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fhe do:uinents of the February Plenum of the
Central Committee of the CPSU published by tire
leaders of the CPSU on April 3 this year and ttrre
Prauda editorial of the same date divulged inforrnation from the letters exchanged between the
Central Committees of the CPC and the CPSU
since November 1963 and distorted the facts, in
an attempt to deiude the mernbers of the CPSU,
the Soviet peoptre, ar'.d people ever;zwhere else
t-rnfarniliar rvith the true state of affairs. trn its
letten of May 7, 1964, the Central Comrnittee of
the CPC notified the Central Committee of tlee
CPSU that, in order to clarify rnatters and give the
trr-ie picture, the Central Committee of the CPC
deemed it rrecessary to publish in fuil all the tretters
exchanged between the Chinese ancl Soviet Parties
since Novemben 1963.
The letter of the Central Cornmittee of the CPC
of May 7, 1964 to the Central Committee of the
CPSUj its earlier letters of February 2A, 27 and
29, 1964, and those of the Central Cornmittee of
the CPSU of November 29, 1963 and February 22
and March 7, 1964, to the Central Cornmittee of
the CPC are herer,vith reproduced.

before your letter of March 7, )'ot-t made an anti-Chinese

report and adopted an anti-Chinese decision at the
Plenum of your Central Committee, at which six
LETTER OF THE CENTRAL COMMTTTEE OF
THE CPC OF MAY 7, L964
TO TIIE CENTRAL COMMITTEE
OF THE CPSU

The Central Committee of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union

May 7,

1964

Dear Comrades,

The Central Committee of the Cornrnunist party of
China has received the letter of the Central Committee
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union dated March
7,1964.
In your letter you talk glibly about your desire for
"the speediest possible settlement of existing differences,,
and "the cessation of the public polemics between Communist Parties" and about your willingness to do your
utmost "to help strengthen the unity of the communist
movement". Br.rt the facts show the compLete falsity of
your fine words" Both before and since the delivery of
your letter, you have never ceased your attacks on the
Chinese Communist Party and other fraternal MarxistLeninist parties. At every single meeting of the international democratic organizations in the last few months,
you have energetically preached and pushed your wrong
line and conducted activities against China. Already in
the middle of February this year, that is, three weeks

thousand people were present, declaring that you would
"publicly explain" the "mistakes" of the CPC ar-rd "cone
out openly and strongly" against it.
All this clearly-reveals that in writing the letler of
March 7 you were simply playing a two-faced game.
Under the guise of "deep concern for the settlement of
the differences and for the unity of the international
communist movement", you v/ere diligently preparing a
new onslaught against the Chinese Communist Party and
other fraternal Marxist-Leninist parties and hatching a
big plot for openly splitting the so'cialist camp and the
international communist movement.
We have given you repeated explanations of our consistent stand on public polemics. Since you have ignored
our repeated advice, obdurately provoked and extended
the public polemics and made massive public attacks
upon us and other fraternal Parties, we and the other
fraternal Parties are of course entitled to make public
replies according to the principle of equality among
fraternal Parties. It is our right to reply as much as you
attack us.
Our press has not yet finished replying to your Open
Letter of July 14, 1963. We have not yet started-to
our reply to the more than
say nothing of completing
- articles and other items
two thousand anti-Chinese
which you published after your Open Letter and to the
great number of resolutions, statements and articles in
which scores of fraternal Parties have attached us, How
can we be asked to give up our right of public reply
when you have issued such a mass of resollrtions, state-

rlfents, a.rticles. hor:irs ar:d parlrphlets attacking ,Lhe Chinese Cornruunjst Farly xrithoui ever publicly rerroking
them?
On many public occasiGl-I , including intel:rational
meetings, you have violated .,he fundamental theories of
&,farxism-Leninism and tbe revoltrtionar:y principles of
the 1957 Declaration and the tg60 Statement by spr.eacling and pushing your general line of ,,peaceful tlansition". "peaceful competition', and u,peaceful coexistence,,,
and have set your minds on uniting with U.S. in:pelialism, the comlrlon enemy of the people of ti-re rvhole lvol..lcl,
to oppose the natiol'ral liberation movement, the proletar.ian
revolution and the dictatorship of the proLetarr.iat, and to
undermine the unity of the socialist calnp and the ir-lternational communisl, movement. You have tried to impose your erroneous line on fraternal Parties and ou
the international democratic oi.ganizations. Holv can
you expect us and all other 1\{arxist-Leninists to keep
silent about l,hese foul deeds of yours and about sucl-r
important questions of principle affecting the future of
the rvorld revolution and the clestiny of rnankind? And
how can you expect us to refrain f,rom exposing and
publicly oppo-cing your revisionist and divisjve errors
and from publicly stating our position and viervs?
You said earlier that in starting the public polemics
at the 22nd Congr.ess of the CPSU you were ,,acting in
Lenin's manner", yet you say now in your letter that to
refrain from publie pdernics is ,,the behest of V. I.
Lenin". Which of your turo statements is correcl? If
you really want a cessation of the public polemic_<, does
that not meen your 22nd Congress was wrong? And are
you ready to admit your mistake?

The anti-Chinese report and decision of the Fcbruary
of the Central Colnraitiee oI the CPSU pubiished
on Aplii 3, 1964 and the ensuing evenl,is make it all the
mcre clear that your call for a cessatiou of the pT blie
polerllics lvas intended solely to gag us so that you coulcl
have a free rein to push ahead wil,h your revisiouist and
divisive line.
Rcgarding the question of talks hettveen the Chinese
and SovieL Parties and a meetiug of representatives of
alL fraternal Parties, the proposal w'e rtrade in our letier
of Februar'y 29, L964 was as follo-,r's: The taiks be'uween
the Chinese and Soviet Parties should be resumed in
OcLober so as to make preparations for a rneeting of representatives of all fraternal Parties; in order to make
fui-ther preparations for the meeting of representatives
of .ell fraternal Pari;ies, the tr,r"o-Party talks should be
follorvcd by a rneeting of representatives of seventeen
fraternal Parties; the rneeting of representatives of altr
fraternal Farties should be coltt'ened after the cornpletion of preparations, so that it u'iltr be a meeting of unity
on tire basis of the revolutionary principles of MarxismLeninism.
In your Letter of iVtrarch ?, 1964 you disagree with this
reasonable proposal of ours and charge us with deliberate
s"raliing. You want the talks betr.veen the Chinese and
Soviet Parties to be held in May, t'he preparatory mecting of representatirres of fraternal Palties in June-July
and the international meeting of all fraternal Parties in
auturnn this year.
At first glance Jiou a1-e rnost eager and enthusiastic"
Br.rt it is not for the purpcse of climinating differences
ancl strengthening uniLy that you have put forwatd this
pres.sing timetable. On the contrary, more and more facts
Pienurn

testify that it is a step in your plot to accelerate an open
split in the international communist movement.
On February 12 this year you sent a letter directed
against the Communist Party of China to fraternal
Parties and behind our backs. your letter of February
22, 1964 to us divulged that in that anti-Chinese 1etter
you had called for a 'orebuff,, to us and threatened to
"take collective measures,'. At the plenum of the Central
Committee of the CPSU on February l4-lb this year
you decided to "come out openly and strongly against
the incorrect views and dangerous actions of the leaCership of the CPC". This means that you have pushed the
cartridge into the chamber and are ready to press the
trigger. In such cirrumstances, is it not utterly hypocritical of you to suggest that Sino-Soviet talks be held in
May this year for "the speediest possible settlement of
existing differences,' ?
We would Iike to ask the comrades of the CpSU: Why
were you in such a great hurry? Was it not your intention, upon our rejection of your proposal for holding the
talks between the Chinese and Soviet Parties in May
1964, to use it as a pretext for brazenly and unilaterally
calling an international meeting and effecting an open

split?
The consistent stand of the Chinese Communist party
is to uphold unity and oppose a split. We have rvorked
unswervingly for the elimination of differences and the
restoration of unity. At the same time, we are fully
aware that our difference with you is a grave one involving a whole series of fundamental principles of MarxismLeninism. It began with the 20th Congress of the CFSU
and was aggravated at the Z2nd Congress and later. It
is obviously impossibie for such long-accumulated dif-

ferences of principle to be solved overnight. Time and
patience are needed.
When in our letter of February 29, 1964 we proposed
that the talks between the Chinese and Soviet Parties
should be resumed in October this year, our chief consideration was to have seven months for doing a number
of things by way of preparation. For instance, we would
have to receive a copy of the letter of February 12,1964
which you sent to fraternal Parties and acquaint ourselves with its contents; we would like to see the magic
weapons you threatened to use, such as "openly stating
our views", "publishing documelrts and material", giving
"the most resolute rebuff" and applying "collective
measures"; and we would have to answer your attacks
and react to your new magic weapons. All this would
take time.
It is regrettable that to date you have still groundlessly
refused to give us a copy of your letter of February 12,
1964 to fraternal Parties in spite of our repeaied reqLrests.
It must be understood that this is a letter attacking us,
and since you have given it to many fraternal Parties,
why do you particularly deny it to us? We have the
right to ash you to send us a copy. Now we again request you to send us the letter. If you Bo on refusing,
our request will stand for ten thousand years.
As for your magic weapons, at least you have produced
a few beginning with April 3 this year. It seems that
you have now warmed up and have a lot more to say.
But we still do not know what other magic weapons you
have and what your "most resolute rebuff" and "collective measures" really are.
In these circumstances, how can the talks between the
Chinese and Soviet Parties and the international meeting

of frateinal Parties be successful? What wiil there be to
for quarrels ending up in a fruitless adjournment, or a final open split with each side going its o'tvn
way? Can it be that you are resolved to have an Gpen
say exccpt

split?

Comrades! We are against a split. Before all your
vaunted magic weapons are produced, before each side's
case and intentions are made clear, and before fult preparations are completed, the holding of talks betu,'een
the Chinese and Soviet Parties and of an international
meeting of fraternal Parties can only Iead to a split, and
to this ure cannot agr€€.
"Judging by present circumstances, not only is it impossible to hold the two-Party talks in May, but it will
also be too eally to hold them in October. We consider
it more appropriate to postpone them till some time in
the first half of next year, say May. And if either the
Chinese or the Soviet Party then co,nsiders that the time
is still not ripe, they can be further postponed.
The timing of the preparatory meeting for the meeting
of representatives of all Communist and Workers' Parties
will depend on the results of the talks between the Chinese and Soviet Farties. The composition of the preparatory meeting can be decided through consultation among
fraternal Palties, but we still consider it appropriate for
the prepalatory meeting to eonsist of the seventeen
fraternal Parties proposed in our letter of February 2g,
1964, namely, the Parties of Albania, Bulgaria, China,
Cuba, Czechoslovakia, the German Democratie RepubJic,
l-Iungary, Korea, Mongolia, Poland, Rumania, the Soviet
{-trnion and Viet Nam, and the Partim of Indonesia, Japan,
Itaiy and France.
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If, in arrogant disregard of the advice of our party and
of many other fraternal parties, the Central Committee
of the CPSU should cling to its own coursq hurriedly
convene such a meeting by calling together ttrose partie"s
that support its wrong, revisionist and divisive line, and
treat it as a meeting of representatives of all the Com_
of the world, you would
by the wor-king class, the
genuine Marxist-l,eninist

10

We maintain that a series of preparatory steps are
necessary in order to make the international rneeting of
fraternal Parties a success, and that these should inelude
the holding of talks between the Chinese and Sovibt
Parties and of bilateral or multilateral talks among fraternal Parties, the convening of a preparatory meeting
by fraternal Parties and the reaching of unanimous agreement at this meeting. Judging by present circumstances,
it may require perhaps four or five years, or even longer,
to complete the'se PreParations.
Our views are based on deep concern for the unity of
the socialist camp and the international communist
movement. We hope that they will receive your serious
and earnest consideration'
Furthermole, we would like to ask you to reconsider
the proposal we made in our letter of February 27 this
year, namely, that our two Parties reach an agreement,
by which each side wil1, on an equal basis, publish i-n
its own press the documents, articles and other material
which both sides have published or will publish in
criticism of each other. Although you rejected this
proposal in your letter of March 7, 1964, you failed to
give any really tenable reason. You have one-sidedly
published many statements vilifying the Chinese Communist Party, and yet you prevent the members of the
CPSU and the Soviet people from reading our replies
and becoming acguainted with our actual position and
views; this is indeed a deliberate attempt to inflame
hostility between the Chinese' and Soviet peoples' If'
ll

-t
I'oLr have real faith in the rnembers of the Cp_qU and rhc
Soviet people as vrell as in yourseh"es, you witrtr find no
r€ason ra."iratever not to reach an a.greement with u-s on

this cluestion.

Pienum of J,0L1r
ditorial of April S,
letters exchanged

the Chinese and
Soviet Parties since November 1g63 and distnrted the
facts, in an attempt to delude the mernbers of the CPSU,
the Soviet pec,ple, and people everywhere etrse unfamiliar
u'ith the trtre state of affairs. In order to clarif;, matter.s
and gil,e the true picture, the Central Committee of the
CPC deems it necessary to pubtish in fuil all the leil.er.s
exchanged between the chi'ese and soviet parties since
Nor.ember 1963. These comprise: the 1etters of the
Central Committee of the CPSU dated November 29.
1963, and February 22 and l\{arch T, !964, and the leiters
of th,e Central Committee of the CpC cla
ZA,
27 and 29 and May Z, 1g64. We hope
be
able to do likervise and will publish the
his
exchange of letters between our- tvio Farties in .i,oLrr
o-a,rn press,

\4rith {raiernai greetings,
The Ceutral Cornnriliee of the
Cornmunist Party of China

LETTER OF THE CENTRAL COMDTXTTEE
OF TEIE CPC OF FDBRUARY 20, 1964
TO TIIE CENTRAL COMN,IITTEE
OF THE CPSU
February 20, 1964
The Central Committee of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union
Dear Comrades,

We have learnt fronr a number of qualtels that the
Central Committee of the CPSU recently sent to fraternal
Parties a letter which is directed against the Communist
Party of China. This letter distorts the facts of the current public polemics in the international communist
movement, manufactures lies slandering the Chinese
Communist Party and instigates a so-called "struggle
against the great-power and Trotskyite views and the
factional and disruptive activities of the Chinese leaders":
This letter has not, however, been sent to the Chinese
Communist Party, from which it has been kept a secret.
It must be noted in all seriousness that, while crying
for a halt to public polemics under the pretence of desiring
unity, the leaders of the CPSU are engineering a new
eampaign against the Chinese Communist Party and other
Marxist-Leninist par-ties behind the back of the Chinese
Communist Party and are unscrupulously engaging in
dectarian, factional and divisive activities. Throughout

the recent years the leaders of the CPSU have been
wearing one face in public and another in private, and
saying one thing and doing another. Your viciotu twofaced tactics are a gross violation of the principles guiding
relations among fraternal Parties laid down in the 1960
Statement as weli as of proletarian internationalism.
You have launched the present campaign against the
Chinese Comrnunist Party on the new pretext that the
CPC has not yet replied to your letter of November 29,
1963. But we would like to ask: Why were you free
for a long tim'e to act wilfully and refuse to accept the
advice of fraternal Parties against bringing inter-Party
differences into the open before the enemy and their
proposal for a halt to publie polemics, whereas the CPC
must regard the letter fro n the leaders of the CPSU as
God's will and give an immediate and affirmative reply
or else be charged with the major crirle of insubordination? Why are you priviJeged to pubtish thousands of
lengthy articles and other items attacking us, whereas
we may rrot make any reply to set the facts straight and
distinguish truth from falsehood? A journey has to be
made step by step, and problems have to be solved one
by one. Your letter will be answered in due course.
Your self-importanl and domineering attitude in rnaintaining that you can attack whenever you please and that
we must stop as soon as you cry halt has fully exposed
your inveterate habit of great-power chauvinism and
posing as the "father patf,y".
The present grave act of the leaders of the CPSU to
create a split has once again brought to light the intrigue
you have been carrying on in behalf of a sham unity and
a real split.
L4

The Communist Party of China has been consistent in

its stand of firmly defending the purity of Marxism-

Leninism, upholding the revolutionary principles of the
1957 Declaration and the 1960 Statement, and on these
foundations safeguarding the unity of the international
communist movement, the unity of the socialist camp
and the unity of the Chinese and Soviet Parties and our
two peoples. This stand of ours will never change. We
obey the truth and the truth only and will never trade
in principles.
The Central Committee of the Chinese Communist
Party delegated Comlade Peng Chen, memhr of the
Political Bureau and the Secretariat, to convey our views
orally to Comrade Chervonenko, the Soviet Ambassador
to China, on the afternoon of February 18.
We would like in all seriousness to repeat our request
that the Central Committee of the CPSU send us a copy
of the letter directed against the CPC, which it has
recently addressed to fraternal Parties, We shall ntake
our reply after studying this letter,
With fraternal greetings,
The Central Committee of the
Communist Party of China

Second, you are actually planning behind our backs to
take "collective measures" Irom which the Chinese Com-

LETTER OT THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE
OF TTIE CPC OF FEBBUARY 27,1964
TO THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE
OF THE CPSU
tr'ebruary 27, 1964
The Central Committee of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union
Dear Comracles,

The Central Committee of the Communist Party of
China has received your letter of February 22, 1964. The
characteristic feature of this letter is the prodigalitv of
the abuse such as "unseemly", "a cJ.umsy atternpt to
- fault at somebody else's door", "rude" and
Iay one's own
"ridiculous"
with which you try to evade the questions
of substance- which we raised in our letter of February
20, 1964. This is really a poor perfol'mance.
You accus'e us of behaving like "the real culprit crying
'stop thief"'. In fact, it is you who are playing the trick
of "the real culprit crying 'stop thief"' to divert attention and steal away because you have been caught redhanded in sectarian, factional and divisive activities and
confronted with irrefutable evidence. But however much
you may quibble and sophisticate, you cannot deny the
following facts. First, you have actually sent a letter
behind our backs to fraternal Parties, a letter which is
specifically directed against the Chinese Communist Party.

rnunist Party will be excluded, and to go a step further
in splitting the international communist movement.
In our letter of February 20, we point out that you
"are ulrscrupulously engaging in sectarian, factional and
divisive activities", that you adopt "vicious two-faced
tactics", and that you have the "inveterate habit of greatpower chauvinism and posing as the 'father par-tyo'ni
Your most recent letter proves that these criticisms cornpletely fit the facts and are entirely correct.
Have you not repeatedly professed a desire to improve
relations and uphold unity? If you really have such a
desire, you ought to admit that right is right and wrong
is wrong. One had better be honest. This is the only
way to bring about a real settlemer:t of problems. There
is no other alternative.
You begin your letter with the assertion that you have
the "right not to answer at all" the letter of the Central
Comrnittee of the CPC to the Central Committee of the
CPSU, whereas we have repeatedly made it clear that
we will answer your letter of November 29, 1963 in due
course. We have advised you against impatience because
lve have not yet completed our reply to your numet:ous
attacks. Whereupon you have flown into a rage as if
we had committed a monstrous crime. P1ease think the
matter over calmly: can this be described as treating
fraternal Parties as equals?
Far from examining your own errors and publicly
acknowledging and correcting them in all seriousness
according to Lenin's teachings, you deny facts, call white
black and turn on us by slanderously accusing us of
L'I

factional activities, You even produced the Belishova
case of June 1960 as an importanl piece of evidence
against us. But you have lifted a rock only to crush
your own toes. Our exchange of views with the r€sponsible comrades of a fraternal Party on the international
communist movement was above-board, entirely normal
and beyond reproach. On the other hand, yollr intrigues
on the question of Beljshova cannot stand the light of
day. You made Belishova yotrr tool for subverting the
leadership of a fraternal Party and country and for disrupting the unity of the socialist camp and the international comurunist movement. The Albanian cornrades
have exposed yotrr intrigues and handled the Belishova
case in the proper rvay.
It is the leaders of the CPSU themselves who have been
conducting "the most genuine behind-the-scenes factional
activity against a fraternal Party". As early as January
1960, that is, five months before the Belishova case, you
delegated Comrade Mikoyan to meet the leading comrades

of Albania in an effort to engineer activities against the

Party. Instances of such behind-thefactional activity on your part were cited by Comrade Kapo, head of the Albanian delegation, in Comrade
Khrushchov's presence on June 24,7960, at the Bucharest
meeting of representatives of the fraternal Parties of the
socialist countries.
Yet acting like "knights for a day", you state in your
letter that you will (publish documents', and .'openly
state our views". Moreover, you declared on September 21,
1963 that you would give us a "mo6t resolute rrebuff".
Have you not played enough of such tricks? Have you
not divulged enough information? Were these to be
Chinese Communist
scenes

1B

enumerated, we could cite a wealth of facts beginning
the 20th Congress of the CPSU. You are rnrell aware
cf this and we do not need to waste our ink. Now you
are again making an empty threat. and, to be blunt, this
can only frighten people with vreak nerves. In our
opinion, all your bluster simply reminds one of a paper
tiger. It is like a pewter-pointed spear. Please produce
all the magic weapons in your treasure box for our en.
lightenment- the "most resolute rebuff", the "open
statement of our views", "collective measures" against
the CPC, documents and materials, and what not.
If you do not fear the truth and the masses and if,
instead of treating them as rabble, you have faith in the
politicai consciousness and discernment of the members
of the CPSU and the Soviet people, we propose that our
two Parties reach an agreement, by which each side will,
on an equal basis, publish in its own press the documents,
articles and other material both sides have published or
will publish in criticism of each other.
You accuse us of committing a blunder by "demanding"'t' irr.t""d of "requesti,ng" that you send us a copy of
your letter of February 12. In Chinese usage, these two
words do not imply as big a difference as you describe.
But since you take it so seriously and even rnake it an
excuse for refusing to give us the letter of February 12,
which is directed against the CPC, well then, we are now
complying with your wish and request that you send us
a copy of the letter w'hich yott gave the other fraternal
fr:or:n

+ Following the Chinese usage, this word w-as translated into
"request" and not "demand" in the English version of the February
20 letter of the Central Committee of the CPC to the Central Com-

mittee

of the

CPSU.

-Translator
19

Parties on February 12. It is our earnest hope that you
will do so.
With fraternal greetings,

The Central Committee of the
Cornrnunist Party of China

tr,ETTER OF THE CENTRAL COMMTTTEE

OF THE CPC OF FEBTIUARY 29, 1964
TO THE CENTRAL COI},IMITTEE
O.r TIIE CPSU
February 29,1964

The Central Comrnittee of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union
Dear Comrades,

This letter from the Central Committee of the Communist Palty of China is in reply to the letter of the
Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union dated November 29, 1963.
The Chinese Communist Party has always regarcled the
safeguard.ing and cementing of the unity of the international communist movemeut as its sacred duty.
The unity of the Communists of all countries is not
that of a club, it is the revolutionary unity of people
guided by a common theory and fighting for a comrnoll
ideal. The unity of the international communist movement can only be based on the revolutionary tcachings
of Marx and Lenin. Without this basis there can be no
proletarian internationalist unity.
The differences between us and the leaders of the
CPSU involve a number of rnajor problems of principle
concerning Marxrst-Leninist theory and the whole international communist movement. These problems of
2l

principle must be solved if our differences are to be
eliminated and the unity of the Chinese and Soviet
Parties is to be strengthened.
The views we have expressecl in our reply of June 14,
1963 to the letter of the Central Committee of the CPSU,
that is, our proposal concerning the general line of the
international communist movement, and in our articles
about the international communist movement published
both before and after that reply, are in full accord i,vith
Marxism-Leninism and the revolutionary principles of
the 1957 Declaration and the 1960 Statement.
In this letter we would like to state our views on a
number of questions raised in your letter.

I. TIIE QUESTION OF THE SINO-SOVIET BOUNI}ARY
The Government of the People's Republic of China has
consistently held that the question of the boundary between China and the Soviet Union, which is a legacy
from the past, can be settled through negotiation between
the two governments. It has also held that, pending such
a settlement, the status quo on the border should be
maintained. This is what we have done over the past
ten years or more. Had the Soviet Government taken
the same attitude, both sides could have lived in amity
along the border and preserved tranquillity there.
With the stepping up of anti-Chinese activities by the
leaders of the CPSU in recent years, the Soviet side has
made frequent breaches of the status quo on the border,
occupied Chinese territory and provoked border incidents. Stiil more serious, the Soviet side has flagrantly
cqrried out large-scale subversive activities in Chinese

I

flontier areas, trying to sow discord among China's na'
tionalities by means of the press and wireless, inciting
China's minority nationalities to break away from their
motherland, and inveigling and coercing tens of thousands of Chinese citizens into going to the Soviet Union.
Not only do all these acts violate the principles guiding
relations between socialist countries, they are absolutely
impermissible even in the relations between countries in
general.

Among all our neighbours it is only the leaders of the
CPSU and the reactionary nationalists of India r,vho have
deliberately created border disputes with China. The
Chinese Government has satisfactorily settled complicated
boundary questions, which were legacies from the past,
both with aII its fraternal socialist neighbours except the
Soviet lfnion, and with its nationalist neighbours such
as Burma, Nepal, Pakistan and Afghanistan, with the
exception of India.
The delegations of our tlo governments started boundary negotiations in Peking on February 25, 1964. Although
the old treaties relating to the Sino-Russian boundary
are unequal treaties, the Chinese Government is n€v€rtheless willing to respect them and take them as the basis
for a reasonable settlement of the Sino-Soviet boundary
question. Guided by proletarian internationalism and
the principles governing relations between socialist coull'
tries, the Chinese Government will conduct friendly
negotiations with the Soviet Government in the spirit of
consultation on an equal footing and mutual understanding and mutual accommodation. If the Soviet side takes
the same attitude as the Chinese Government, the settlement of the Sino-Soviet boundary question, we believe;

ought not to be difficult, and the Sino-Soviet boundary
will truly become one of lasting friendship.

2. AIIE QUtrSTION

OF AID

We havc ah.vays had a proper appreciation of the
friendly Soviet aid which began under Stalin's leadership. We have al',l,ays considered that the Soviet people's friendly aid has played a beneficial role'in helping
China to lay the preliurinary foundations for her socialist
industrialization. For this the Chinese Communist Party
and the Chinese people have expressed their gratitude on
numerous occasions.
fn recent years the leaders of the CPSU have habitually
played the benefactor and frequently boasted of their
"disinterested assistance". When commemorating the
fourteenth anniversary of the signing of the Sir-ro-Soviet
Treaty of Friendship, Alliance and Mutual Assistance in
February this year, Prauda, lzuestia and other Soviet
propaganda iledia again beat the drum to the sarne tune.
We have not yet made a systenoatic reply in the press,
but we must point out that, so far from being gratis,
Soviet aid to China was rendered mainly in the form of
trade and that it was certainly not a one-way affair. China
has paid and is paying the Soviet Union in goods, gold
or convertible foreign exchange for all Soviet-supplied
complete sets of equipment and other goods, including
those made available on credit plus interest. It is necessary to add that the prices of many of the goods we imported from the Soviet Union were much higher than
those on the r.vorld market.

While China has received aid frorn the Soviet Union,
the Soviet Union on its part has also received corresponding aid from China. No one can say that China's aid to
the Soviet Union has been insignificant ancl not worthy
of mention. Here are some examples:
Up to the end of 1962 Chii-ra had furnished the Soviet
Union rvith 2,100 miiiion new roubles' worth of grain,
eclible oils ancl other foodstuffs. Among the most impoi'tant items were 5,?60,000 tons of soya beans, 2,940,000
tons of rice, 1,090,000 tons of edible oils and 900,000 tons
of meat.
Over the sarne peliod, China furnished the Soviet
Union with more than 1,400 million nFw roubles' worth
of mineral proclucts and metals. Arnong the most imconcentrates,
portant items were;
,000 tons of
i+,oOo tons of ber
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borax, 2?0,000 tons
39 tons of
mercury,
of
tons
piezoelectric quartz, ?,?30
molylodeof
tons
37,000
iantalum-niobium concentrates,
of these
Many
of
tin.
tons
180,000
nurr concentrates and
indispenare
which
raw
materials
mineral products al'e
sable for the development of the most advauced branches
of science and for the manufacture of rockets and nuclear
weapons.

As for the Sovict loans to China, it must be pointed
out that China usecl them mostly for the purchase of war
mat6riel from the So.uiet union, the greater part of whicir
was used up in the 'ffar to resist U.S. aggression and aid
Korea. tn the war against U.S. aggression the Korean

people
by far
great s
Chines

ained
made

The

that

this was the Chinese people's bounden internationalist
dr-rty and that it is nothing to boast of. For many years

we have been paying the principal and interest on these
Soviet loans, which account for a considerable part of
our yearly exports to the Soviet Union. Thus even the
war mat6riel suppiied to China in the war to resist U.S.
aggression and aid Korea has not been given gratis.

3. tIIE

QUESTION OF

TIIE SOVIET

EXPERTS

The Soviet experts working in China were invariably
made welcome, respected and trusted by the Chinese
Government and people, The overwhelming majority of
them were hard-working and helpful to China's socialist
eonstruction, We have always highly appreciated their
conscientious work, and still miss them to this day.
You will remember that when the leaders of the CPSU
unilaterally decided to recall all the Soviet experts in
China, we solemnly affirmed our desire to have them
continue their work in China and expressed the hope
that the leaders of the CPSU would reconsider and

their decision.
But in spite of our objections you turned your backs
on the principles guiding interr:ational relations and unscrupulously withdrew the 1,390 Soviet experts working
in China, tore up 343 contracts and supplementary conchange

tracts concerning experts, and scrapped 257 projects of
scientific and technical co-operation, all within the short
span of a month,
You were well aware that the Soviet experts were
posted in over 250 enterprises and establishments in the
economic field and the fields of national defence, cul-

t'esearch, and that theY were
involving technical design,
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Your action fully demonstrates that you violate the
principle of mutual assistance between socialist countlies
and use the sending of experts as an instrument for
exerting political pressure on fraternal countries, butting
into their internal. affairs and impeding arrd sabotaging
their socialist construction.
Now yo
China. To
They have
drawal of

memory. With the leaders of the CPSU pursuing an
anti-Chinese policy, the Chinese people are unwilling to
be duped.
In our opinion, all the countries in the socialist camp
should handle the question of sending experts in accordance with the principles of genuine equality, non-inter'
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fercnce in each other's internal affairs, mutual assistance
and internationalism. It is absolutely impermissible for
any country unilaterally to annul or scrap any agreement
or contract concerning the sending of experts. Any
country which violates such aD agreement or contract
should, iu accordance with international practice, compensate the other side for the losses thus inflicted. Only
thus can there be an interchange of experts on a basis
of equality and nutual benefit betrveen China and the
Soviet Union and among countries in the socialist camp.
We rvould like to say in passing that, basing ourselves

on the internationalist principle of mutual

assistance

in the socialist camp, \ve are very much
concerned about the present economic situation in the
Soviet Union. If you should feei the need for the help
of Chinese experts in certain fields, we would be glad to
arllong countries

send them.

S. TIIE

QUESTION OF SINO-SOVIET TR,ADD

Nobody is in a better position than you to know the
real cause for the curtailment of Sino-Soviet trade over
the last few years. This curtailment was precisely the
result of your extending the differences from the field of
ideology to that of state relations.
Your sudden withdras,al of all the Soviet experts
rvorking in China upset the schedules of construction and
the production arrangements of many of our factories,
mines and other enterprises and establishments, aird had
a direct impact on oLlr need for the import of complete
sets of equipment. Such being the case, did you expect
u-s to keep on buying thern just for display?

Nloreover, in pursuance of yotlr policy of fttl'ther iinposing restrictions on and discriminating against China
in the economic and commercial fields, since 1960 you
have deliberately placed obstacles in the way of economic
ancl trade negotiations between our tu'o countries and
held up or refused supplies of important goods r,vhicli
China neecls. You have insisted on providing large
amounts of goods which we do not really need or which
we do not need at all, while holding back or supplying
very few of the goocls which we need badly. For several
years you have used the trade between our trvo countries
as an instrument for bringing political pressure to bear
on China. Holv could this avoid cutting down the volume
of Sino-Soviet trade?
From 1959 to 1961, our country suffered extraorciinary
natLlral disaster:s for three years in succession and could
not supply you with as large quantities of agricultural
produce and processed products as before. This was the
result of factors beyond human control' It is utterly
unreasonable for you to attack China on this account and
blame,her for this reduction in trade.
Indeed, but for China's efforts the volume of SinoSoviet tracle would have decreased even more. Take this
year for example. China has already put forward a list
of. 220 million new roubles' worth of imports from the
Soviet Union and 420 million new roubles' worth of exports to the Soviet Union. But you have been procrastinating unreasonably, continuing to hold back goods we
need while trying to force on us goods we do not need.
You say in your letter, "In the course of the next few
years the USSR could increase its export to China of
goods in which you are interested' , , ," But your deeds
do not agree with your words.

You constantly accuse us of "going it alone" and claim
that you stand for extensive economie ties and division
of labour ainong the socialist countries. Bttt what is your
actual record in this respect?
You infringe the independence and sovereignty of fraternal countries and oppose their efforts to develop their
economy on an independent basis in accordance with
their own needs and potentialities.
You bully those fraternal countries whose economies
are less advanced and oppose their policy of industrialization and try to force them to remain agricultural countries forever and serve as your sources of raw materials
and as outlets for your goods.
You bulty fraternal countries which are industriaily
more devetroped and insist that they stop manufacturing
their traditional'products and become accessory factories
serving your industries.
Moreover, you have introduced the jungle law of the
capitalist world into relations between socialist countries.
You openly follow the example of the Common Market
which was organizedby monopoly capitalist groups.
A11 these actions of yours are wrong.
In the economic, scientific, technical and cultural
spheres, we stand for relations of co-operation of a new
type, based on genuine equality and mutual " benefit,
between China and the Soviet Union and among all the
socialist countries.
We hold that it is necessary to transform the present
Council of Mutual Economie Assistance of socialist countries to accord with the principle of proletarian internationalism and turn this organization, which is now
solely controlled by the leaders of the CPSU, into one
based on genuine equality and mutual benefit, which

the fraternal countries of the socialist camp may join of
their own free will. It is hoped that you will favourably
lespond to our suggestion, ,

5. TIIE

QUESTION OF STOPPII{G PUBLIC POLEMTCS

The public poleinics were provoked by you. We
maintained that differences in the international com-

munist movement should be settled through inter-Party
discussions. But you insisted on bringing them into the
nd Congress of the CPSU'
on the entire international
tion of the PrinciPles guiding relations among fraternal Parties as laid down in
the 1960 Statement, and you asserted that to do so was
to "act in Lenin's manner". What you did was a bad
thing. You created difficulties for fraternal Parties and
rendered a service to the imperialists and reactionaries.
Norv, with the extensive unfolding of the public debate,
the truth is becoming clearer and clearer and MarxismLeninism is making more and more progress! What
was a bad thing is becoming a good thing.
In the course of this great debate, the Communists,
proletarians, working people, revolutionary intellectuals,
and other people who have an interest in opposing im-

of what you intended. It leads more and more people
away from the bad influence of the baton and makes
them think over problems independently. Thus, as with

the other debates in the history of the international
communist movement, the present debate is undoubtedly
the prelude to a new revolutionary upsurge.
When you wanted to start public polemics against the
fraternal 1\,Iarxist-Leninist parties, you said that such
polemics represented "the only colrect and genuinely
Marxist-Leninist position of principle" and were "in the
interests of the whole world communist movement".
Yet now that the public polemics have more and more
clearly exposed your revisionist features and placed you
in an increasingly disadvantageous position, you declare
that they "are doing great harm to the communist movement" and that it would be "urost wise" and "in the
interests of the solidarity of the world communist movement" to stop them. What truth or principle is to be

found in you when you say one thing one day and
another the next? Which of your statements do you
expect others to believe? And which do you expect
others to obey?
As to the proposal for stopping the public polemics,
you seem to have forgotten that it r,vas put forward by
the Workers' Party of Viet Nam as early as January
1962. Similar proposals were put forward by the ComEunist Parties of Indonesia and of New Zealand- They
all won our immediate approval. But you tur"ned a deaf
ear to them and, far from stopping the public polemics,
yrou kept extending them. Why must others accept your
proposal the instant it is made?
You also seem to have Iorgotten that in our letter to
you of March 9, 1963 we said, "On the suspension of
public polemics, it is necessary that our two Parties and
the fraternal Parties concerned should have some discussion and reach an agreement that is fair and accept-

able to all." You ignored our proposal. On July 20,
1963 when the talks betrveen the Chinese and Soviet
Parties were drawing to a close, we proposed to write
into the comrnuniquer ". . . our two Parties and the
fraternal Parties concerned should make joint efforts to
seek a reasonable basis for achieving a fair agreement
on the cessation of public polemics, rvhich is acceptable
to all." Once again you turned down our proposal.
In your letter you state that "it rvould be correct not
to concentrate attention on the problems on which there
are differences betweell us but to let them wait until
the heat of passion has cooled, to let time do its work".
Again, you seem to have forgotten that as far back as
October 10, 1960 we pointed out in our written statement
at the drafting comrrittee of the twenty-six fraternal
Parties that o'as to the questions on which unanimity
cannot be achieved for the time being, it would be better
to leave them open than to reach a forced solution" and
that o'time will help us eliminate the differences". You
then categorically rejected our proposal. In your letter
of November 5, 1960 to the Central Committee of the
Chinese Communist Par:ty, i,vhich you circulated during
';he 1960 rneeting of the fraternal Parties, you declared,
"To wait for the 'verdict of history' would be a grave
error fraught with serious consequences for the entire
communist movement. ." But nolvl/ you suddenly
make a turn of 180 degrees on this question and say
that we should let the differences wait. What are you
up to? To put it plainly, you are merely resorting to
this trick to deprive us of the right to reply, after yotr
yourselves have heaped so much abuse on the Chinese
Comirmnist Party and other Nlarxist-Leninist parties.

I

lVhile the talks betrveen the Chinese and Soviet Parties
were in progress in Moscow, despite our repeated sincere
ad'rice you published your Open Letter to Party organizations and ail Commuirists in the Soviet Union on July
14, 1963 in orcler to curry favottr with U.S. imperialism
and to reach an agreement r,vith it on the monopoly of
nuclear rveapons. You then Iaunched an anti-Chinese
campaign on an unprecedented scale'. According to incomplete statistics, betrveen July 15 and the end of
October 1963 the Soviet pless carried nearly two thousand anti-Chinese articles and other items.
Meanwhile, uncler your influence the leaders of the
Comnunist
fraternal Parties of socialist countries
- the Communist
Party of Czechoslovakia, the Bulgarian
Party, the Socialist Unity Party of Germany, the Hungarian Socialist $/orkers' Palty and the Mongolian Peohave also published a great
ple's Revolutionary Party
- items against China.
number of articles and otlrer
You say in your letter that "the differences and sharp
polemics are doing great harrn to the cornmunist movement". If you reaIly think so, don't you find you ought
to reproach yourselves, to ask yourselves why you'again
and again insisted on attacking and slandering the
Chinese Communist Party and other Marxist-Leninist
parties in a big lvay?
You also say in your letter that the difficulties of
other fraternal Parties should be taken into account. We
have always given fuII consideration to the difficulties
of other fraternal Par:ties. It was for this very reasorl
that we repeatedly advised the leaders of the CPSU
against bringing the controversy into the open. But
following the leaders of the CPSU, the leaders of the
Communist and Workers' Parties of many capitalist
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tt.re fraternal parties have attacked us in nurrcrol"ls
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Parties of France, ItalY and the U.S
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to create difficulties for them when we have never disturbed them? tI they have difficulties, these are of

Docutnent", in "The World in a lVeek" in the nragazine
Za Rubezharn, and in many other articles and items' In

addition, you have recently published books againstl
China, such as Talks on Politicql Subjects, Out' Lenini,st
PartE, A Treaty that Pu,rifi,es th,e Atntosphere , . . , The
Leni,nist Teaching of tlrc Party and the ContemporarE
Commanist Mouement and ?h.e General Crisis oJ Capi,talism and Toreign Poli,cy, in which you make comprehensive and concentrated attacks on the Chinese Communist Party. You have also distributed pamphlets
attacking China through your embassies abroad and
your delegates to international mass organizations. As
for the articles and other items your followers have
published in the meantime, we shall not dwell on thenr
here.

Moreover, since Nor.ember 29, 1963 you have raised
acute controversial questions and provoked debates at
the Warsalv meeting of the World Peace Council, the
Prague meeting of the Executive Bureau of the World
Federation of Trade Unions, the Berlin meeting of the
Bureau of the Women's International Democratic Federation, the Budapest meeting of the Executive Committee
of the International Union of Students, and at a number
of other international meetings. At these meetings,
urhile we, together with the deiega.tes from other countries, were actively promoting the strtrggle of the people of the world for peace, supporting the national liberation movement and calling for a united front against
U.S. irnperialism, you on your part extolled U.S. imperialisrn and created splits by iirsisting on adopting resolurtions in support of the tripartite treaty by which you
allied yourselves rvith the United States against China.
A1l this provides ample proof that yoll say one thing
and do another and that your cry for an end to public
polemics is utterly false and demagogic.
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While you have published so many articles and other
items against China, u.e have so far pr'inted only seven
articles in reply to your Open Letter. We have not yet
completed our reply to the important questions you
raised in the Open Letter, and have not even started to
reply to the questions you raised in your other antiChinese articles. In all our articles we have adduced
facts and used reasoned arguments. How can it be said
that they are "shaking the friendship and unity of the
peoples of the socialist community and rveakening the
anti-imperialist front"? Do not these phrases neatly fit
your own volurninous and unreasonable material and
your countless lies and slanders?
You have used every conceivable terirr of abuse in
attacking the Chinese Comrnunist Party and called us
a host of names such as "dogmatists", "left adventurists",
"pseudo-revolutionaries", "newly-baked Trotskyites",
"nationalists", "racists", '-'great-power chauvinists",
"sectarians", n'splitteLs", and people "falling into the
company of the forces of imperialist reaction", "having
an itch for war" and "assuming the role of right-flank man
in the line-up of the American 'maniacs', West German
revanchists and French extremists". In short, accordir-rg
to you the Chinese Communists are undoubtedly one
hundred per cent arch-reactionaries. If so, rve would
like to ask: How can such fine fellows as you, who call
yourselves one hundred per cent Marxist-Leninists, talk
of unity with those bad fellows whom you consider more
hateful than the enemy? Hor,v are you going to wind
up the whole affair? Do you propose to coirre forward
with a public statement admitting that all your attacks
on the Chinese Communist Party are lies and slanders
and removing all the labels you have stuck on it? Or

will you insist that we accept your verdict, give up the

revolutionary banner of Marxism-LeninisnT and liowtorv
to your revisionist line?
It is now perfectly clear that our differences with you
involve the questions of whether or not to adhere to

the fundamental theories of Marxism-Leninism

and

whether or not to adhere to the revolutionary principles
of the Declaration and the Statement, as well as a r,vhole
series of important questions of principle, such as the
following:
Are the U.S. imperialists the sworn enemies of the
trreople of the world, or are they sensible emissaries of
peace? Are they overlords who determine the destiny

of mankiird?
\.lr'hat is the reliable way to prevent the imperialists
from unleashing a world r,var and to safeguard world
peace?

To defend world peace and serve the interests of rev'
olution, should we unite the workers, peasants, revolutionary intellectuals, the anti-imperialist and anti-feudal
revolutionaries among the national bourgeoisie, and all
other forces of the world that can be united, and form
the broadest possible united front in a common struggle
against U.S. imperialism and its lackeys? Or should we
pin all our hopes on U.S.-Soviet collaboration?
When the Indian reactionaries attack socialist China,
should proletarian internationalism be observed and the
Indian reactionaries' provocations be denounced, or
should they be helped with arms to fight the brothers
of the Soviet people?
Are the Titoites renegades or comrades? Are they
a special detachment of U.S. iinperialism or not? Is
Yugoslavia a socialist country or not?

Is the socialist camp needed or not? On what prin'
ciples is the unity of the socialist camp to be
strengthened?
Shoulcl rve actively support

all the oppressed peoples
and elass struggles
their
revolutionary
in
nations
and
and oppose their
forbid
we
or
should
eurancipation,
for
revolutions?
Was Stalin a great Marxist-Leninist, or r,vas he a
murderer, a bandit and a gambler?
Should a socialist country maintain the dictatorship
of the proletariat, or should it use the so-called state of
the whole people and the so-called party of the entire
people to pave the way for the restoration of capitalism?
These questions admit of no ecluivocation but must
be thoroughly straightened out. How can issues of such
magnitude be evaded? If they were, there would be
no distinction betrrr,'een Marxism-Leninism and revisionism and ciogmatism, between Marxism-Leninism and
Trotskyism, between the Communist and the social
democratic partics, or between communism
capitalism.

and

You frequently threaten others with a "most resolute
rebuff". In fact, people hav-e had plenty of experience
of your tactics, r,vhether hard or soft, bitter or slveet'
It was you r,vho exerted military, economic and political
pressure on Albania, severed diplomatic relations, tore
up agreements and broke off trade relations with her'
It was you too who scrapped contracts with China, withdrevr experts, discontinued aid and carried out subversive activities against her. The Chinese Communist
Party and all other Parties adhering to Marxism-Leninisrn will never tre misled by honeyed words or bow under
pressure or barter away principles' If you are indeed

rea.dy

to deliver a "most resolute rebuff" worthy of the

term, "openly state oLlr vie'rvs", "publish documents and
material", take "collective measures" or what not, well
then, please do whatever you intend to do.
Despite the fact that the differences have grown to
their present serious proportions, the Chinese Communist Party is willing to do its best for the restoration
and strengthening of unity. In your letter of November
29 you merely cry for a halt to the public polernics
without putting forward any concrete measures for
solving the problem. We now propose to you the following concrete measures for the solution of the problem,
and we hope you rvill consider them and give us an
answer.

(1) For the cessation of the public polemics it

is

for the Chinese and Soviet Parties and other
fraternal Parties concerned to hold various bilateral and
multilateral talks in order to find through consultation
a fair and reasonable formula acceptable to all and to
celaclude a cornmon agreement.
(2) The Chinese Com.nunist Party consistently advocates and actively supports the convening of a meeting
of representatives of all Communist and Workers'
Farties. Prior to the meeting adequate preparations
snaould be made, and difficulties and obstacles should be
overcome. Togetleer lvitlr the other fraternal Parties, lve
lviltr do everything possible to ensure that this meeting
witrl be a meeting of unity on the basis of thc revolutioerary principles of Marxism-Leninism.
(3) The resumption of talks betlveen the Chinese and
Soviet Parties is a necessary preparatory s'tep for making
the n'reeting of the fraternal Parties a srlccess. We
propose that the talks betrveen the Chinese and
necessary
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Soviet Parties be resumed in Peking, from October 10
to 25,1964.
(4) In order to make further preparations for the
rneeting of representatives of all fraterual Parties, we
propose that the Sino-Soviet talks be followcd by a
rneeting of representatives of seventeen fraternal Parties,
namely, the Parties of Albania, Bulgaria, China, Cuba,
Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Republic, HunSaryr Korea, Mongolia, Poland, Rumania, the Soviet
Union and Viet Nam, and the Parties of Indonesia,
Japan, Italy and France.
UNITE UNDER THE BANNER OF NIARXISMLENINISM!

The Central Committee of the
Cornmunist Party of China

LETTER OF THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE OF
TIIE CPSU OF NOVEMBER 29, T963
TO THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE
OF THE CPC
November 29, 1963

The Central Comrnittee of the
Communist Party of China
Comrade NIao Tse-tung

Dear Comrades,

The Cornmunist press has recently published docu'
ments in which the Marxist-Leninist parties have publicly expounded their positions on fundamental questions of the international communist movement which
have been raised in the debate that has unfolded. These
documents show that there are serious differences in the
cornmunist movement, diff,erences in the understanding
and interpretation of the fundamental theses of the
Declaration and the Statement of the Moscor.v meetings.
We will not conceal the fact that, like many other
fraternal Parties, irrespective of their position, we
are seriously concerned over the fact that the differences
which have arisen are constantly becoming deeper and
the scope of the questions under debate is constantly
widening, rvhile the sharp public polemics are assuming
forms impermissible in relations among MarxistLeninists.

i

Particularly disquieting is the fact that the difter"ences
on ideological questions are being transferred to interstate relations and are manifesting themselves in the
field of concrete policies, thus shaking the friendship and
unity of the peoples of the socialist community and
weakening the anti-imperialist front. The strength and
attention of the fraternal Parties are being deflected
from the solution of urgent probleins of sociali.st construction and from the struggle against imperialism.
This situation in the communist movement grieves
us greatly. We have more tha.n once declared, and now
reiterate, that the abnormal relations between the CPC
and the CPSU are dividing the communist forces and
benefiting only our enemies who on their part are seeking in every way to play on the contradictions and
making use of the existing difficulties for their own
anti-communist aims.
Of course Parties like the CPSU and the CPC, standing at the head of the world's two biggest states, can go
on with their work even if the polernics continue' We
agree that for our two Parties, even in such circumstances, as you said to the Soviet Ambassador Comrade Chervonenko, the skies will not fall, and grass and
trees will continue to grow, women to bear children
and fish to swim in the water.
But we cannot fail to see that the differences and
sharp polemics are doing great harm to the communist
movement. We also have no right to fail to think of
those detachments of the cornmunist movement which
are forced to carry on the struggle against irrperialism
in extremely difficult and complex circumstances. Such
Parties rightty consider that they require friendship
with both the CPSU and the CPC. All Marxist-Leninist

par'iies drarv strength from the unity and solidarity of
the communist movement for the overcoming of difflculties.
The Communists of

all countries want unity of action.
And they are right
without unity of action our struggle against the class- enemies ,,r,ill be trany times harder.
In the present circumstances, the nlost important and
urgent task of the Marxist-Leninists is to prerrent an
undesirable development of events, and to turn the
events from the zone of danger towards normalization,
towards the strengthening of co-operation and unity
antong all the fraternal Parties and socialist countries.
Lenin's injunctions that each Party must be conscious of
its high responsibility for our comrnon cause, and be
ready to give first place to the fundamental interests of
the communist movement are norv timelier than ever.
Firmly follorving the Leninist course of the world communist mol,ement as expressed in the Declaration and
the Statement of the Moscow meetings, the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union has considered, and still
considers, itself duty bound to do a1l it can for the
strengthening of unity.
We understand, of course, that the elimination of the
difficulties that have arisen in the world communist
rrrovement requires great exertion by all the MarxistLeninist palties. In this letter, we wish to give our
views on the contribution which our two Parties could
make towards the solution of this problem.
As befoi'e, we hold to the position that, despite existiirg
serious differences, there is an objective basis for the
implovement of relations betlveen the CPSU and the
the basis being the
CPC and between our countries

-
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comrrron fundamental interests of our two peoples and
our corrurron tasks in the struggle for socialism and communism, the support of the revolutionary workers' mo\zement and national liberation movement, and the struggle
for peace against the aggressive schemes of the imperialists.
One cannot fail to see that, besides the questions over
which diJferences have arisen, there are also positions
on which we are fully united or at least very close in
our views. We have, objectively, a comfilon position on
such basic questions as the class struggle, the struggle
against imperialism for the victory of the working class
and all the rvorking people, and the dictatorship of the
proletariat which is established, as is seen from the experience of the Soviet Union and other socialist countries,
for the destruction of those forces which offer resistance
to the construction of socialism after the victory of the
proletarian revolution. Although our interpretations
on these questions are not in all respects the sarne as
yours, we are deeply convinced that a calm and unprejudiced understanding of our present discussion and the
elimination from it of everything that is non-essential
and fortuitous will reveal wide possibilities not only for
the preservation of our co-operation along many lines but
also for its growth and strengthening.
Now that the CPSU and the CPC, as well as other
fraternal Parties, have stated their views on the questions
in dispute, it would be correct not to concentrate attention on the problems on which there are differences bet',ireen us but to let them wait until the heat of passion
has cooled, to let time do its work. We are certain that
life will demonstrate the correctness of the MarxistLeninist line. At the same time, we could develop our

co-operation in those spheres where favourable possibilities exist. Such co-operation is in the interest not only
of the Soviet Union and China but also of all the peoples
of the socialist community.
Concretely speaking, we propose that, notwithstanding
the differences, we should place at the centre of our
mutual relations the development of co-operation for the
sake of strengthening friendship between the Soviet Union
and China and among all the socialist countries and
fraternal Marxist-Leninist parties, and of co-ordinating
actions in the rrarious international organizations for our'
comrnon aim of defending peace and combating imperialisrn.

Particularly great possibilities exist for the strengthening of ties betweeu the People's Republic of China
and the USSR in the economic field and in the fields of
scientific-technical co-operation and culture. In this
Ietter, we would like to make a series of practical proposals, the realization of which could serve the cause of
strengthening friendship between our countries'
The CC CPSU anticipates that the Central Committee
of the Communist Party of China, on its part, will take
concrete steps in this direction, particularly since the
Premier of the State Council of the PRC, Cornrade Chou
En-Iai, is reported in the press to have declared in recent
talks with foreign personalities and journalists that China
intends to deveiop contacts with the Soviet Union and
other socialist states, that China is greatly interested in
the development of trade and other economic contacts
and that the PRC adheres to the Five Principles of p€aceful coexistence. The Premier of the PRC said that China,
on her part, will resist the efforts of the imperialists to
use the existing differences in order to undermine
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the unity of the socialist cortmunity. Such a point of
view coincides with the declarations which the CC CPSU
and the Soviet gov€rnment, on their part, harre frequenlly
made.

The interests of both sides permit one to conclude thal

it would already be possible today to talk of
steps for setting things

concrete

right in Soviet-Chinese co-opera-

tion.
Specifically, it would be possible to start in the immediate future to draw up jointly agreed prelirninary
plans for the exchange of goods between the PRC and
the Snviet Union. In the course of the nexf ferv years
the USSR could increase its export to China of goods in
which you are interested, and the import of goods from
China to the USSR, u,hich would be in the interest both
of our economy and of yours.
As is known, the Protocol of May 13, 1962 concluded
by the governments of our two countries provides for
the renewal next year of negotiations concerning the
d-elivery to the Pcople's Republic of China of whole sets
of equipment the manufacture of which rvas postponed
for trnro years at the request of the Chinese side. If your
side shows interest, it would be possible in our vierv to
come to an understanding on the broadening of technical
aid to the PRC in the building of industrial enterprises
and specifically to discuss the possibility of aid in the
development of the petroleum industry and the building
of enterprises in the mining and other industries on tenns
beneficial to both our countries.
Once again rve affirm our readiuess to seud Soviet
specialists to the People's Republic of China should ycir
consider it necessary.
4B

The Soviet Union is now drawing up her Five-Year
Plan for 1966-70. China too is drawing up her third
Five-Year Plan. For thjs rcason, now is a good time to
discuss the po,ssibilitjes of developing trade and other
ties between our countries and to provide for corresponding measures in the plans for the national economies ot
both countries. Of course, it is never too late to start
on the good worlc of strengthening co-operation between
the USSR and the PRC, but it r,vould be better to make
a start now.
Both our countries would undoubtedly benefit frorn the
broadening of scientific-technical co-operation and also
from the development of cultural ties of many kinds. We
consicler that these questions could be the subject of
mutual consultation and negotiation between the appropriate organs of lhe Soviet Union and the PRC. In making
these proposals, we are naturally willing to consider
attentively all your views on the rvidening of the cooperation between the Soviet Union and the Chinese Peo'
ple's Republic in the economic, scientific-technical, cultural and other fields. We understand, of course, that
such ties and co-operation can develop provided

fou consider this beneficial to China. We on our part are convinced. that it would be mutually beneficial to both China
and the Soviet Union.
It is well knourn that economic ties are the type of cooperation in which all nations are particularly interested'
Economic ties have great significance even in the relations between countries with different social systems'
They create favourable conditions for implementing the
principle of peaceful coexistence and help the improve'
ment of relations among states. Extensive economic ties
are ail the more necessary among socialist countries,
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which are bound together by a common social system and
common aims. Such ties are an important factor in the
construction of socialism and communism and in utilizing
the advantages of international socialist division of labour,
and they help in strengthening the friendship aulong
fraternal peoples, achieving new successes in the economie
competition u,ith capitalism and uniting all anti-imperialist revolutionary forces. I'lee development of such
co-operation would be a gain for China and the Soviet
Union, for the socialist camp ancl the cause of r,vorld
socialism.

We understand, of course, that each nation builds
socialism and communism by relying mainly on its or,r'n
forces, because no one except the people of a given country
will build socialism there. But it is also evident that
co-operation among socialist countries facilitates and
accelerates the eonstruction of socialism by each nation,
The restoration and strengthening of the economic cooperation betrveen our countries will help not only to
accelerate the growth of the national economies of the
USSR and China and the ecollomy of the entire socialist
system, but also to create favourable conditions for nor_malizing relations in other fields.
Highly favourable pre-conditions exist for the development of co-operation between the Soviet Union and China.
Our countries possess a variety of natural wealth and have
accumulated considerable experience in econornic and
scientific-technieal co-operation. It is well known how
beneficial was the influence exerted by Soviet-Chinese
economic co-operation on the course of socialist construction in the People's Republic of China and also on
the economic growth of the Soviet Union. It is all the
more to be regretted that economic co-operation and trade

between the Sorriet Union and the Chinese People's
Republic has not only failed to grow in recent years but
on the contrary has constantly shrunk.
Experience shows that the developrnent of trading,
economic and other ties improves the atmosphere in
mutual relations and helps to straighten out other probIems on which the relations between our countries depend. And such problems unfortunately do exist and
demand solution.
You r,vill probably agree that the situation which has
arisen in recent years along different sections of the
Soviet-Chinese border cannot be regarded as normal. The
Soviet government has already proposed that friendly
consultations take place to define the boundary in different sections precisely, considering that this will result
in the removal of the causes of the present misunderstanding. Recently you, too, spoke in favour of solving this
question on the basis of mutual consultation. In this connection, we are transmitting a relevant document to you.
Statements have recently be*en made in China concerning the aggressive policy of the Czarist government
and the unjust treaties imposed upon China. Naturally,
we wiil not defend the Russian Czars who permitted
arbitrariness in laying down state boundaries with
neighbouring countries. We are convinced that you, too,
d.o not intend to defend the Chinese emlJerors who by
force of arms seized not a few territories belonging to
others. But while condemning the reactionary actions
of the top-strata exploiters who held power in Russia and
in China at that tirne, we cannot disregard the fact that
historically-formed boundaries between states now exist.
Any attempt to ignore this can become the source of
misunderstandings and conflicts; at the same time, they
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will not lead to the solution of the problem. It would
be simply unreasonable to create territorial problems

artificially, at the present time, when the rvorking class
is in power and when our common aim is cqmmunism,
under which state borders rvill gradually lose their
former significance. We have all the possibilities for
fully eliminating border frictions of any kind and thus
showing the peoples an example of truly friendly relations between two socialist states.
We should also create conditions favourable to the improvement of relations on the Party level and avoid
anything that raight aggravate the difficulties that have
ar-isen in the communist movement. That the overcoming
of the differences in the communist movement is a complex matter, demanding time and serious effort, is
something we are fully aware of. But what is irnportant
is to go step by step in this direction, to shor,r, Leninist
concern for the strengthening of the unity of the world
communist movement on a principled Marxist basis, to
bar any acts whatsoever that might undermine unity and
to repulse factionalists and splitters.
We are of the opinion that even in the present complex
situation there is a possibility of preventing the polemics
that have spread from getting out of control, and of
directing matters towards the strengthening of unity and
solidarity between the CPC and the CPSU and among
all the fraternal Parties. The CC CPSU has more than
once advocated the cessation of public polemics. We
again repeated this proposal on October 25 and November
7, 1963. The Soviet press has ceased to pubUsh material.s
of a polernical character. In this letter we call once more
on the Centr:al Committee of the Chinese Communist
Party to do everything necessary for the cessation of

public polemics and of other activities that harm the
unity of the international cornmunist movement and the
unity of the socialist countries. We do not propose a
general cessation of the exchange of views on questions of
principle concerning rvorld developments, but desire only
that it should take place in the forms provided for by the
through
Statement of the fraternal Parties in 1960

mutual consultation, negotiations and exchanges of letters.
In making these proposals, the CC CPSU bases itself
on the consideration that they will help strengthen confidence and create more favourable conditions for the
preparation of a world meeting of the Communist and
Workers' Parties. Recently, the CPSU and the CPC,
like many other fraternal Parties, have more than once
advocated the convening of such a meeting. We now
reaffirm this position of ours. At the same time, we
underline yet again that it is the duty of all Parties to
help in the creation of a situation which will render such
a rneeting fruitful, so that it will lead not to a split in
the worid communist tnovement but to the genuine unity
and solidarity of atl the fraternal Parties and all the forces
of peace and socialism.
These are sonoe of our views on the concrete measures
that might be taken with the aim of overcoming the difficulties that have arisen.
Please understand us corr'ectly-our letter is dictated
exclusively by concern for the strengthening of unity.
We may differ in our understanding of this or that
ideological problem, or in our estimates of specific
will porrect
phenomena of social development
-'life
those who are'mistaken. But one must never even for a
minute, under any cir.cumstances, forget about the highest duty of Communists to build the unity of the
-
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socialist community and of the entire front of the struggle against capital. The peoples trust the Communists.
And we are called upon to justify their tmst. Let us, by
our common efforts, clear the way for the strengthening
of co-operation, and take concrete measures to this end"
The CPSU and the Soviet people cherish frieirdly
feelings for the Chinese people and the Communist party
of China and wish to strengthen the brotherhood buitrt
up in the struggle for socialism and communism. The
CC CPSU is filled with determination to do all it can to
achieve a turn of events for,the better and to strengthen
the unity of the world communist movement and the
friendship between the Chinese and Soviet peoples.
The CPSU guides itselJ unswervingly by the line of
the world communist movement and fir"n,ly defends the
principles of the Declaration and the Statement of the
Moscow meetings of 1957 and 1960. Our Leninist party
is waging a historic struggle for the building of com.
munism in the USS& for peace, democracy, and the national independence of peopleq for the strengthening of
the rvorld socialist community and the entire anti-rm.r
perialist revolutionary front, for the proletarian revo'iu4
tion and the cause of international socialism, and this
accords rvith the interests of all the peoples.
The CC CPSU calls on the CC CPC, on its part, to
undertake practical steps for the strengthening of the
unity of the fraternal Parties on the principles of Marxism-Leninism and proletarian internationalism in the
struggle for the great cause of socialism.

First Secretary of the
Central Committee of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union
N. Khrushchov'(signed)

LETTEE OF THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE OE
TIIE CPSU OF FEBEUAI"Y 22, T964
TO TEIE CENTBAL COMMITTEE
OF THE CPC
FebruarY 22, L964

The Central Committee of the
Communist Party of China
Dear Comrades,
The Central Conrmittee of the CPSU has received your
letter of Febi"uary 20, L964.
The rude tone and the unworthy and insulting methods
in relation to the Communist Party of the Soviet Union
to which you resort in this letter give us the moral right
not to answer it at all. And if we have nevertheless considered it expedient to reply to you, we are doing so only
in order to eliminate the possibility of any speeulation
or attempt to mislead the uninformed.
You express a simulated indignation at the fact that
the letter of the CC CPSU dated February 12 this year,
addressed to many fraternal Parties, was not sent to the
Central Committee of the Communist Party of China,
and represent this almost as an attempt to conceal the
content of this letter from you and as "sectarian" and
"factional activity by the CPSU".
How do matters stand in reality? It was no accident
that rve did not send you the letter of Eebruary 12 this

ir
year. In the past few months alone, the CC CPSU has
repeatedly approached the leadership of the CPC both
verbally and in writing with proposals that measures be
jointly taken for strengtheniitg the unity of the socialist
cornmunity and the international comrnunist movement.
The Central Committee of the Communist Party of
China has not considered it necessary even to reply
to our proposals. You ignored the proposal.s for normal.izing the situation in the communist movement
which the CPSU delegation advanced during the Moscow
talks in July 1963. You did not reply to the letter of the
CC CPSU dated November 29, 19G8, which contained a
concrete progralnrne of action for eliminating the existing differences. In exactly the same way no answer lvas
given to the repeated verbal approaches of leaders of
the CPSU to the leadeiship of the CPC made through
Comrades Teng Hsiao-ping, Peng Chen, Liu Hsiao and
Pan Tze-li.
If you care to refer to the above-mentioned documents
and material, it will be easy for you to convince yourselves that they discuss the very same problems about
which the CC CPSU wrote briefly to the fraternal parties
in its letter of February 12 this year.
While not answering our letter-s, you at the same time
unfolded a widespread campaign against the CpSU and
other Marxist-Leninist parties and sharply intensifiecl
schismatic factional activity in the international communist movement and the democratic organizations. In
an article on February 4 this year, the newspaper Renm,in
Ribao openly called for a split in the communist movement and dernonstrated the unwillingness of the CpC
Ieadership to reply to the positive proposals contained
in the letter of the CC CPSU dated Noven-rber 29, 1968.

Ii-r these circumstances, in the interests of the unity
of the communist rnovement and desirous of stating its

n{arxi'.qt-Leninist viewpoints which are being libellously
assailed by the Chinese press, the CC CPSU considered
it necessary to discuss the question at the February
Pienum of the Central Committee and thereafter openly
to stal,e its views. The CC CPSU clecidecl to infor-m the
fi aiernal Parties of this.
We had to tell them frankly that our proposals had
not evoked any positive response from the leaders of
the CPC and that, broadening their schismatic activity,
the latter were continuing to intensify the attacks on the
com.rrron cor'rrse of the world comrnunist movemerlt. We
declared that we shared the opinion of all the fraternal
Parties standing genuinely on the positions of the
Declaration and the Statement that it was necessary to
give a rebuff to the schismatics ancl tahe collective
measures for strengthening the unity of the comrnunist
mavement on the principled basis of Marxisn:-Leninisnr.
We once again asserted the desirability of calling a meeting of the Communist and Workers' Parties, concerning
which yoLr yoLlrseh,,es made repeated declarations at one
time.
Our letter condemned the intention of the leadership
of the CPC to create a factional bloc rviLh a special
pl'ogramme under its own hegemony.
This is what was discussed in the February 12 letter of
the CC CPSU.
- Our principled position on all the questions contaj.ned
in the February 12 letter was known to you long before
we approached the fraternal Parties' Before approaching
them in this letter, we tried rnore thau once to discuss
questions concerning the strengthening of the unity of
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the communist movement with the Central Cornmittee
of the Communist Party of China, and it is no fault of
ours that all these efforts produced no result. Insofar
as you persistently failed to reply to our repeated letters
and approaches and, what is more, presented them as

expressions of our weakness, it was unnecessary ancl
indeed useless to send you our letter of February 12.
After all this, one can only be surprised at your ailegations that the CPSU ,'is engineering a new campaign
against the CPC" "behind the back of the CpC,,, adopting
!'trvo-faced tactics" and "engaging in divisive
activities,,.
It is not difficult to see that the intention of the leadership of the CPC in exaggerating the matter of the
February 12 letter and distorting the real meaning of this
step by the CC CPSU by every means represents yet
a.nother clumsy attempt to lay its own fault at somebody
else's door and to shift to the CPSU the responsibility
for the difficulties that have arisen in the communist
movement exclusively through the fault of the CpC
leadership.
As the saying goes among our people, this is using a
well-knorvn method, in which the real culprit cries, ,,Stop

thief."
If one is to look for real double-clealers and schismatics acting "behind the backs of the fraternal parties,,,
one must speak of those who have carried on factional
activity for many yeans, and must go to those who openly
argue for the necrssity of a split in the communist movement and even declare it to be "an inexorable law,,. Holor,
for instance, is one to regard the following fact? As early
as June 1960 Comrade Liu Shao-chi and other CpC
leaders, in their talks with an Albanian delegation,
slandered the CPSU, deliberately distorted the external

and internal policies of our Party and tried to set the
Albanian public leaders against the CPSU. These actions
by the Chinese Ieadership evoked the just indignation of
members of the Albanian delegation who openly said so
to the Chinese comrades and informed the CC CPSU.
This is nothing but the most genuine behind-the-scenes
factional activity against a fraternal Party.
One could cite innumerable facts and, if necessary,
publish documents that expose the behind-the-scenes
activity of the CPC leadership against the CPSU and
other fraternal Parties, carried on over a number of
years. Representatives of fraternal Parties already spoke
about this to you directly at the Bucharest and l\{oscow
meetings.

As for the CPSU, rvl,'e do not conceal our views and
activities from any fraternal Party, including the CPC to
whose representatives u,e have repeatedly explained our
views and standpoints on all the most important questions.

The CC CPSU has utilized its right, possessed by
every Communist Party, to enter into consultation on
whatever problems are of concern to it. Nottvithstanding the fact that in your article of February 4 you permitted delirious invective against our Party and its
leadership, the CC CPSU has not allowed itself to be
provoked and has not taken the path of squabbling on the
principle of "spearpoint against spearpoint". While considering it necessary to give a rebuff to your schismatic
activity, we have decided, utilizing Party channels, to
consult anew with the Central Committees of fraternal
Parties and let them know the steps we plan for
strengthening the unity of the communist movement.
This is in full conformity with the principles and norms

for relations between Marxist-Leninist par,ties urltich are
stipulated in the Declaration ancl the Staten.rent of the
Moscow meetings.
The approach of the CC CPSU to the fraternal parties
in its leiter of February 12 was dictated by our palty,s

profound concern for the liquidation of the abnot"mal
situation which has now arisen in the comrnunist

movement. It reflects the basic interests of all i,hc
Marxist-Leninist parties, the interests of the defence of
the purity of 1\4arxisrn-Leninism.
As for your atteiapts to juggle with wor:ds like .,greatpo\,ver chauvinrsm", "self-imporfartt,r,,,domineering',,
"inveterate habit of posing as the ,father party, ,,,
o'God's will", etc.,
we have to tell you that the use of
such expressions only testifies to the weakness of your
position and to your wish in this r.vay to cover Ltp your
own activities, which you try to ascribe to us.
For four years the fraternal Parties of the whole r.vorld
have been appealing to the CC CPC to approach the
matter from the point of view of the corlmon interesls
and to cease its attempts to impose its erroneous o,gener,al
line" on the world communist movernent. However, the
leadership of the CPC has not only failed to heed the
opinion of fraternal Parties but with growing ambition
is posing as the sole heir of the founclers of MarxismLeninism and the supreme judg-e of the theoly
and practice of communism. After all, it is none othei
than the leadership of the CPC that is attempting to
dictate to the Cornmunist ,Parties of the capitalist
countries when they shoutrd begin the revolution and
by what paths they should accomplish it. This leacler:ship of the CPC pronounces irrevocable sentence oii
which country should be considered socialist and
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not. It is the

sarne leadership that affixes to
the labels of 'ocorrect" or "incorrect" ai-ic'l.
clepending upon whom i[ likes, declares son'ie to be "outstanding Marxisl,s" and others "modern revisionists".
Your great-po\{rer habits also appear in your last -shol"t
letter u.,hen, addressing the CC CPSU, you demand tira[
iL send to you its letter oI February 1.2. You do not reqnest', but d,emnnd. One asks, by what rigirt? Can it
realiy be that you consider that anyone will take your
toue scr:iously, becon'le frightened and rush as fast as his
legs can carry him to fulfil yortr every demand? This
is not mercly rude but simply ridiculous.
Your letter and its deliberately rude tone compel us
to rcflect once again: u'ith what purpGse was it sent?
After all, nobody rvill belicve that such an unseemly
nlessagc rvas sent in the interests of the strengthening
of friendship in ith the CPSU, of u,hich you ceasel ssly
talk to your owrl people and the international cornmunisi;
rnovement, thus deceiving them. Anyone who acquaints
himself with this letter rvili see that it is aimed at the
aggravation of diffcrences and the exacerbation of the
situation in the cornnunist movernent.
If the leaders of the CPC genuinely care for the
solidarity and unity of the communis[ movernent, theS'
should leave their elroneous path. cea-se schismatic actir.ily and tai<e their: stand in the same ranks as all
the world's fraternal Parties.
On its part, the CC CPSU is always read1, to do ever.ything in its porver for the unity oI the u,orld cornmunist
irovefir€nt on a principled i\ilarxist-Leninist basis.
Onr Farty, which places the interests of the unil-v of
the u,,or'ld commnnist moventenl, above all e1se, expresses

w,hich

v,.hole Parties

its willingness to continue to make exertions for: norrnal'
izing relations rvith the CPC.
The CC CPSU expresses its firm conviction that the
world communist movement will overcome the existing
difficulties, unite its ranks even rrore closely under the
banner of Marx-Engels-I-enin, and achieve new successes
in the struggle for the great cause of the working class,
for the victory of the national liberation movernent, for
the cause of peace and the security of the peoples, {or
the victory of communism.
With ardent fraternal greetings,
The Central Committee of the
Communist Party of the Scviet Union

LETTER OF THE CENTR.A,L COMMITTEE OF
THE CPSU OF MARCH 7, 1964
TO THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE
OT' THE CPC
March 7, 1964
The Central Committee of the
Communist Patty of China

Dear Comrades,
The CC CPSU has received your letter of February 27,
1964. We have studied it carefully, We must tell you
frankly that your letter has greatly astonished us" In
this letter you again lavishly employ such words as
"dlvisive", "factional" and n'sectarian", by means of
which you attempt to accuse our Party of some sor"t of
behind-the-scenes activity against the CPC.
Recently you have been trying more and more often
to place the blame for the emergence of the differences
and the exacerbation of the struggle on the shoulders of
the CPSU. The meaning of all these attempts is perfectly clear to us you wish to justify your own actions
and inflame the differences by shifting the responsibility
to others.
We can say with a clear conscience that we have no
responsibility whatsoever for the situation that has been
created. The CPSU and other Marxist-Leninist parties
have made and are making every effort to settle the dif-

ferences wi{"h the Communist Party of China on ttrre basis
of the pr'inciples in the Declaration and the Staten:ent

Moscow meetings. In its attitude toward your
Party, the CC CPSU has at all tirnes proceeded from the
position of not allowing the intensification of differences.
At first rve thought that the divergencies that aloie
several Jiears ago were fortuit-ous. We did not rvish to
believe the information we received that the Chinese
comrades r,vere acting behind our backs and taking a Iine
of exacerbating the struggle. We have striven at all
times for rnutual lelations of the greatest brothertrrood
and confidence.
The CC CPSU is li,e1l a\l'are of the importance of
fr:ienclship between the Communist Party of the Soviet
Ui-rion and the Communist Party of China and betrveen
the Soviet Union and the People's Repubiic of China,
lvhose relations must be built on the foundation of the
teachings of Marxism-Leninism. We have trrore tha-n
as tve did for instance
once rvritten and stated to you
Ambassador oi t'he
at the time when Comrade Liu Hsiao,
Peop)e's Republic of China to the U.S.S.R., left Moscorv
in Octobcr 1S62 or-rr sincere clesit'e that the ft'iendship
- and the CPC should remain as good
bctween the CPSU
as it was before 1958. This llas what w'e most ar:clently
hoped for. But nol, unfoltunately, rn'e see thafi t]rcse'
hopes are not being realized.
Tlhe centrai point of the letter of the CC CPC of February 27 is in fact a proposa,l fol the intensification of puirlic
polen'rics. In proposing the conclusion of an agreenrent

of the

rrrl lrrutual publication of critical materials clir:ected
against one another, rvhat you desire is, in esseuce, that
the polernics between the Parties should emblace the
peoples of our countries.
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- Yon must undet:stand, cornrad.es, that rvere oue to
puirlish your alticles which contain so rnany unjust assertions and slanclers against the internal and externatr
policy of the Soviet lJnion, and v',hich go so far as to
assert that the "restoration of ca-pitalism" is taking place
in the U.S.S.R. and that it has entered iirto "coliusion with
American imperialism", it would only ar-ouse a feeling ot
legitimate indignation among the Soviet people. Naturally, the Soviet press would not leave snch attacks unanswered. And all this rvould nrean not taking the line
of strengthening the friendship between tlre great peoples of the Soviet Union and China but taking the line
of inflarning hostiiii,y, mistrust and unfrietldliness between them.
Incleed, the polemics yoLr ale conducting have long ago
gone beyond the bounds of ideological dispute and been
turned by you into a wealrcn for the struggle against
the CPSU and the entire rvorld communist movernent.
You pour torrents of dirt over our Palty and our country, and are in essence enrploying the sarne tactics as
that of the opponents of the Soviet state, wiro try to
divide the people from the Pally and the Party Irom
the leadership. Such actions are inpern-iissible, and
calculations based on them ale sirnply naive. Your attacks on the CPSU, which has rich experience of stluggle
against the Trotskyites, the Right opportunists and the
nalionalists, and against extel'nal enemies, are only promoting the even greater unity of Soviet Con'lmunists and
the entire Soviet people around thcir militant communist
vanguard.

In telling the Pariy tl-re truth about yottr sub','ersil'e
activities, rve have ahvays maiutained a,nd continue to
adhele to self-r-estraint and a quiet tone of voice, and
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never permit any insults toward the fraternal Communist Party of China, its leaders and the Chinese people. Please consider what would happen if we too were
to take your path and reply to you with the same abuse
that you heap on us, and call upon the Chinese people
to fight against their leadership. If we took this path,
what sort of Communists or leaders of Communist Parties
would we be, or what sort of followers of the teachings
of Marxism-Leninism who are confronted with the tasks
of struggle to build a communist society? Communism
does not mean the inflaming of enmity among nations;
on the contrary it means their unification into a single
fraternal family, regardless of nationality, colour of skin
and language, for the irreconcilable struggle against exploiters and imperialism.
Guided by these very considerations, the CC CPSU in
its letter of November 29,1963 again proposed the cessation of public polemics and put forward a constructive
programme for the improvement of Soviet-Chinese relations and the normalization of the situation in the communist movement. At the same time, the publication of
polemical material in Soviet newspapers and periodicals
was discontinued. All the fraternal Parties recognized
these actions as expressions of the good will of the CPSU
and hopefully expected that the leadership of the CPC
would support otrr initiative.
Unfortunately the CC CPC did the opposite. While
deliberately delaying an official answer to our appeal,
in fact you replied to it by inflaming the polemics, by
intensifying schismatic activities in the communist movement and by directing even more slanderous accusations
at the CPSU and other Marxist-Leninist parties. This
campaign culminated in the Renmin Ribao and Hongqi,

article of February 4, 1964 rvhich proclaimed that the
Soviet lJnion, together with American imperialism, was
the "arch-enemy" of People's China and contained impermissible insinuations concerning our Party and its
Central Committee. The article of February 4 represented
an attempt to provide some kind of theoretical basis for
schismatic activities and to declare that a split in the
communist movement was a phenomenon conforming to
laws. This disgraceful document, like other similar material, was distributed in huge numbers and broadcast
all over the world by radio in Russian and other 1anguages.

we could no longer remain
the
whole
truth about the words
tell
silent, we had to

In these

circunnstances'

and the actual deeds of the Chinese leadership so that the
P1enum of the CC CPSU could discuss and appraise the

situation that had arisen and speak its weighty word.
After discussing the question of the struggle waged by the
CPSU for the unity of the communist movement, the
February Plenum of the CC CPSU, at which six thousand Party activists were present, unanimously approved
the line of the Presidium of the Central Committee.
In full conformity with the accepted principles governing relations in the communist movement, the CC
CPSU considered it its duty to inform fraternal Parties
of our intention to publish the relevant materials of the
Plenum in the press and to rebuff the schismatic activities of. the leadership of the CPC.
It is quite understandable that there was no sense at
all in sending you our letter addressed to other fraternal
Parties. This would have been useless, if only because
we had already repeatedly approached you with the
same questions and received no answer. The letter of

the CC CPSU of Februarv 12 contained no seclcts, i[ contained nothing we had not talked about to the leader,ship of the CPC much earliel'. Nonethcless, you decided
to use this letter as a pretext for accusing the CPSLI of
"behind-the-scenes . . . anti-Chinese" activity. It is appropriate fir'st of all to ask: Has a Communist ParLy no
right to address letters to whomever it considers nece,!sary? Do rve demand that the CC CPC give us an account of its correspondence?
But this is not the whole rnatter. We have already
told you how absurd such accusations are, particulariy
when made b;i those who have actually carried on
behind-the-scenes subversive aciivities against fraternal
ParLies over se'\reral years. We can cite many examples
of how the CC CPC, acting behind the backs o{ Marxist=
Leninist parties and their leadership, is inspiring tire
creation of anti-Party schismatic groups and trying to
unite them in opposition to the world communist move=
ment.
Losing its sense of reality, the CC CPC attempted to
present us rvith an ultimatum
it demanded that it be
sent the letter of the CC CPSU -of February 12. When we
politely explained that no Communist Party should
permit itself to talk to another in the language of
ultimatums, you alleged, obviously obscuring the issuq
that there is no difference betlveen the n ords "reqnesL'!
and "demand'r in the Chinese language.

We hold a much highcr opinion of the Chinese
language. The Chinese are a great people with an ancient cultur'e and understand the shades of meaning between "request" and "demand" perfectly weltr. It may
even happen that the rvords are the saure but the nusic
is qtiite different. Incidentaliy, the word "reqLlest" u.as

found in the Chinese language, after all, rvhen there was
a desire to use it. We hope that from now on the nanguage of ultimatums r-l,ill be exeluded forever f,rom orer
relations.

Why, then, rvas it found necessary to permit onesetrf
to address a fraternal Party in this way? Why was
your entire letter of F ebrualy 27, like the preceding
ones, w'r'itten in an exceptionally rude and impertinent
tone, and studded with irnprccations and insulting expressions? To irritate us, to force us to depart from
principled ideological and communist positions and ernbark upon a "squabble at the n"routh of the rvell"? Apparently these rvere indeed your intentions.
Seeking political eapital, you constanUy dech yourselves out as o'knights" of equality and at the same time
try to convince people that the CPSU is clinging to the
role of a "father party". We cannot avoid the
impression that all this is done solely to enable you
to fill the role of a "father party" yourselves. But
times are different now. Even in Stalin's lifetime this
role had become obsolete, although he did take such a
position. By permitting abuses of power within our
Party and in relation to fraternal Parties and annihilat'
ing people who had opinions of their olvn, he forfeited
people's confidence and destroyed his own prestige.
During and after the "uvar, Stalin hirnself apparenUy feit
that one should not order Parties about at one's orvn
will. This, in particular, was one of the reasons for
the dissoltttion of the Comintern.
After Sta1in's death our Party, having analyzed all
these things in an honest and Marxist-Leninist way'
took steps to correct the situation that had arisen. On
its or,,r,n initt'ative, the CC CPSU corrected StaXin's errors

and restored the Leninist principle of equality in its
relations with fraternal Parties and countries. We withdrew our troops from countries u,here they had previous-

ly been stationed, including the troops from Port Arthur.
We liquidated the economic joint companies in China
and in other countries and took a number of other
Ileasures. It is not superfluous to note that the CC CFC
at one time fully approved these steps taken by our

Party and set a high value on them.
We still stand on the sarne positions. Today the situation is not what itwas, for instance, in 1919: today Lenin
is no longer alive, and no one living can take his place.
It is only collectively that the Marxist-Leninist parties
can work out a common line for the communist movement. There are no "father" or "son" parties, nor can
there be any, but there is and must be a family of
fraternal Parties with equal rights and collective wisdom. Success will never attend efforts to impose one's
own views on people in disregard of their opinions and
to attach labels to ali who disagree with such views.
That is why, even today, we call on you yet again to
think over your viewpoints and carefully to iveigh up

where they can lead you. That is why,

despite

your incessant assaults on the CPSU and other MarxistLeninist parties, we have exercised patience and are continuing to exercise it and are ready to make every effort
to normalize the situation and strengthen the solidarity
of the international communist movement.
The CC CPSU has repeatedly expressed the view that
the best thing for the interests of the working class and
of the revolutionary movement and for the cause of world
socialism today would be the cessation of the public
polemics between Comrnunist Parties. Once again we

let us proceed in all matters from the prin+
ciples of- the Declaration and the Statement, and discuss
disputed questions at fneetings between fraternpl Parties
or at international conferences among them. The dis.
cussions should proceed with tact and self-respect, with
an understanding of the fuII responsibility we bear in
our actions, so that the dispute may not lead to a split
of
and do damage to the holy of holies
- the teachings
Marxism-Leninism and the cause of socialism.
We have no right to forget the behest of V. I. Lenin;
who warned that dissensions among Communists serve
to benefit the irnperialists. "If discussions," said V. I.
Lenin, "then arguments; if arguments, then dissensions;
if dissensions, it means the Communists have become
weaker: then press on, seize the moment, take advantage
of their weakening. This has become the slogan of the
world that is hostile to us. We must not forget this for
an instant." (Collected Works, Fourth Russian ed., Vol.
32, pp. 744-145).
If you had really been interested in strengthening the
unity of the international communist ranks, then you
should have accepted our proposals long ago, listened to
the voice of reason and taken account of the opinion of
the overwhelming majority of the Marxist-Leninist parties. The more stubbornly you persist in your intention
to inJlame the polemics and in your schismatic activities,
the more will the Communists and all the progressive
forces have grounds to be convinced that the CC CPC is
not guided by the interests of socialism at all, but by
incorrectly conceived national-in effect-nationalist,
selfish interests.
We could refute point by point the slanderous accusar
tions against the CPSU made off-handedly in the letter
propose
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of the CC CE|C of February 27, but we do not

The CC CPSU wili give its answer to this tretter and
will shorr the real rneaning of your. distortion of the

idroirigical-political viern's of our Party and its practical
acbivities; it wi.Il re-establish the truth.
Burl; in oltr pl"esent letter we deeilr- il necessary to set
forth our position on the question that worries the whole
that of vrays to overcorne the
communist mo\relnent
ciifferences and attain unity and solidarity axrlong the
fraternal Parties.
We note that a{ter many nronths of staliing and delay
the CC CPC has agreed wittrr our view concerning the
necessi.ty of continuing the bilateral meeting of representatives o.f the CPSU and the CPC, and of afterwards preparilag and calling a meeting of al1 the Communist and
Workers' Farties.
The CC CPSU takes a positive view of t'tris facl and
consiCers it to be its internationalist duty to do its utrnost,
in the collrse of these projected meetings and discussions,
to help strengthen the unity of the conlmtrnist rnovernerlt
and the solidarity of the fi:aternal Parties on a MarxistLeninist platlcrtn.
At the satrre time, rve do not understand your molives
for delaying for a long period the taking of these rneasutes
for rvhich the time is fully ripe' By now it is perfectly
clear what haria has been done to the communist fiaovernen[ as a result of youl' exacerbation of polerrrics and
your factional activity in its midst. The questibns demanding discussion have ftrlly ernerged, and the aim of the
meetings is pelfectly clear. Moreover, otle cannot ignore
thc fact that the majority of the Marxist-Leninirct parties
are ever more urgently stressing the necessity for an
international meeting.
The delaying of the bilateral rneeting between representatives of the CPSU and the CPC is ali the rnore inexplicable. Eigirt months have already passed since the first
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consicler

now. What is the use of argurnents,
when you have no intention of seriously entering into
the essence of the questions but instead simply pour yet
another bucket of dirt over our Party?
We wiil not fall for any provocaLion but r.viil proceed
along X.,enin's path in one family together with the Cornmunists of the whole world. The CC CPSU again expresses its conficience that the Cornmunist Party of China
wili sooner or later find the correct path to unity with
this family" Tire sooner this happens, the better. The
Communist, Party of the Soviet Union will continue to
struggle {or the uniLy of all fratelnal Partiqs on MarxistLeninist and proletarian-iniernationali.st principles, and
on the basis of the Declaration and the Statement, the
programmatic docuurents of the world communist movenecessary to do so

ment.
We have also received your ietter of February 29. From
this letter, rvhich is a belated answer to ours of November
29, 1963, ib is evident that you have rejected all the
proposais rn e rnade for the sake of a radical improvement
of Soviet-Chinese relations, of the strengthening of friendship and co-operation between the peoples of the USSR
and the FRC, and of the unity of the ranks of the world
communisl, rnovement. The whole spirit oI your letter
demonstrates that the CC CFC is not concerned with ir:nproving relations betrveen our Parties and countries but
instead is inventing various accusations against the
CPSU and the Soviet Unior:. We resolutely r.epudiate
ail yow libelious attacks on the CPSU and the Sovieb

Union,

meeting, and you propose postponing the second for
another period of similar length at a time when the
speediest possible settlement of existing differences is
urgently required for the improvement of the relations
between our two Parties and countries, and in the interests of the unity of the international communist movement and a1l democratic and revolutionary forces so that
they can activize their joint struggle against imperialism.
It is very important that our Parties should not be diverted
into endless argument but concentrate our main attention on the solution of the immense tasks confronting us
in the building of socialism and communism and on the
struggle against our common enemy
imperialism.
Your proposal that the meeting of- representatives of
the CPC and the CPSU be held as 1ate as October 1964
means in fact that the meeting of fraternal parties would
be delayed by at least a year, that the setilement of the
existing differences would thus be further postponed and
that these differencm would be further exacerbated. In
our opinion, this would only bring harm to the fraternal
Parties and the whole world communist movement.
We also fail to understand the motives by which you
were guided in making the proposal that a preparatory
meeting be called composed of representatives of only
seventeen fraternal Parties (Albania, Bulgaria, Hungary,
Viet Nam, GDR, China, Korea, Cuba, Mongolia, poland,
Rumania, USSR, Czechoslovakia, Indonesia, Japan, Italy
and France).
We consider it appropriate to hold the preparatory
meeting with the participation of representatives of all
the fraternal Parties that were on the drafting cornilittee
of the Moscow Meeting of 1960 and that jointly pr.epared
the Statement (Albania, Bulgaria, Hungary, Viet Nam,

GDR, China, Korea, Cuba, Mongolia, Poland, Rumania,
USSR, Czechoslovakia, France, Italy, Ger-rnan Federal
Republic, Great Britain, Finland, Argentina, Brazil,
Syria, India, Indonesia, U.S.A., Japan and Australia).
This composition, covering the main areas of the
revolutionary movement, was then approved by all
the fraternal Parties, and experience showed ib to be
hetpful to the successful conduct of the 1960 Meeting
and the formulation of its documents. Naturally our
Party, which is charged with the duty of calling the international conference, will approach all the Parties and
consult with them.
Guided by all these considerations, the CC CPSU pt"oposes:

-I. That the meeting of representatiDes of the CPSU

and the CPC be continued i,n Peki,ng i.n May 1964.
2. Th,at the preparatory m,eeting oJ representati,ues of
tuentg-six fraternal Parties be called i,n June-July 1964.
3. Thqt the internati,onal meeti,ng be helil., tuith the
agreement of the traternnl Parties, i,n the &uturnn oJ 7964.
The CC CPSU emphasizes that for the successful implementation of aII these measures it is necessary that
there be a cessation of public polemics and an abandonment of a1I types of subversive and schismatic activity
in the sociafist community and the communist movement.
We hope that the CC CPC will agree to these proposals
and will make its constructive conti:ibution to the preparation and implementation of the orojected measures"
Our proposal of these measures is prompted by deep conceln for the settlement of the differences and for the
unity of the international communist movement, and
these measures are in accord with the fundamental in-

telests of the peoples of the socialist countries, flre work.
ii-rg class and the working people of ail countt'ies, and
rvith the interests of cornmunisrn.
With eomradely greetings,
The Central Comrrittee of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union
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