i k e l y  t o  t a k e  p l a c e  a t  t h e  Moscow conference,  and, indeed, 
t h a t  Peiping might l eave  t h e  b loc .  Khrushchev is f u r t h e r  
s a i d  t o  have s p e c i f i e d  t h a t  only t h e  Albanian pa r ty  supported 
t h e  Chinese. 

On 13 October, i n  another  d e f i a n t  g e s t u r e ,  Peiping an- 
nounced t h e  pub l i ca t ion  by t h e  Chinese Communist s o r e i g n  Lan- 
guage P r e s s  of s i x  pamphlets of quo ta t ions  from Lenin ' s  works, 
i n  s i x  languages (Russian, English,  Spanish, French, German, 
Japanese).  According t o  t h e  American Consulate General a t  
Bong Kong, t h i s  w a s , t h e  first t i m e  t h a t  Peiping had i s sued  
s e l e c t i o n s  from Lenin (of t h i s  scope) i n  i l ~ n g u a g e s  o t h e r  than 
Chinese. A s  t h e  Consulate General 's  a n a l y s i s  poin ted  ou t ,  
t h i s  a c t i o n  w a s  taken i n  t h e  f a c e  of Khrushchev's admonitions 
about mechanically r epea t ing  t h i n g s  Lenin had s a i d  many years  
ago under very d i f f e r e n t  cond i t ions ;  and t h e  s e l e c t i o n s  were 
c l e a r l y  made f o r  t h e  purpose of b u t t r e s s i n g  Peip ing ' s  case i n  
appeals  t o  o t h e r  Communist p a r t i e s  f o r  suppor t .  

*Pengls f a l l  from favor  was almost c e r t a i n l y  relat+ed t o  
opposi t ion  t o  a s p e c t s  of Maols m i l i t a r y  th inking,  o r  t d n a s -  
p e c t s  of Maots th ink ing  which had ( i n  Peng4s view) a bad ef- 
f e c t  on t h e  m i l i t a r y  establ ishment  (such as t h e  heavy demands 
l a i d  on t h e  m i l i t a r y  i n  t h e  " leap  forwardfb and commune pro- 
grams). Chou En-lai has  been less firn&$g a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  
f e a t u r e s  of Maols domestic and fo re ign  p o l i c i e s  obnoxious , t o  
t h e  Sov ie t s  than have t h e  pa r ty  machine l e a d e r s  such as Liu, 
Teng and Peng Chen,  but,^ as t h e  r e p o r t  of Khrusbchevls re- 
marks sugges ts ,  there is no evidence t h a t  Chou has  opposed 
t h e s e  p o l i c i e s ,  and he c l e a r l y  remains i n  favor.  I t  seems 
reasonable t o  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  Sovie t  p a r t y  would p r e f e r  Chou 
t o  any of  t h e  p a r t y  machine l e a d e r s  as Maols successor ;  a t  
l e a s t  a t  t h i s  t i m e ,  Chou s e e m s  t o  be  running behind tM!.ahd 
pephaps :;Teng t 00. 



On 19 October, Peiping commented b leakly  on t h e  r e s u l t s  
of Khrushchev's performance a t  t h e  UN General Assembly. Peo- 
p l e ' s  Daily reviewed t h e  d e f e a t s  of Soviet  proposals  a t  t b e  
m o - t e d  " i n s u l t s w  t o  t h e  Soviet  de lega t ion  and its 
all ies,  and concluded t h a t  t h e  United S t a t e s  had "pushed 
around" t h e  bloc i n  a "most outrageous way."* 

The Sovie t  p r e s s ,  commenting on Khrushchev's mission, 
took q u i t e  a d i f f e r e n t  l i n e ,  desc r ib ing  i t  a s  having launched 
a "far-flung and i r r e s i s t i b l e  offensive.*l  Khrushchev h i m s e l f ,  
r e p o r t i n g  on h i s  mission i n  a Moscow speech on 20 October, 
took occasion t o  defend vigorously some Soviet  p o s i t i o n s  i n  
t h e  Sino-Soviet d i s p u t e ,  H e  r e j e c t e d  t h e  "adventuris t lV view 
of advancing Communist i n t e r e s t s  by i n i t i a t i n g  wars, a s s e r t e d  
progress  i n  winning over t h e  uncommitted na t ions ,  and, i n  a 
c l e a r  e f f o r t  t o  undercut t h e  Chinese c h a ~ g e  that Moscow a s  
s e l l i n g  ou t  t h e  * l l ibera t ion** movement, used h i s  s t r o n g e s t  
language t o  t h a t  t i m e  i n  condemning French po l i cy  toward 
Alger ia ,  t o  a d v e r t i s e  Sovie t  recogni t ion  of t h e  Algerian 
r e b e l s ,  and t o  promise t h e  r e b e l s  g r e a t e r  suppor t .  Khru- 
shchev a l s o  remarked t h a t  "no na t ionsw could b e  " ind i f fe r -  
ent"  t o  t h e  ques t ion  of disarmament, and t h a t  t hose  who "re- 
f r a i n e d  from a s s i s t i n g w  i n  t h e  disarmament e f f o r t  would in-  
c r e a s e  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of br inging on themselves as w e l l  as 
o t h e r s  t h e  d i s a s t e r  of nuclear  war. Toward t h e  end of hi.s 
speech, conmeiiiiggoan ;the :.receat ' f t d e t e r h r r t  donw= %n"SoVidt- 
American r e l a t i o n s ,  h e  expressed confidence t h a t  r e l a t i o n s  
would improve. 

*Peiping again showed a very  d e f e c t i v e  sense  of t h e  
aggress ive  e le@.nx$n Khrushchev's p o s i t i o n s ,  i n  t h i s  case  
t h e  s t r o n g  i n d i c a t i o n s  t h a t  t h e  Soviet  p a r t y  would pursue-- 
a s  Peip ing had been exhorting--a more aggress ive  program i n  
"co lon ia lw a r e a s .  



F a i l u r e  of P r e p a r a t o r y  Work, October  1960 

There a r e  o n l y  f ragmentary accounts  o f  t h e  proceedings ,  
du r ing  t h e  f i r s t  t h r e e  weeks of  October,  of  t h e  meet ings  of  
t h e  p r e p a r a t o r y  committee f o r  t h e  November conference  of  t h e  
81 Communist p a r t i e s  . These accounts  make c l e a r ,  however, 
t h a t  t h e  p r e p a r a t o r y  committee f a i l e d  t o  a r r i v e  a t  a f u l l y -  
agreed d r a f t  d e c l a r a t i o n ,  and t h a t  such  agreement a s  e x i s t e d  
was l a r g e l y  a nominal agreement.  

The Sov ie t  p a r t y  d e l e g a t i o n  w a s  r e p o r t e d l y  headed by 
Xikha i l  Suslov and Fro1  Kozlov. The Chinese d e l e g a t i o n  was 
headed by Teng Hsiao-ping and Peng Chen. A l l  t h e  b l o c  coun- 
t r ies  and 1 4  non-bloc c o u n t r i e s ' w e r e  s a i d  ta bb represented--  
a to ta l  of  26 d e l e g a t  i ons .  

The committee was a p p a r e n t l y  g iven  a Sov ie t  d r a f t  dec- 
l a r a t i o n  t o  c o n s i d e r ,  and t h e y  may have been g iven  c e r t a i n  
o t h e r  documents, such  a s  t h e  Chinese p a r t y ' s  le t ter  of  10  
September t o  t h e  Sov ie t  p a r t y  and a Sov ie t  commentary on t h i s  
l e t te r .  The d e f i n i t i v e  Sov ie t  s t a t emen t  on t h e  1 0  September 
l e t t e r ,  however, was n o t  t o  come u n t i l  5 November, i n  t h e  
form of a v e r y  l o n g  S o v i e t  p a r t y  le t te r  which is cons idered  
i n  t h e  next  s e c t i o n .  

Judging from t h e  subsequent  6 December d e c l a r a t i o n  of t h e  
p a r t i e s ,  t h e  3 o v i e t  d r a f t  inc luded  long  d i s c u s s i o n s  of  t h e  
n a t u r e  of t h e  epoch, q u e s t i o n s  of war and peace,  "peacefu l  
c o e x i s t e n c e , "  t h e  " n a t i o n a l  l i b e r a t i o n  movement," p r o s p e c t s  
f o r  p s a c e f u l  a c c e s s i o n  t o  power, t a c t i c s  f o r  Communist p a r t i e s  
i n  t h e  <Yest, and q u e s t i o n s  r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  d i s c i p l i n e  of  t h e  
world Communist movement. 

Although t h e r e  is l i t t l e  s p e c i f i c  in format ion  on Chinese 
p o s i t i o n s  a t  t h i s  p r e p a r a t o r y  conference ,  it is reasonab le  t o  
b e l i e v e  t h a t  Teng and Peng s t o o d  on t h e  p o s i t i o n s  t a k e n  i n  t h e  
CCP's 10  September l e t te r .  The Chinese t h u s  contended,  pre- 
sumably, t h a t  t h e r e  should  be a more m i l i t a n t  and less con- 
c i l i a t o r y  d e f i n i t i o n  of  t h e  epoch, one emphasizing its revolu-  
t i o n a r y  c h a r a c t e r ;  t h a t  Moscow exaggera ted  t h e  consequences 



of genera l  war; t h a t  t h e r e  was a cont inuing prospect  of genera l  
war and a need f o r  sha rp  v ig i l ance ;  t h a t  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of 
avoiding genera l  war d id  not  mean t h a t  t h e r e  was a decreas ing  
prospect  of l o c a l  wars; t h a t  some l o c a l  wars, and a l l  " l ibe ra -  
t ion"  wars, were p o s i t i v e l y  to  be welcomed; t h a t  t h e  concept 
of "peaceful coexis tenceM was misleading and worked i n  genera l  
t o  t h e  disadvantage of t h e  world Communist movement, and t h a t  
t h e r e  should be g r e a t e r  emphasis on "struggle" and less on 
nego t i a t ions ;  t h a t  t h e r e  should be a pledge of greater support  
t o  t h e  " s t r u g g l e , "  inc luding a l l  " jus t "  wars; t h a t  t h e r e  should 
be both "uni ty  and s t r u g g l e w  with bourgeois n a t i o n a l i s t  lead- 
ers of independent c o u n t r i e s  , but with g r e a t e r  emphasis on 
s t r u g g l e ;  t h a t  Communist p a r t i e s  i n  t h e  West should expect and 
be prepared t o  use  v io lence;  t h a t  t h e  Communist f r o n t s  should 
be " f ight ing"  bodies;  and s o  on. A s  f o r  t h e  d i s c i p l i n e  of t h e  
movement,, t h e  Chinese presumably contended t h a t  " r e v i s  ionismu 
was still a danger i n  t h e  b loc  itself, t h a t  t h e  Chinese p a r t y  
was not  g u i l t y  of dogmatism and sec tar ianism,  t h a t  t h e  Soviet  
p a r t y  was t h e  "center"  but  a l l  t h e  p a r t i e s  should be equal ,  
t h a t  Soviet  p o s i t i o n s  were not  binding 8n o t h e r  p a r t i e s  ( t h i s  
is confirmed) , and ( t h i s  is a l s o  confirmed) t h a t  t h e  Chinese 
p a r t y  would not be overr idden by a major i ty .  The Chinese a t  
t h e  October meetings repor ted ly  r e i t e r a t e d  some of t h e i r  charges 
about Soviet  use of economic a i d  a s  a form of pressure .  

S imi la r ly ,  while t h e r e  is l i t t l e  s p e c i f i c  informat ion  on 
t h e  p o s i t i o n s  taken by t h e  Soviet  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  i n  these  
meetings, it is reasonable t o  be l i eve  t h a t  thekr  p o s i t i o n s  a r e  
a c c u r a t e l y  r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  Sovie t  p a r t y ' s  5 November l e t t e r .  
Thus Suslov and Kozlov presumably contended t h a t  t h e  Chinese 
d e f i n i t i o n  of t h e  epoch was f a r  behind t h e  t i m e s ;  t h a t  t h e  
b loc  was s t r o n g  enough t o  d e t e r  t h e  West from genera l  war and, 
inc reas ing ly ,  from l o c a l  wars; t h a t  l o c a l  wars should i n  gen- 
e r a l  be avoided, due t o  t h e  danger of t h e i r  expansion; t h a t  
t h e  Soviet  p a r t y  - d i d  support   just" wars and would continue 
t o  do so;  t h a t  t h e  movement must not conceal t h e  consequences 
of  genera l  war; t h a t  "peaceful coexistence" was a meaningful 
concept and one which worked t o  t h e  advantage of t h e  bloc;  
t h a t  disarmament was a use fu l  i s s u e ,  and would be t o  t h e  b l o c ' s  
advantage as a fact ;  t h a t  t h e  n e u t r a l  na t ions  w e r e  important 



t o  t h e  Communist cause and should be c o n c i l i a t e d ;  t h a t  i n  some 
c o u n t r i e s  Communist p a r t i e s  might come t o  power by peacefu l  
means; t h a t  t h e  movement must have a f l e x i b l e  p o l i c y  i n  t h e  
f r o n t s ;  and s o  on. A s  f o r  t h e  d i s c i p l i n e  of t h e  movement, t h e  
S o v i e t s  presumably contended, a s  d i d  t h e  5 November le t ter ,  
t h a t  t h e r e  was no r ev i s ion i sm w i t h i n  t h e  b loc ,  t h a t  t h e  t h r e a t  
w a s  from Chinese dogmatism and sec ta r i an i sm,  t h a t  it w a s  t h e  
Chinese p a r t y  which sought  a more than  "equal" p o s i t i o n ,  t h a t  
t h e  "uni ty" of t h e  movement depended a b s o l u t e l y  on t h e  p r i n c i p l e  
of ma jo r i ty  r u l e ;  and s o  on.  There is no information as t o  
whether o t h e r  Chinese charges  w e r e  answered or  as t o  whether 
t h e  Sovie t  p a r t y  made f r e s h  charges.  

There were apparen t ly  a number of speeches by o t h e r  dele- 
g a t i o n s  i n  suppor t  of Sov ie t  p o s i t i o n s ,  and a speech support-  
i n g  t h e  Chinese by t h e  Albanian de lega t ion .  Cer t a in  o t h e r  
d e l e g a t  ions (mostly from t h e  Fa r  Eas te rn  c o u n t r i e s )  appa ren t ly  
s u m o r t e d  t h e  Chinese on c e r t a i n  s u b s t a n t i v e  p o i n t s  and per- 
haps  on some formula t ions  r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  d i s c i p l i n e  of t h e  
movement. 1 l t he  Chinese claimed t o  
have t h e  "ku l l  o r  p m i a l -  Yupport bf t h e  Albanian, Aus t r a l i an ,  
Cuban, Indonesian, and North Vietnamese de lega t ions ,*  p l u s  
"one wing" of t h e  Japanese.  

Following t h e  speeches ,  which r e p o r t e d l y  included heated 
exchanges, a subcommittee appa ren t ly  m e t  f o r  s e v e r a l  days to 
cons ide r  t h e  many amendments t o  t h e  Sovie t  d r a f t  (poss ib ly  
hundreds) which had been proposed. The subcommittee apparent ly  
s t r u g g l e d  wi th  t h e  d r a f t  l i n e  by l i n e  afid word by word. 

The f u l l  p repa ra to ry  committee r e p o r t e d l y  m e t  aga in  a t  
t h e  end of t h e  t h i r d  week i n  October t o  cons ide r  t h e  r e s u l t s  
of t h e  l a b o r s  of t h e  subcommittee. The subcommittee B&d . '  
e v i d e n t l y  a r r i v e d  a t  accep tab le  formula t ions  on most of t h e  
s u b s t a n t i v e  ques t ions ,  but  no t  a l l  ; s i m i l a r l y ,  t h e r e  was appar- 
e n t l y  agreement on most of t h e  f o r m ~ l a t i o l ~ ~ ~ e l A t i n g  '.to' t h e  d i s -  
c i p l i n e  of t h e  world Communist movement, bu t  some important 
ques t  i o n s  remained. I n  p a r t i c u l a r  , judging from the '  tp ro t rae ted  
d i s c u s s i o n  of t h i s  p o i n t  i n  t h e  Sovie t  p a r t y ' s  5 November letter,  
t h e  Chinese must have remained i n t r a n s i g e n t l y  i n  oppos i t ion  t o  
t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of ma jo r i ty  r u l e ,  a p r i n c i p l e  which seems t o  have 
been phrased,  i n  whole o r  i n  p a r t ,  Pn terms of opposing 

* P r e s u a a b ~ y " f u l l ~  from t h e  Albanians,  " p a r t i a l "  from t h e  
o t h e r s ,  



" f a c t i o n a l  i s m "  i n  t h e  'movement. . The draf . t  was ev iden t ly  
. l e f t  uncompleted, f o r  ref:err;rl t o  t h e  world Coqvaunist CQ.Q- 

f er,ence i n  e a r l y  November. . ' ,  

I n  l a t e  October, t h e  Chinese p a r t y  reaf f i rmed some of 
its p o s i t i o n s  i n  commentaries on t h e  t e n t h  anniversary  (23 
October) of t h e  beginning of Chinese i n t e r v e n t i o n  i n  t h e  
Korean war. The commentaries concluded t h a t  t h e  Korean war 
had proved t h a t  "U.S.  imperialismw was on ly  a "paper t i g e r w  
which could be defea ted  by s t r u g g l e .  One of t h e s e  commentaries, 
by t h e  former commander of Chinese f o r c e s  i n  Korea, reviewed 
Mao Tse-tung's warning t o  t h e  Chinese people before  1950 not  
t o  r e l a x  t h e i r  v i g i l a n c e ,  t h e  demonstration s h o r t l y  t h e r e a f t e r  
t h a t  "U. S. imperialism" was t h e  m o s t  v i c ious  enemy of t h e  
wor,ld, t h e  Chinese recogn i t ion  of t h e  need t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  
a t ' j u s t n  war, t h e  success  of a r igh teous  cause a g a i n s t  a materi-  
a l l y  s u p e r i o r  enemy, t h e  c o r r e c t  Chinese a t t i t u d e  of suspic ion  
toward nego t i a t ions ,  and t h e  c o r r e c t  p o l i c y  of ga in ing a 
s e t t l e m e n t  by m i l i t a r y  blows. The e n t i r e  course of t h e  war, 
t h i s  commentary argued, had proved t h a t  "only by r e s o l u t e  re-  
s i s t a n c e  and h i t t i n g  t h e  enemy hard can aggression be curbed 
and n a t i o n a l  independence and world peace be defended." 

The e d i t o r i a l  d iscussed t h e  1917 October Revolution i n  
terms of its v i n d i c a t i o n  of r evo lu t ionary  v io lence ,  which had 
made it t h e  "prototype" i o r  t h e  world revolut ion .  "His to r i ca l  
evidence has proven t o  us  t i m e  and again ,"  t h e  e d i t o r i a l  con- 
tended, t h a t  it is "impossiblett  t o  l i b e r a t e  t h e  p r o l e t a r i a t  
and e s t a b l i s h  s o c i a l i s m  without  "destroying t h e  bourgeois s t a t e  
machine" and without " e s t a b l i s h i n g  a p r o l e t a r i a n  d i c t a t o r -  
ship.I1 Lenin, t h e  e d i t o r i a l  went on, had f i r m l y  opposed t h e  
s a c r i f i c e  of "fundamental" i n t e r e s t s  f o r  "immediate" i n t e r e s t s .  
Moreover, Lenin had been more c lea r - s igh ted  than  those  "op- 
p o r t u n i s t s  and rev i s ion i s t sw- - inc lud ing  "many s e l f - s t y l e d  
socia l i s t sH--who had opposed t h e  armed u p r i s i n g  of t h e  p r o l e t a r -  
i a t  on t h e  very  eve of t h e  October Revolution. The p resen t  
epoch, t h e  e d i t o r i a l  a s s e r t e d ,  is "unprecedentedly favorable  
f o r  p r o l e t a r i a n  r e v o l u t  iontv i n  va r ious  coun t r i e s ,  and p a r t  i- 
c u l a r l y  s o  i n  t h e  underdeveloped coun t r i e s .  

The longer  Red Flag  a r t i c l e  c a r r i e d  f u r t h e r  t h e  Chinese 
a t t a c k  on ~ o v i e t p r o p o s i t i o n s  r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of 



the proletariat gaining influence in the existing machinery 
of the bourgeois state. Marx was quoted to the effect that 
the proletariat "cannot simply make use of the exising state 
machine," and Lenin was invoked on the need to "destroyvv this 
machine, The Chinese revolution was presented at length as 
a successful illustration of the principle of "smashingw the 
state machine. The article went so far as to contend that this 
was necessary for "anyft reform, not to speak of transformation 
of the democratic into the socialist revolution. 

On 1 November, in a double number of Red Flag following 
the unprecedented postponement of the mid-mobernumber, the 
Chinese party again attacked Soviet positions. An editorial 
and a longer article in this number seemed to be directed to- 
ward of the article in Kommunist No. 13 several weeks 
earlier. * 

The article went on to concede that proletarian parties 
might and should use parliamentary organizations for limited 
purposes, but,,even where such legal means,of struggle existed, 
it argued, the point of such struggle--contrary to the Kom- 
munist argument--was precisely that of preparing for "a= 
-ng and war." The article concluded with a general at- 
tack on the Soviet emphasis on "peacetv rather than on revolu- 
t ion : 

The modern revisionists and some foggy-minded 
peoples have treated revolutions in various coun- 
tries and world peace as oppositb things, contexiding 
that there should not be revolution or else world 
peace cannot be safeguarded. This view is absolutely 
preposterous, and is fundamentally opposed to 
Marxism-Leninism. 

On 4 November, Liu Shao-chi was named to head the Chinese 
delegation to the Moscow conference, with Teng Hsiao-ping and 
Peng Chen next in rank. The composition of the entire delegation 

*This number of Red Flag, as well as Kommunist No. 13, is 
discussed at length inth-IS study of 4 November 1960, 
"Theory of Revolutions Assumes New Prominence in Sino-Soviet 
Dispute. 



--the most important party-machine f i g u r e s ,  leading t h e o r i s t s ,  
and s p e c i a l i s t s  i n  work iri  .frbnt..oxgahizatc;tQns, r.ir&rnsbt a l l  
of them persons c l o s e  t o  Mao--made c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  Chinese dould 
come prepared f o r  a  cont inuing s t r u g g l e .  

Soviet  and Chinese spokesmen s tood  f i rm i n  t h e i r  respec- 
t i v e  p o s i t i o n s  i n  pronouncements on t h e  Sovie t  anniversary  (7 
November), t h e  very eve of t h e  Moscow conference. Fro1 Kozlov, 
speaking i n  Moscow, p o l i t e l y  reaf f i rmed Sovie t  p o s i t i o n s  on 
t h e  s t r u g g l e  f o r  peace a s  t h e  llmost importantw t a s k ,  t h e  
c h a r a c t e r  of t h e  epoch, t h e  consequent f e a s i b i l i t y  of l lpeaceful 
coexistencell  and t h e  non- inev i t ab i l i ty  of war, t h e  a b i l i t y  of 
t h e  bloc t o  d e t e r  l o c a l  w a r q t h e  need , f o r  disarmament, t h e  
usefulness  of East-WeSt t a l k s ,  t h e  importance of bloc "unity" 
and t h e  concurrent  importance of " f i d e l i t y  t o  t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  
of c r e a t i v e  Marxism, a b i l i t y  t o  understand c o r r e c t l y  and t o  ap- 
p l y  d o c t r i n e i n  t h e  new h i s t o r i c  s i t u a t i ~ n . . . ' ~  Chen Y$,;gpeaking 
i n  Peiping t h e  same day, had much p r a i s e  f o r  Sovie t  accomplish- 
ments bu* reaff irmed Chinese p o s i t i o n s  on t h e  October Revolution 
a s  t h e  prototype,  on t h e  f i d e l i t y  of t h e  Chinese revolut ion  t o  
t h i s  p r i n c i p l e ,  on t h e  Chinese c r e a t i v e  development of Marxism- 
Leninism (speci fy ing t h e  genera l  l i n e ,  t h e  "leap forwardw and 
t h e  communes), on t h e  s e r i o u s  danger of a  new world war, on 
t h e  need t o  expose t h e  s t r u g g l e  a g a i n s t  t h e  United Sta tes ,on  
t h e  "main danger" (within t h e  bloc)  of l l revisionism, l' and s o  
on. Chen concluded with t h e  concurrent  a s s e r t i o n s  t h a t  " the 
s t r u g g l e  a g a i n s t  modern revisionAsm must be c a r r i e d  through 
t o  t h e  end," and t h a t  t h e  conso l ida t ion  of t h e  "unityt t  of t h e  
b loc  and t h e  world Communist movement was t h e  llmost important 
conditionq1 f o r  f u r t h e r  Communist successes.  Thus each pa r ty ,  
on t h e  eve of t h e  conference, dec lared  its favor  f o r  "unity" 
--on its own terms. 



Moscow Reaffirms Its P o s i t i o n s ,  November 1960 

On 5 November 1960 t h e  Soviet  p a r t y  r e p l i e d  formal1 
t o  t h e  Chinese p a r t y ' s  le t ter  of 10  September. I 

I 
1, mis s e c t l o n  o r  this paper d e a l s  e n t i r e l y  wi th  t h e  5 ~ovAm- 
ber  l e t t e r .  

The l e t t e r  began with t h e  charge t h a t  t h e  Chinese letter 
of 10  September d i d  not  r e a l l y  answer t h e  Sovie t  l e t t e r  of 
21 June. Conceding t h a t  d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  Soviet  and 
Chinese p a r t i e s  had a r i s e n  p r i o r  t o  1960, it argued t h a t  be- 
f o r e  1960--specif ical ly,  i n  summer 1958 and f a l l  1959 when 
Khrushchev had v i s i t e d  Peiping--the p a r t i e s  had discussed 
t h e s e  i s s u e s  f rankly .  In 1960, however, a f t e r  r e j e c t i n g  a 
Soviet  b id  i n  March f o r  b i l a t e r a l  t a l k s ,  t h e  CCP i n  Apr i l  
had published t h e  series of Lenin Anniversary a r t i c l e s  a t -  
t a c k i n g  Soviet  p o s i t  ions  ; and, a f t e r  r e j e c t i n g  m o t  her  So- 
v i e t  i n v i t a t i o n  i n  May f o r  t a l k s ,  t h e  CCP had launched its 
"open a t tack"  on t h e  BSU, br inging t h e  i s s u e s  i n t o  %on- 
p a r t y  organizat ions" ( the  f r o n t s )  . 

The Soviet  p a r t y ,  t h e  l e t t e r  went on, had f e l t  obl iged 
t o  inform t h e  world Communist movement of Pe ip ing ' s  behav- 
i o r ,  and t h e  Chinese p a r t y  had been given an oppor tuni ty  t o  
s t a t e  its case  a t  t h e  Bucharest conference. " A l l "  t h e  p a r t i e s  
a t  Bucharest, t h e  letter contended, had disapproved Chinese 
"methods"; t h e  l e t t e r  d i d  not a s s e r t ,  however, t h a t  a l l  t h e  
p a r t i e s  supported Moscow on a l l  of t h e  i s s u b s  *hichihad been 
i n  d i spu te .  

Rather than responding i n  an "objective" way t o  t h e  So- 
v i e t  l e t t e r  of 21 June ( the  one used t o  b r i e f  o t h e r  p a r t i e s  
a t  t h e  Bucharest conference) ,  t h e  letter continued, t h e  Chi- 
nese p a r t y  had continued t o  r a i s e  i s s u e s  and behave obstruc-  
t i v e l y  a t  Bucharest. Moreover, t h e  Chinese le t ter  of 1 0  
September ind ica ted  t h a t  t h e  CCP d id  not  in tend t o  heed t h e  
opinion of t h e  "absolute major i tyw of t h e  o t h e r  p a r t i e s .  
Fur the r ,  whereas t h e  Soviet  le t ter  of 21 June had taken a 
"comradelyw tone, t h e  CCP's 10 September le t ter  had an 



"uncomradely," overwraught and "overbearing" tone--indeed, 
t h e  most lloutrageoust' tone anyone had taken toward t h e  CPSU 
s i n c e  t h e  days of t h e  T r o t s k y i t e s .  

The Soviet  l e t t e r  of 5 November went on t o  rebuke t h e  
CCP f o r  r e s u r r e c t i n g  such " s e t t l e d v  ques t ions  as deSta l in-  
i z a t i o n  and i n t r a b l o c  r e l a t i o n s  i n  1956, and f o r  making t h e  
"monstrous" charge i n  its 10 September l e t t e r  t h a t  t h e  CPSU 
had departed from Marxist-Leninism. I t  r e i t e r a t e d  t h e  charge 
t h a t  t h e  Chinese had indoc t r ina ted  fo re ign  Communists v i s i t -  
i n g  Peiping i n  t h e  hope of s p l i t t i n g  o t h e r  Communist par- 
t i e s .  Moreover, t h e  l e t t e r  a s s e r t e d ,  CCP l e a d e r s  were in-  
d o c t r i n a t i n g  t h e  e n t i r e  body of t h e  Chinese p a r t y  i n  a s p i r i t  
of h o s t i l i t y  t o  t h e  Soviet  pa r ty .  This  s e c t i o n  of t h e  l e t t e r  
concluded with t h e  warning t h a t  t h e  Chinese p a r t y  bore " f u l l  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t h e  grave consequences" of its a c t i o n s .  

The Soviet l e t t e r  then turned t o  t h e  Chinese charge 
t h a t  t h e  Soviet  p a r t y  was "embellishing" imperialism. A t  
t h i s  p o i n t ,  i n  an aggrieved but  defensive tone ,  t h e  Soviet 
l e t t e r  o f fe red  evidence a t  some length  t h a t  t h e  Soviet  pa r ty  
had c o n s i s t e n t l y  vexposedlt imperialism and adopted p o l i c i e s  
t o  weaken imperialism. I n  t h i s  connect ion,  t h e  letter went 
on, it was a "slander" t o  contend t h a t  t h e  Soviet  pa r ty  was 
" f l i r t i n g "  with imperialism merely because Khr,ushchev had 
spoken favorably of P res iden t  Eisenhower; Khrushchevls re-  
marks, t h e  l e t t e r  contended, had had a diplomatic  o b j e c t i v e .  
The letter went on t o  emphasize t h a t  Khrushchev was not ac- 
t i n g  independently of t h e  CPSU presidium, and t o  p r a i s e  
Khrushchevls "supreme devotion" t o  Marxism-Leninism and h i s  
"unflagging e f f o r t s "  a t  home and abroad. 

The Soviet  l e t t e r  of 5 November then turned t o  t h e  con- 
tention--which had appeared e a r l y  i n  t h e  CCP l e t t e r  of 10 
September--that t h e  CCP had induced t h e  CPSU t o  adopt cor-  
rect p o l i c i e s  dur ing  t h e  developments i n  Poland and Hungary 
i n  f a l l  1956. Contrary t o  t h e  Chinese a s s e r t i o n s ,  t h e  l e t t e r  
s a i d ,  Mao i n  1956 had been w i l l i n g  t o  gee Soviet  t roops  used 
i n  Poland but  had been i r r e s o l u t e  with respec t  t o  t h e  use  of 
Sovie t  t roops  i n  Hungary.* Fur ther ,  it was not  t r u e ,  a s  t h e  

*The Soviet  letter probably misrepresents  t h e  Chinese posi- 
t i o n  t o  some degree here ,  a s  has f r equen t ly  been t h e  c a s e  with 
both p a r t i e s  i n  these  exchanges. Chinese pronouncements i n  f a l l  
1956 s t r o n g l y  suggested th&% t h e  CCP d id  not  f avor  Soviet  m i l i -  
t a r y  in te rven t ion  'in Poland bu t  d i d  favor---at about t h e  same 
t i m e  t h e  Soviet pa r ty  decided o n 7 - - i n  Hungary, 5.e.  a s  soon 
a s  t h e  Hungarian government i n d i c a t e d  its i n t e n t i o n  t o  leave 
t h e  Bloc. - 47 - 

' t . . . .  ' 



CCP1s 10 September le t ter  had charged ,  t h a t  Moscow i n  1956 
had wished to  convoke a world Communist meet ing t o  condemn 
Poland.  

The Sovie t  l e t t e r ,  remarking t h a t  t h e  e v e n t s  i n  East-  
e r n  Europe i n  1956 had been one r e s u l t  o f  S t a l i n ' s  mi s t akes ,  
t h e n  took  up t h e  Chinese criticism of d e s t a l i n i z a t i o n .  Where- 
as everyone had assumed t h a t  t h e  CCP endorsed Sov ie t  a c t i o n  
a g a i n s t  t h e  '*r;ult )art ; t h e  indilyiduat';?'* JAi t h e  ;Chinss i .  how- 
had r e s u r r e c t e d  t h e  e n t i r e  i s s u e .  The le t ter  a t  t h i s  po in t  
r e i t e r a t e d  t h e  Sovie t  p a r t y ' s  r a t i o n a l e  f o r  its re -eva lua t ion  
of  S t a l i n .  

The Sovie t  letter of  5 November t h e n  t u r n e d  t o  t h e  sub- 
s t a n t i v e  q u e s t i o n s  i n  t h e  Sino-Soviet  d i s p u t e  on world Commu- 
n i s t ' s t r a t e g y .  It began by a s s e r t i n g  f l a t l y  t h a t  t h e  CCP w a s  
"mistaken" on "fundamental q u e s t i o n s , "  i .e .  t h e  c h a r a c t e r  of 
t h e  p r e s e n t  epoch, war and peace,  "peacefu l  coex i s t ence , "  and 
t h e  " t r a n s i t i o n  t o  soc i a l i sm."  

With r e s p e c t  to t h e  f i r s t  q u e s t i o n ,  t h e  le t te r  r e i t e r a t e d  
t h e  Sov ie t  p o s i t i o n  t h a t  t h e  world s o c i a l i s t  system was becom- 
i n g  t h e  " d e c i s i v e  f a c t o r "  i n  world a f f a i r s ,  t h a t  the b l o c ' s  
s t r e n g t h  pe rmi t t ed  t h e  conc lus ion  t h a t  war w a s  no longer  i n -  
e v i t a b l e .  I t  went on to  s p e c i f y  t h a t  t h i s  fo rmula t ion  meant 
t h a t  t h e  West was, and would i n c r e a s i n g l y  be,  d e t e r r e d  from 
gene ra l  w a r .  

A s  for  t h e  o t h e r  h a l f  o f  t h e  Sovie t  p o s i t i o n  on t h e  "-- 
balance of forceS--namely, t h a t  t h e  West is still  m i l i t a r i l y  
and economically s o  s t r o n g  t h a t  i t  i3  a d v i s a b l e  XQT> hkcB'Bhc t o  
%eek i i f  s )ga'ims,:,by Wtli:0&6 not?'zf S l i n g  :m?;l itafip clBEiA8s' w i t h  t h e  
West-th&z l e t t e r  d e a l t  w i th  t h i s  i n  terms of r e j e c t i n g  Maols 
formula t ion  t h a t  t h e  East  Wind is p r e v a i l i n g  ove r  t h e  West 
Wind.** The le t te r  observed s h a r p l y  t h a t  Maols ph rase ,  

*This c l e a r l y  is a m i s r e p r e s e n t a t i o n ;  t h e  CCP's long com- 
mentary on t h i s  i s s u e  i n  A p r i l  1956 made c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  Chi- 
nese  had important  r e s e r v a t i o n s  about  t h e  Sov ie t  hand l ing  of 
t h e  m a t t e r .  

**The Chinese have used t h i s  fo rmula t ion  t o  imply t h a t  Bloc 
m i l i t a r y  s t r e n g t h  is much g r e a t e r  t h a n  t h a t  of t h e  West, an  
assessment  which u n d e r l i e s  t h e i r  advocacy of  an ex t remely  
m i l i t a n t  r e v o l u t i o n a r y  program. Khrushchev h a s  u s u a l l y  pre-  
f e r r e d  n o t  t o  assert b loc  m i l i t a r y  s u p e r i o r i t y ,  o f t e n  employ- 
i n g  t h e  formula t h a t  t h e  bloo is "at  least as s t rong"  as t h e  
West. 



llprobably advanced with t h e  pretension" of adding t o  Marx- 
i s t -Len in i s t  doc t r ine ,  i n  f a c t  had nothing i n  common w i t h  
Marxism-Leninism. It c r i t i c i z e d  t h i s  concept on s e v e r a l  
grounds, inc luding its c-onission of t h e  " l i b e r a t i o n "  move- 
ment. 

The let ter  then turned e x p l i c i t l y  t o  ques t ions  of war. 
It reaf f i rmed t h a t  t h e  Soviet  p a r t y  recognized t h e  p o s s i b i l -  
i t y  of war (kind unspecif ied)  s o  long as imperialism e x i s t s ,  
but  argued t h a t  war could be prevented--as wi tness  events  
s i n c e  1956 i n  Egypt, Syr ia ,  Lebanon, I r a q ,  Indonesia,  and 
Cuba. I t  r e i t e r a t e d  t h a t  it w a s  now more d i f f i c u l t  f o r  t h e  
West t o  undertake wars of any kind than  it had been, and it 
reaff irmed t h e  Soviet  view t h a t  l o c a l  wars i n  genera l  should 
be avoided, owing tc t h e  danger of t h e i r  expansion. The 
letter descr ibed t h e  Chinese a t t i t u d e  toward l o c a l  wars--i.e 
Peiping l s  s l i g h t  ing of t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of t h e i r  expans ion-- 
a s  ' 'extremely d a n g e r w  . l1 

The Soviet  letter agreed t h a t  it was necessary t o  
d i s t i n g u i s h  between Western-init  i a t e d  l o c a l  wars and t h e  
concept of "revolut ionary wars of l i b e r a t i o n "  i n  c o l o n i a l  
a reas .  Such wars, t h e  letter s a i d ,  were indeed "permissible  
and i n e v i t a b l e , "  and were going on now i n  Algeria  (a c o l o n i a l  
a rea)  and i n  Cuba (which Moscow and Peiping used t o  include 
i n  t h e  llsemi-colonial" a r e a s ,  i. e. a r e a s  i n d i r e c t l y  under 
i m p e r i a l i s t  c o n t r o l ) .  The Sovie t  a t t i t u d e  toward such wars 
was descr ibed a s  l lpos i t ive ."  The letter apparent ly  again 
evaded t h e  ques t ion  of t h e  degree of b loc  support  f o r  sqch 
w a r s ,  content ing  itself with defending t h e  use of va r ious  
means--including diplomacy--to d e t e r  t h e  West from w a r s ,  t h e  
impl ica t ion  be$ng:; t h a t  t h e  West was d e t e r r e d  from a g r e a t e r  
e f f o r t  i n  Alger ia  and from m i l i t a r y  a c t i o n  aga ins t  Castro.  

The Soviet  l e t t e r  then  re tu rned  t o  t h e  ques t ion  of as- 
s e s s i n g  t h e  balance of power and took up t h e  r e l a t e d  ques t ion  
of t h e  consequences of genera l  war. I t  r e i t e r a t e d  Soviet  c r i t -  
i c i s m  of Mao's ''paper t i g e r f 1  concept,  on t h e  ground t h a t  t h i s  
concept encouraged complacency (meaning r e a l 1  y , adventurism) . 
The letter c i t e d  Yaols content ion  at  t h e  November 1957 con- 
f e rence  of t h e  p a r t i e s  t h a t  i n  a general  war l'at most h a l f t 1  
of mankind would d i e ,  t h a t  imperialism would bB wiped ou t  and 
s o c i a l  i s m  triumphant everywhere, and t h a t  populat ion  l o s s e s  
would even tua l ly  be res to red ;  t h e  let ter  a l s o  c i t e d  t h e  Chi- 
nese argument t h a t  v i c t o r i o u s  soc ia l i sm could r a p i d l y  r e b u i l d  
a g r e a t l y  s p p e r i o r  c i v i l i z a t i o n  on t h e  r u i n s .  The Soviet  le t -  
ter r e j e c t e d  t h e  not ion  02 p resen t ing  such a concept t o  t h e  



"masses," and it s t a t e d  f l a t l y :  "Contemporary imperialism 
is not a 'paper t i g e r .  '" General war, it went on, would 
exterminate hundreds of m i l l i o n s  of people,  e n t a i l  "untold" 
d e s t r u c t i o n  of productive f o r c e s ,  and make "extremely d i f -  
f i c u l t "  t h e  bu i ld ing  of t h e  new s o c i e t y .  This  s e c t i o n  of t h e  
l e t t e r  concluded wi th  t h e  a s s e r t i o n s  t h a t  soc ia l i sm could 
achieve a world-wide triumph without  genera l  war and t h a t  t h e  
people must be t o l d  "p la in ly  and honestly1' of t h e  e x i s t i n g  
danger.  * 

Pass ing  on to  t h e  ques t ion  of "peaceful  coexis tence ,"  
t h e  Soviet letter of 5 November i n t e r p r e t e d  t h e  Chinese let- 
t e r  of 10 September as favor ing  t h i s  concept but  d i sagree ing  
on t h e  proper i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of it. The le t ter  r e j e c t e d  t h e  
Chinese content ion  t h a t  t h e r e  had not  been "peaceful  coex- 
i s t ence"  i n  t h e  yea r s  s i n c e  World War 11; t h e  l e t t e r  c i t e d  
success& i n  s topping "a number of l o c a l  wars." 

The letter r e i t m a t e d  Cxf t i c i s rn ia f l~h$aesae  p o l i c i e s  to-  
ward t h e  bourgeolEL, n a t i o n a l i s t  l e a d e r s  of t h e  underdeveloped 
c o u n t r i e s .  The Chinese were again  charged with underestimat- 
i n g  t h e  degree and importance of c o n f l i c t s  between t h e s e  coun- 
t r i e s  and t h e  West, and engaging i n  harmful d i spu tes  w i t h  them.** 

S t i l l  fol lowing t h e  o rgan iza t ion  of t h e  21 June letter 
and (approximately) of t h e  10 September Chinese letter,  t h e  
5 November letter then took up t h e  ques t ion  of nego t i a t ions  
wi th  t h e  West, s p e c i f i c a l l y  i n  terms of disarmament. The 
Soviet  use  of t h e  disarmament i s s u e ,  t h e  l e t t e r  contended, 
was an e s s e n t i a l  p a r t  of t h e  concept of "peaceful  c o e x i ~ t e n c e , ~  
I t  would not do t o  hand t h i s  t s s u e  over to t h e  i m p e r i a l i s t s .  
Moreover, t h e  Chinese were mistaken i n  contending t h a t  t h e  
achievement of some degree of didarmament would not free funds 
f o r  underdeveloped c o u n t r i e s ,  a s  t h e  USSR planned t o  do j u s t  
t h a t  a s  p a r t  of t h e  program of seducing such c o u n t r i e s .  The 
l e t t e r  denied t h a t  Moscow planned t o  have a "world without  
arms", a s  t h e  Soviet  p lan  envisaged m i l i t i a  i n  every s t a t e .  
Reaching f a r t h e r ,  t h e  Soviet  l e t t e r  argued t h a t  disarmament 
would h e l p  t o  c o r r e c t  t h e  weapons imbalance between t h e  i m -  
p e r i a l i s t s  and t h e  workers, t h e  i m p e r i a l i s t  oppressors  and 
t h e  c o l o n i a l  l i b e r a t i o n  f o r c e s .  The letter conceded again t h e  

*In t h e  context ;  t h i s  appears  t o  r e f e r  t o  t h e  d readfu l  con- 
sequences of  genera l  war. 

*:#The- 3 , e t t e r  apparent ly  evaded t h e  o t h e r  s t r o n g  charges aga ins t  
t h e  So6iet  concept ion  of wpeaceful  coexistence" ( (see pp . 29-30), 



, d i f f i c u l t y  of  r each ing  a disarmament agreement,  bu t  r e a f -  
f i rmed t h i s  a s  a long-term goa l .  

Turning then  t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n  of t h e  " t r a n s i t i o n  o f - s o c i -  
a l i smV-- i . e . ,  a cces s ion  t o  power by Communist pa r t i e s - - the  
Sov ie t  letter r e j e c t e d  t h e  Chinese cha rge  t h a t  Khrushchev had 
a "non-revolutionary1'  p o i n t  of  view on t h i s .  The letter con- 
tended  (misXea&iip~l$QsL Khrushchev had s imply s a i d  t h a t  vio-  
l ence  would n o t  always be necessary ,  and i t  reviewed Sovie t  
s t a t e m e n t s  on t h i s  p o i n t .  I t  s p e c i f i e d  t h a t  t h e  Sovie t  concept  
was n o t  t h e  " r e v i s i o n i s t ' '  n o t i o n  of s imply winning a p a r l i a -  
mentary m a j o r i t y ,  bu t  r a t h e r  u s i n g  t h e  par l iament  as one of 
t h e  means o f  e s t a b l i s h i n g  a p r o l e t a r i a n  d i c t a t o r s h i p .  The 
letter went on t o  reject t h e  cha rge  t h a t  t h e  Sov ie t  p a r t y  had 
"evaded" key q u e s t i o n s  r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  e s t ab l i shmen t  of Com- 
munis t  power. 

The Sov ie t  let ter  cont inued  its d i s c u s s i o n  of t h i s  ques- 
t i o n  w i t h  t h e  c o n t e n t i o n  t h a t  a proper  unde r s t and ing  of  t h e  
ba l ance  of forces - - the  same c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  which pe rmi t t ed  
t h e  t h e s i s  of t h e  n o n - i n e v i t a b i l i t y  of  wars--applied to  t h e  
p o s s i b i l i t y  of  peace fu l  acces s ion  t o  power. That is, b loc  
m i l i t a r y  and economic power would i n c r e a s i n g l y  i n f l u e n c e  t h e  
people  of t h e  world,  i n c r e a s i n g l y  s t r e n g t h e n  t h e ' l o c a l  Com- 
munis t  p a r t i e s ,  and i n c r e a s i n g l y  d e t e r  i m p e r i a l i s t  i n t e r f e r -  
ence  i n  t h e  a f f a i r s  of any people  c a r r y i n g  o u t  a r e v o l u t i o n .  
Replying to  t h e  Chinese a s s e r t i o n  t h a t  t h e  concept  of  "peace- 
f u l "  acces s ion  was accep tab le  as a tactic bu t  no t  as a  genuine 
e x p e c t a t i o n ,  t h e  Sov ie t  le t ter  r e a f f i r m e d  t h a t  t h e  Sov ie t  
p a r t y  and its s u p p o r t e r s  d i d  indeed  expec t  t h i s  t o  happen " i n  
a number o f  c o u n t r i e s . "  The CCP was rebuked f o r  having i n s i s t e d  
t h a t  t h i s  was never p o s s i b l e .  

Depar t ing  from t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  of t h e  2 1  June l e t t e r  and 
of  t h e  10 September l e t te r ,  t h e  Sov ie t  letter of 5 November 
d i d  no t  treat s e p a r a t e l y  t h e  q u e s t i o n  of t h e  u se  of t h e  world 
Communist f r o n t s  but  i nc luded  t h i s  q u e s t i o n  i n  t h e  l a r g e r  
c a t e g o r y  of "ques t ionsw of t h e  world Communist movement. T h i s  
s e c t i o n  began by r e j e c t i n g  t h e  Chinese content ion--not  p rev i -  
o u s l y  known--that t h e r e  was " i d e o l o g i c a l  d i scord"  w i t h i n  t h e  
movement a s  a whole. There w a s  no g e n e r a l  d i s c o r d ,  t h e  let- 
te r  went on,  t h e r e  was on ly  Chinese dogmatism and obs t ruc -  
t i on i sm.  The let ter  r e i t e r a t e d  t h a t  r ev i s ion i sm i n  t h e  b loc  
was r o u t e d ,  whereas dogmatism and s e c t a r i a n i s m  e x i s t e d  and 
must be combatted.  Counter ing t h e  Chinese charge  of "bourgeoist' 



inf1uence;on t h e  Soviet  p a r t y ,  t h e  l e t t e r  observed l o f t i l y  
t h a t  "dogmatism a s  w e  know is a r e s u l t  of p e t t y  bourgeois 
inf luence ,"  and t h a t  t h e  source  of "sectw-ianism" was p o l i t -  
i c a l  immaturity. There was apparent ly  much embr05dery of 
t h i s  theme. 

A s  f o r  t h e  Chinese charge t h a t  Moscow wanted everyone t o  
be a b l ind  adherent t o  Soviet  expdrience, t h e  Soviet  l e t t e r  
of  5 November declared  t h a t  t h e  Soviet  p a r t y  " respected  every- 
t h i n g  new" con t r ibu ted  by o t h e r  p a r t i e s  (without spec i fy ihg  
any c o n t r i b u t i o n s ) ,  but  went on t o  a s s e r t  Chat t h e r e  could 
no t  be a "Russian" Marxism o r  "Chinese" Marxism o$ "Indian" 
Marxism o r  any o t h e r  kin@ of n a t i o n a l  Marxism. The l e t t e r  re- 
buked t h e  Chinese f o r  having contended ( i n  January 1960) t h a t  
Mao had '"Sinic izedW Marxism. 

This  s e c t i ~ n  of t h e  letter concluded by remarking t h e  
Chinese tendency t o  claim t h e  r o l e  of " so le  defenders  and 
i n t e r p r e t e r s "  of Marxism-Leninism, t o  have a monopoly on de- 
veloping t h i s  body of thought,  and t o  have the  r i g h t  t o  ex- 
communicate those  who disagreed.  Judging from t h e  Chinese 
p r e s s ,  t h e  l e t t e r  s a i d ,  " a f t e r  Lenin t h e r e  appeared a chasm ... f i l l e d  only  by t h e  works of t h e  Chinese comrades." 

Taking up t h e  ques t ion  of work i n  t h e  world Communist 
f r o n t s ,  t h e  letter agreed t h a t  t h e r e  c e r t a i n l y  were d i f f e r -  
ences i n  t h e  Soviet  and Chinese views, but  it r e j e c t e d  t h e  
not ion  t h a t  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  l a y  i n  whether t h e  f r o n t s  were t o  
be f i g h t i n g  organiza t ions .  Of course  t h e y  were, t h e  l e t t e r  
s a i d ;  t h e  ques t ion  was how t o  wage t h e  f i g h t .  The l e t t e r  re- 
i t e r a t e d  t h a t  it wag counterproductive t o  "impose a l i e n  t a s k s  
and slogans,"  and it gave a number of ins tances  of such Chi- 
nese ac t ion .  The l e t t e r  argued reasonably t h a t  t h e  Chinese 
course  would e n l i s t  only  those  who a l ready e n t i r e l y  agreed 
w i t h  t h e  Communist pos i t ion ,  and t h u s  would de fea t  t h e  pur- 
pose of t h e  f r o n t s .  The l e t t e r  was p a r t i c u l a r l y  sha rp  i n  its 
rebuke of t h e  "shameful and inadmissiblew Chinese a t t a c k s  on 
Soviet  e f f o r t s  t o  a t t r ac t - - in  t h e  f ronts - - represehta t ives  of 
"na t iona l  l i b e r a t i o n  movements," inc luding ffbourgeoisw f i g u r e s .  

Turning to  t h e  ques t ion  of r e l a t i o n s  among t h e  Communist 
p a r t i e s ,  t h e  l e t t e r  began wi th  t h e  observat ion  t h a t  t h e  Chi- 
nese d e s i r e  f o r  "unity" was not supported by p r a c t i c a l '  deeds. 
A f t e r  t h e  Bucharest conference,  t h e  letter went on, t h e  Chi- 
nese had continued t o  ignore  major i ty  opinion and t o  c i r c u l a t e  



documents among o the r  p a r t i e s .  Here t h e  l e t t e r  i n s i s t e d  a t  
some l eng th  t h a t  t h e  "unity" of t h e  world Communist movement 
depended on r e s p e c t  f o r  t h e  opinion of t h e  major i ty ,  and it 
apparent ly  invoked i n  t h i s  connect ion t h e  Leninis t  p r i n c i p l e  
( i n  i n t r a p a r t y  a f f a i r s )  of c a r r y i n g  o u t  t h e  p a r t y ' s  dec i s ion  
even i f  one does not agree wi th  i t ,  

The l e t t e r  went on t o  reject t h e  Chinese charge t h a t  
t h e  Soviet  p a r t y  v i o l a t e d  t h e  p r i n c i p l e  of "equal i ty" among 
p a r t i e s ,  and observed t h a t  t h i s  charge was a screen f o r  t h e  
CCPts own v i o l a t i o n s  of "equa l i ty  and comradely cooperat ion."  
Following Khrushchev's l i n e  a t  t h e  meeting of 22 October, 
t h e  l e t t e r  dispensed with t h e  concept of " l eaders  and led" 
i n  t h e  world Communist movement, a s s e r t i n g  t h a t  t h e  CPSU had 
r e j e c t e d  t h i s  concept as long ago a s  t h e  21s t  Congress. In- 
deed, t h e  letter continued, ga in ing momentum, i f  t h e r e  was 
anyone who showed a tendency to  occupy a s p e c i a l  p o s i t i o n  i n  
t h e  movement and t o  "abuse t h e  t r u s t w  of f r a t e r n a l  p a r t i e s ,  
i t  was t h e  Chinese comrades. According t o  t h e  Chinese, t h e  
le t ter  went on, t h e  Soviet  p a r t y  had made one mistake a f t e r  
another  s i n c e  1956, but  now t h e  CCPts Apr i l  1960 a r t i c l e s  
had brought c l a r i t y  ou t  of  confusion. Confusion indeed 
e x i s t e d ,  t h e  l e t t e r  s a i d ,  but  i n  t h e  minds of those  who wrote 
t h e  articles. 

Taking up t h e  f i n a l  ques t ion  of r e l a t i o n s  between t h e  
two governments, t h e  letter set  f o r t h  t h e  record  of Soviet  
p o l i t i c a l ,  m i l i t a r y  and economic support  of Peiping,  and 
r e j e c t e d  t h e  charge of  having conducted an anti-Chinese cam- 
paign. Anyhow, t h e  CCP s t a r t e d  i t ,  t h e  letter s a i d ,  with its 
Apr i l  1960 a r t i c l e s  and its behavior at  t h e  WFTU meeting i n  
June. The l e t t e r  professed ind igna t ion  at  t h e  charge t h a t  
Sovie t  a i d  was being used a s  a means of pressure  ( i . e .  t h e  
withdrawal of t h e  t echn ic ians ) .  The letter observed t h a t  
Soviet  a i d  t o  China--much more ex tens ive  than simply t h e  
technicians--had been given China a t  t h e  c o s t  of depr iv ing 
t h e  deserving Soviet  consumer, and it remarked a t  t h i s  poin t  
t h a t ,  while Peiping had s e n t  goods i n  exchange, t h e  USSR 
" r e a l l y  had no use  f o r  them" and had taken them only to  h e l p  
t h e  Chinese. The l e t t e r  summed up Soviet  s c i e n t i f i c  and 
technologica l  aid--in %he form of documents, designs,  draw- 
i n g s ,  and spec i f i ca t ions - - to  Peip ing as having been worth 
s i x  b i l l i o n  r u b l e s ,  p l u s  t h e  "43 yea r s t  experiencew accumu- 
l a t e d  by Soviet  personnel who had prepared them, p l u s  t h e  
assignment of s p e c i a l i s t s  needed i n  t h e  USSR i t s e l f .  In  t h e  



past t h i s  had been much a p p r e c i a t e d ,  bu t  now t h e  Chinese 
p a r t y  was minimizing i t .  The l e t t e r  a t  t h i s  p o i n t  emi t t ed  
a s h r i e k  o f  ou t r age  a t  Chinese remarks t o  the effect  t h a t  ' 

t h e  t r u t h  cou ld  n o t  be bought and t h a t  P e i p i n g  would no t  
t r a d e  its p r i n c i p l e s  for t e c h n i c i a n s .  The le t ter  reviewed 
t h e  Sov ie t  reasons--obviously i n s u f f i c i e n t  i n  themselves-- 
f o r  withdrawing t h e  t e c h n i c i a n s .  

The le t ter  concluded, as had t h e  10 September Chinese 
le t ter ,  w i t h  an  exp res s ion  of d e s i r e  f o r  "un i ty , "  and it 
warned a g a i n  a g a i n s t  a c t i o n s  weakening or b reak ing  t h i s '  
u n i t y .  The Sov ie t  p a r t y  and o t h e r  p a r t i e s ,  it s a i d ,  were 
t l s e r i o u s l y  alarmed" by e h i n e s e  a c t i o n s  of t h i s  k ind .  More- 
ove r ,  t h e  world Communist movement was n o t  going t o  w a i t  
f o r  t h e  " v e r d i c t  of h i s t o r y . "  

By t h i s  t i m e  ( e a r l y  November), bo th  t h e  Sovie t  and 
Chinese p a r t i e s  had gone t o  much e f f o r t  to  encourage t h e  
view t h a t  n e i t h e r  would back down a t  t h e  Moscow conference ,  
even i f  t h i s  meant t h e  s e p a r a t i o n  (vo luntary  or invo lun ta ry )  
of t h e  Chinese p a r t y  from t h e  world Communist movement. I n  
o t h e r  words, t h e  two p a r t i e s  were p l a y i n g  "chiakenfl--and 
i t  was no t  known whether e i t h e r  was w i l l i n g  t o  swerve a t  t h e  
las t  moment. 
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