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THE OPPORTUNIST STANDS OF THE CHINESE
LEADERSHIP TOWARDS KHRUSHCHEVITE
REVISIONISM DURING THE YEARS

1960-1964

At the beginning of the 60’s, while waging a stern
and relentless struggle against modern revisionism, self-
lessly exposing itself to the heat of its fire and its all-
round pressure, the PLA also watched with concern
and combated the opportunist, eclectic and contradic-
tory stands and narrow nationalist interests of the
Chinese leadership in regard to the Khrushchevite revi-
sionists.

These stands had hecome apparent after the 20th
Congress of the CPSU, when the Chinese leadership
publicly supported Khrushchev in the campaign to de-
nigrate Stalin, and moreover threw mue at Stalin’s work
by declaring that «the Chinese communists have long
and bitter experience of some of Stalin’s mistakes»
(«Debat sur la ligne générale du Mouvement Communiste
International» p. 132, Pékin 1965), when it unreservedly
supported the condemnation of the «anti-party» group
of Molotov, when it called the Yugoslav revisionists
«good Marxists», and was the first and only party
leadership to invite them to its congress, the 8th,
at which it put forward wrong anti-Marxist, revisionist
theses, ete.

However, during and after the 60’s these stands
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became even more pronounced. We shall dwell briefly
on some of these stands in the years 1960-1964.

1. The stand of the CP of China at the Bucharest
and Moscow Meetings of the year 1960, was characterized
by cowardice and marked vacillations; it did not reply
to the Khrushchevite attack in the same tone but conduc-
ted a passive struggle; it denied the accusations but did
not attack. At this meeting the Chinese delegation applied
the tactic of «withdrawing the charges».

This tactic was especially apparent at the sessions
of the commission of 26 parties to draft and edit the
joint declaration. Despite the fact that the struggle between
the two opposing lines in the ranks of the communist
and workerss movement had become inevitable, the
Chinese delegate insisted: «We must not start the pole-
mics» (From the minutes of the meeting of the delega-
tion of the PLA with the Chinese delegation, Moscow,
Cctober 1, 1960, CPA), «let them take the first step
and we shall reply to them.-

Analysing these stands attentively, Comrade
Enver Hoxha came to the conclusion that «the Chinese
are not for taking the issue through to the end» and he
put forward the immediate task of waging a persistent
fight against the revisionist theses.

The stands of the Chinese were in the interests
of the Khrushchevite revisionists, because, after the
first unexpected setback in Bucharest, they wanted to
gain time, to pull themselves together and consolidate
their positions. But the militant stand of the PLA ruined
their plans. At the Moscow Meeting modern revisionism
was dealt a shattering blow. Nevertheless, the Chinese
delegation displayed opportunist atfitudes towards the
mistaken assessments which remained in the Declaration,
such as the assessment of the 20th Congress of the CPSU,
about which the Chinese «argued» that «dif we do not
accept this we will come out before all the others as
those responsible for the split,»* or towards the pacifist

* Hysni Kapo, Selected Works, vol. 2, p. 645, Alb. ed.
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theses on the colonial system, about which the Chinese
advised «we should mot speak at all,» under the pretext
that «we should not put ourselves in opposition to some
parties of the newly liberated countriesm. (rom the
minutes of the meeting of the delegation of the PLA
with the Chinese delegation, Moscow, October 1, 1960,
CPA).

2. The Meeting of 81 parties in Moscow marked
the final break between the Marxist-Leninists and the
Khrushchevite revisionists. After this the international
communist and workers’ movement entered a new stage
in which the struggle to destroy Soviet revisionism and
the open polemics with it became historically necessary
duties.

At the 22nd Congress of the CPSU, Khrushchev
attacked the Party of Labour of Albania publicly and
very viciously. The opportunist stand of the Chinese
leadership also emerged there openly and publicly. Zhou
Enlai, the head of the Chinese delegation, did not reply
to the attack with attack but contented himself with one
criticism, describing as incorrect only the public display
of the contradictions between the two parties, and
from the rostrum of that congress he called for stopping
the polemics!

The tendency to hush things up, the <«advice» and
calls for stopping the open polemics, constitute the main
characteristic of the Chinese stands at this stage. It was
becoming clear that the Chinese leadership did not favour
a resolute and principled struggle against the Khrush-
chevite revisionists. Tt justified this with its alleged
aim of «avoiding a breach of unity» and not allowing
Khrushchev to go over to the imperialists and «capitulate
to them, because the Soviet peoples are involveds»! In
reply to the opportunist Chinese stand, the PLA launched
the revolutionary slogan: «In no way should the polemics
cease. Fire to the end against the Soviet revisionists!»

3. After the Chinese leadership failed in its open
attempt to stop the polemics, its demands for reconcila-
tion with the Khrushchevites became very insistent,
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.especially during 1963. Although the time called for

finding the most effective methods of stern struggle
against revisionism, Mao Zedong and company plunged
deeper and deeper into the opportunist quagmire. Their
stands assumed an accentuated eclectic character and
were expressed in out-and-out conciliatory and de-
magogic slogans.

Behind such slogans as «we must take the initiative»
«keep the banner of unity in our hands», etc the Chinese
leadership, behind the back of the PLA and without
consulting it, went so far as to propose to the chiefs
of the Kremlin a meeting «{o iron out the differences»!
Juggling with the Maoist philosophy, such as «We have
two hands to deal with a man who has made mistakes,
one to fight him, the other to unite with him» (Mao
Zedong, Selected Works, vol.5, p. 515, Engl. ed., Beijing
1977), the Chinese leadership went even further down its
opportunist road. It launched the slogan of the creation
of «an anti-imperialist front including the revisionists».
This was the direction in which the CP of China was
heading. «To form an ’anti-imperialist front with the
modern revisionists’», wrote Comrade Enver Hoxha at
that time, «means that the Marxist-Leninists must turn
into Don Quixotes and wage a ’stern struggle against
windmills’. .., a ’struggle’ against imperialism which
has no Marxist-Leninist flavour either politically or
ideologically.»*

4. Manoeuvres to divert attention from the struggle
against modern revisionism and political short-sightedness
constitute another characteristic of the Chinese stands
of that period.

In the summer of 1964, at the moment when the
communists and the revolutionaries should have been
concentrating the fire of their heavy artillery on the
great betrayal by the Khrushchevite revisionists, Mao
Zedong suddenly raised territorial claims against the
Soviet Union, thus openly displaying his great-state

* Enver Hoxha, «Reflections on China», vol. 1, p. 132, Alb. ed.
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chauvinism. Moreover, with this action China, which
posed as a socialist country, incited war in Europe,
neuiralized the ideological struggle against the Khrush-
chevite betrayal, and unjustly attacked Stalin.

5. Pragmatism runs right through the stands of the
Chinese leadership: everything had to be subordinated
to its policy, though this might be in oppesition to
Marxism-Leninism and to the detriment of socialism.
This became manifest especially after the downfall of
Khrushchev. While Moscow advertised this as a measure
proceeding from «strict adherence to Leninist principles»,
Beijing described it as a «radical change in the policy
of the Soviet leadership». In fact it was more a tactic
of the revisionists to avoid being totally discredited. The
Chinese leadership attempted to exploit the fall of
Khrushchev for its own ends. Deluding himself that
the new chiefs in Moscow would become his vassals,
Mao Zedong not only hailed their advent to power, but
hastened to send Zhou Enlai as the «victor» to talk with
them «about the struggle against the common enemy —
imperialisms.

Impelled by their petty-bourgeois megalomania and
their spirit of great-state and great-party chauvinism,
the Chinese leadership tried to impose this stand on
our Party, too, since this was allegedly a «favourable
occasion to extend the hand of friendship» to the Soviets!
The PLA not only did not go to «Canossa», but in a
comradely way, it advised the Chinese leaders not to
take such a mistaken step and called on them to continue
the principled struggle <until revisionism is finally
buried as an ideology». (Letter of the CC of the PLA
addressed to the CC of the CP of China, November 5,
1964, CPA.) Nevertheless, Zhou Enlai went to Moscow
where he suffered utter defeat.

In the conditions of that time, Mao Zedong’s China
couid not come out openly with its objectives, because
it was impeded by a number of factors.

First, it had put on the cloak of a «socialist» country.
The Chinese leadership needed time to make the change.
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It had to work on the ordinary people in order to
weaken and eliminate their support for socialism.

Second, as a result of Mao Zedong’s long-nurtured
opportunist vacillations, the internal situation in China
had still not been stabilized. As is known, during
and after the 60’s there were many upheavals in China.
The traditional struggle for power among the different
clans had become more acute. Thus, the Chinese leader-
ship had to involve itself more with the in-fighting in
its ranks than with the concrete implementation of its
strategic plan.

Third, with the closed-door policy it followed, it had
still not managed to break through the diplomatic
encirclement. The capitalist states had isolated it and
this isolation continued until they were convinced that
China was not «communist» and «red-», as it claimed
to be.

Fourth, the Chinese leadership had not created its
political and economic reserve, had not yet penetrated
into the Asian, African and Latin-American countries.
Without such a reserve, it could not strengthen itself.
Taking the share «due to it» in this field was the main
objective of the Chinese <«iheory» of «three worlds»,
which was to be noisily publicized in later years.

Fifth, it had not yet created and consolidated its
alliance with the USA. The exacerbation of its relations
with the Soviet Union, or the break with it, under
these conditions, would have resulted in China’s being
deprived of the aid of which it was in great need. This
accounts for the Chinese tactics of «sitting on the fence»
in the relations with the Soviet revisionists.

At that time, the PLA had not yet reached the
conclusion that these stands were the result of the
general line of the CP of China, therefore, in a comradely
way, through party channels, and when necessary, even
in the press, but without mentioning names, it criticized
these mistakes and drew the attention of the Chinese
leadership to them.

Later, however, when the Chinese leaders came
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out openly with their policy of rapprochement and
collaboration with imperialism, the PLA became fully
convinced that even in their former stands they had not
proceeded from the revolutionary objective of defending
Marxism-Leninism and world communism, but from their
narrow nationalist, chauvinistic and hegemony-seeking
interests. It was not long after this that the PLA un-
masked and sternly combated this other variant of
revisionism. just as it did the Soviet variant.
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Fatos Nano

COMPLETE INTEGRATION OF THE SOVIET ECONOMY
INTO THE WORLD CAPITALIST ECONOMY

The Khrushchevites have established extensive links
of all-round integration with the world capitalist economy.
They include reciprocal movements of commodity-ca-
pital, money-capital and productive capital. In this two-
way process, «while American, German, Japanese and
other capital has penetrated deeply into the Soviet
Union, Soviet capital is being exported to other countries
and, in various forms, in merging with the local capital».*
Here we dwell on analysing these two aspects of the
process of the complete integration of the Soviet Union
into the world capitalist economy.

1 — The deep and massive penetration of Western
finance capital, in the form of ecredits, capital invest-
ments and technology, into the economy of the Soviet
Union and its Comecon dominions.

This process, with all its negative consequences, is
the materialization of the capitalist degeneration of the
socio-economic order in the Soviet Union, of the flirtation
of the Khrushchevites with imperialism, of the so-called
policy of détente and Khrushchevite peaceful co-existence
with imperialism, serving the implementation of a
counter-revolutionary joint strategy. This policy and the
processes of bourgeois-revisionist integration are founded
on a definite economic base and, both the alliances
and rivalries of the superpowers reflect their common
and opposing material interests in the economic and

* Enver Hoxha, «Imperialism and the Revolution», Tirana 1978,
p. 107, Alb, ed.
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territorial re-devision of the world beiween them. Com-
rade Enver Hoxha points out, «the capitalist interests of
the two sides are so great that in particular situations
they override all their frictions, rivalries and clashes.»*

On the economic plane, these capitalist interests
aimed at maximum profit express, on the one hand,
the economic needs of the capitalist West to lighten
the burden of the crisis by unloading its consequences
on the markets and peoples of the revisionist East. On
the other hand, these interests are expressions of the
economic needs of the Soviet Union in order to build
up and modernize its economic-military potential as a
superpower without loss of time, by taking advantage
of the more advanced equipment and technology and
the available financial and material means of the mono-
polies and the older imperialist states.

The Soviet revisionists present their undisguised
integration with world capitalism as a «creative appli-
cation» of the Leninist teachings about relations between
states with different social systems. Marxism-Leninism
does not rule out foreign economic relations nor does
it advocate autarcy and self-isolation. However, it is
against the application of capitalist principles and me-
thods in these relations and, moreover, cannot be recon-
ciled with the integration of a country, which poses as
socialist, into the world capitalist economy.

The integration of the Comecon member countries
into the world capitalist economy includes the whole
system of economic relations between private and state
monopolies of the capitalist West and the state mono-
polies of the revisionist countries, from simple purchase-
and-sale operations to the setting up of joint enterprises
in the spheres of production, services and circulation.
The Soviet revisionist press admits that half of the 800
biggest multi-national monopolies of the West have
regular relations with the countries of the so-called so-

* Enver Hoxha, «Eurccommunism Is Anti-communism-, Tirana
1980, p. 59, Alb. ed.
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cialist family (Myezhdunarodnaya Zhiznj, No. 9, 1979,
p. 33). The developed capitalist countiries control 30
per cent of the foreign trade of the Soviet Union which
in the past five years, has incurred a deficif in trade
with them in excess of 10 billion rubles.

The strengthening of the links of the Soviet economy
with the West is accompanied with an ever greater
extension of non-mercantile relations, aimed at getting
credits and technology from the West in return for
raw materials and finished products. These relations,
ranging from the so-called compensatory agreements
and productive cooperation fo the setting up of capi-
talist-revisionist joint enterprises, result in the merging
of the cycles of the reproduction of the capital of both
sides in a single complex movement, important elements
of which already cannot function independently. These
new links which assumed large-scale development espe-
cially in the 70’s, completed the integration of the eco-
nomy of the Soviet Union and its satellites into the world
capitalist system. The Soviet press admits that there are
now 400 East-West joint enterprises and that more than
1,300 «compensatory agreements» are in operation in Eu-
rope alone, («Myezhdunarodnaya Zhiznj, No. 4, 1979, p. 12).

At the beginning of 1979, more than 600 major
economic complexes of the gas, chemical, petro-chemical,
coal, iron, paper and cellulose, ferrous and non-ferrous
metallurgical industries in the Soviet Union were work-
ing to provide the West with «compensation», amounting
to 30 to 60 per cent of their annual production, in return
for technology and credits received. Such agreements,
involving colossal amounts of reciprocal supplies, will
be in force until the end of the century (Myezhdunarod-
naya Zhiznj, No. 7, 1979, p. 13).

As a result, the revisionist Comecon member coun-
tries are in debt to Western imperialism to the tune
of 75 billion dollars, and the Soviet Union, owing 19
billion dollars, is one of the biggest debtors.

2. The expansion of the Soviet imperialist bour-
geoisie in the world capitalist economy and the merging
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of its capital with international finance capital.

The Khrushchevites became partners of the Western
financial oligarchy in the exploitation of the peoples
of the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, because in
this way they were able to pursue their ambitions to
compete with imperialism in the exploitation of all the
peoples of the world.

This aggressive expansionist activity has made the
Soviet Union one of the neo-colonialist superpowers of
our time, has resulted in the flow of capital from the
Soviet monopoly state, into the channels of international
finance capital, its integration into the movement of
the latter, the creation of separate and joint organisms
of expansion towards the developing countries and the
merging of Soviet capital with the capital of the compra-
dore bourgeoisie of the countries which have fallen under
the influence of Moscow.

As early as the mid-fifties the Khrushchevites began
to apply their enslaving «program of economic aid-
to the former colonial countries, the strategic objective
of which was to free the new states from their «dties
of exploitation by the Western metropolises» and place
them in the orbit of the new Soviet metropolis which
was rising. Brezhnev and his associates carried this
program of neo-colonialist «aid» even further, adapting
it better to the needs and productive capacities of the
«gocialist community» and the deficits and surpluses
of the economy of the Soviet Union.

In this context the problems of the «internationa-
lization of Soviet economy», the development and encou-
ragement of the process of the integration of the un-
developed countries into the «socialist community» and
opposition fo the monopoly positions of the Western
imperialist powers in those countries from the positions
of a new superpower, became ever more pressing in the
aggressive economic foreign policy of the Soviet Union.
In this policy the stress is quite openly placed on the
need for «perfecting organisms and practices to ensure
raw materials in short supply and hard currency from
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the developing countries», for «the powerful stimulus
which these countries give the development of the Soviet
economy», and «strengthening of the potential~ of Soviet
social-imperialism, which is extending the sphere of its
claims to «legitimate» and «vital» imperialist interests
further and further beyond its own national borders
and those of Eastern Europe.

The fundamental concept of this revisionist policy
is the thesis of a «single, inter-dependent world eco-
nomy», in which, allegedly as a consegquence of the
sceientific and technical revolution, the «global problemss
which affect «vital interests» of every state, have be-
come particularly acute and can be solved only in
the context of a new system of «tri-partite relations»: of
the Soviet Union, the West and the «third world». In
essence, these «global problems» which are linked with
the «objective need» of the undeveloped countries for
the «assistance» of industrialized countries, are nothing
but the global interests of world imperialism in its drive
for new markets and spheres of investment, to plunder
the natural assets of other countries, to maintain the
neo-colonialist laws in world trade, etc in which Soviet
social-imperialism is demanding its share as a super-
power. The Soviet propaganda admits this when it
points out that in finding a solution to these «global
problems» no country, including the Soviet Union, can
remain «non-aligneds.

Day by day Cormecon is being manipulated by Mos-
cow for the needs of the integration and «internationa-
lization» of the Soviet economy. The Soviet press writes
that the division of labour within Comecon «is being
carried out in the context of plans for a division of
labour on a world scale... That is why the links between
Comecon and the ’third world’ assume great importance
in an international economy in which the big economic
unions play a role of first-rate importance.» (Vnjeshnyaya
Targovlya, No. 10, 1978 and Voprosy Eknomiki, No. 9,
1977) In the enslaving agreements which the Soviet
Union has concluded so far with 64 undeveloped coun-
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