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FROM THE “REPORT
OF THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE OF THE
COMMUNIST PARTY OF THE SOVIET UNION
TO THE TWENTIETH PARTY CONGRESS”

February 14, 1956

1

THE INTERNATIONAL POSITION
OF THE SOVIET UNION

6. SOME FUNDAMENTAL QUESTIONS
OF PRESENT-DAY INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Comrades, I should like to dwell on some fun-
damental questions concerning present-day interna-
tional development, which determine not only the
present course of events, but also the prospects for the
future.

These questions are the peaceful coexistence of the
two systems, the possibility of preventing wars in the
present era, and the forms of transition to socialism 1n
different countries.

Let us examine these questions in brief.

The peaceful coexistence of the two systems. The
Leninist principle of peaceful coexistence of states with
different social systems has always been and remains
the general line of our country’s foreign policy.

It has been alleged that the Soviet Union advances
the principle of peaceful coexistence merely out of tac-
tical considerations, considerations of expediency. Yet
it 1Is common knowledge that we have always, from the
very first years of Soviet power, stood with equal firm-
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ness for peaceful coexistence. Hence, it is not a tactical
move, but a fundamental principle of Soviet foreign
policy.

This means that if there is indeed a threat to the
peaceful coexistence of countries with differing social
and political systems, it by no means comes from the
Soviet Union or the rest of the socialist camp. Is there a
single reason why a socialist state should want to
unleash aggressive war? Do we have classes and groups
that are interested in war as a means of enrichment?
We do not. We abolished them long ago. Or, perhaps,
we do not have enough territory or natural wealth,
perhaps we lack sources of raw materials or markets
for our goods? No, we have sufficient of all those and
to spare. Why then should we want war? We do not
want it, as a matter of principle we renounce any pol-
icy that might lead to millions of people being plunged
into war for the sake of the selfish interests of a hand-
ful of multi-millionaires. Do those who shout about the
“aggressive intentions’” of the U.S.S.R. know all this?
Of course they do. Why then do they keep up the old
monctonous refrain about some imaginary ‘‘communist
aggression”? Only to stir up mud, to conceal their plans
for world domination, a ““crusade’ against peace, democ-
racy and socialism.

To this day the enemies of peace allege that the So-
viet Union 1s out to overthrow capitalism in other coun-
tries by “exporting” revolution. It goes without saying
that among us Communists there are no supporters of
capitalism. But this does not mean that we have in-
terfered or plan to interfere in the internal affairs of
countries where capitalism exists. Romain Rolland
was right when he said that “freedom is not brought in
from abroad in baggage trains like Bourbons”. (Anima-
tion.) It is ridiculous to think that revolutions are made
to order. We often hear representatives of bourgeois
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countries reasoning thus: “The Soviet leaders claim
that they are for peaceful coexistence between the two
systems. At the same time they declare that they are
fighting for communism, and say that communism is
bound to win in all countries. Now if the Soviet Union
is fighting for communism, how can there be any peace-
ful coexistence with it?”’ This view is the result of bour-
geois propaganda. The ideologists of the bourgeoisie
distort the facts and deliberately confuse questions of
ideological struggle with questions of relations between
states in order to make the Communists of the Soviet
Union look like aggressors.

When we say that the socialist system will win in the
competition between the two systems—the capitalist
and the socialist—this by no means signifies that its
victory will be achieved through armed interference by
the socialist countries in the internal affairs of the
capitalist countries. Our certainty of the victory of
communism 1s based on the fact that the socialist mode
of production possesses decisive advantages over the
capitalist mode of production. Precisely because of this,
the ideas of Marxism-Leninism are more and more
capturing the minds of the broad masses of the work-
ing people in the capitalist countries, just as they have
captured the minds of millions of men and women in
our country and the People’s Democracies. (Prolonged
applause.) We believe that all working men in the world,
once they have become convinced of the advantages
communism brings, will sooner or later take the road
of struggle for the construction of socialist society.
(Prolonged applause.) Building communism in our coun-
try, we are resolutely against war. We have always held
and continue to hold that the establishment of a new so-
cial system in one or ancther country is the internal af-
fair of the peoples of the countries .concerned. Thisis cur
attitude, based on the great Marxist-Leninist teaching.
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The principle of peaceful coexistence is gaining ever
wider international recognition. This principle is one
of the corner-stones of the foreign policy of the Chinese
People’s Republic and the other People’s Democracies.
It is being actively implemented by the Republic of
India, the Union of Burma, and a number of other coun-
tries. And this is natural, for there is no other way in
present-day conditions. Indeed, there are only two
ways: either peaceful coexistence or the most destruc-
tive war in history. There is no third way.

We believe that countries with differing social sys-
tems can do more than exist side by side. It is neces-
sary to procced further, to improve relations, strengthen
confidence between countries, and co-operate. The his-
toric significance of the famous Five Principles, ad-
vanced by the People’s Republic of China and the Re-
public of India and supported by the Bandung Confer-
ence and the world public in general, lies in that they
provide the best form for relations between countries
with differing social systems in present-day conditions.
Why not make these principles the foundation of peace-
ful relations among all countries in all parts of the
world? It would meet the vital interests and demands
of the peoples if all countries subscribed to these Five
Principles.

The possibility of preventing war in the present era.
Millions of people all over the world are asking whether
another war is really inevitable, whether mankind which
has already experienced two devastating world wars
must still go through a third one? Marxists must answer
this question taking into consideration the epoch-mak-
ing changes of the last decades.

There 1s, of course, a Marxist-Leninist thesis that
wars are Inevitable as long as imperialism exists. This
precept was evolved at a time when 1) imperialism was
an all-embracing world system, and 2) the social and
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political forces which did not want war were weak,
poorly organised, and hence unable to compel the im-
perialists to renounce war.

. People usually take only one aspect of the question
and examine only the economic basis of wars under
imperialism. This is not enough. War is not only an
economic phenomenon. Whether there is to be a war or
not depends in large measure on the correlation of
class, political forces, the degree of organisation and
the awareness and resolve of people. Moreover, in
certain conditions the struggle waged by progressive
social and political forces may play a decisive role.
Hitherto the state of affairs was such that the forces
that did not want war and opposed it were poorly or-
ganised and lacked the means to check the schemes of
the war-makers. Thus it was before the First World
War, when the main force opposed to the threat of
war—the world proletariat—was disorganised by the
treachery of the leaders of the Second International.
Thus it was on the eve of the Second World War, when
the Soviet Union was the only country that pursued an
active peace policy, when the other Great Powers to
all intents and purposes encouraged the aggressors, and
the Right-wing Social-Democratic leaders had split the
labour movement in the capitalist countries.

In that period this thesis was absolutely correct. At
the present time, however, the situation has changed
radically. Now there is a world camp of socialism,
which has become a mighty force. In this camp the
peace forces find not only the moral, but also the
material means to prevent aggression. Moreover, there
1s a large group of other countries with a population
running into many hundreds of millions which are
actively working to avert war. The labour movement in
the capitalist countries has today become a tremendous
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force. The movement of peace supporters has sprung
up and developed into a powerful factor.

In these circumstances certainly the Leninist precept
that so long as imperialism exists, the economic basis
giving rise to wars will also be preserved remains in
force. That is why we must display the greatest vigi-
lance. As long as capitalism survives in the world, the
reactionary forces representing the interests of the
capitalist monopolies will continue their drive towards
military gambles and aggression, and may try to un-
leash war. But war is not fatalistically inevitable. Today
there are mighty social and political forces possessing
formidable means to prevent the imperialists from un-
leashing war, and if they do try to start it, to give
a smashing rebuff to the aggressors and frustrate their
adventurist plans. To be able to do this all anti-war
forces must be vigilant and prepared, they must act as
a united front and never relax their efforts in the battle
for peace. The more actively the peoples defend peace,
the greater the guarantees that there will be no new
war. (Stormy, prolonged applause.)

Forms of transition to socialism in different coun-
tries. In connection with the radical changes in the
world arena new prospects are also opening up in respect
to the transition of countries and nations to socialism.

As far back as the eve of the Great October Social-
1st Revolution Lenin wrote: “All nations will arrive at
socialism—this is inevitable, but not all will do so in
exactly the same way, each will contribute something
of its own in one or another form of democracy, one
or another variety of the dictatorship of the proletariat,
one or another rate at which socialist transformations
will be effected in the various aspects of social life.
There 1s nothing more primitive from the viewpoint of
theory or more ridiculous from that of practice than to
paint, ‘in the name of historical materialism’, this as-
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pect of the Tuture in a monotonous grey. The result
will be nothing more than Suzdal daubing.” (Works,
Vol. 23, p. 58.)

Historical experience has fully confirmed Lenin’s
brilliant precept. Alongside the Soviet form of recon-
structing society on socialist lines, we now have the
form of People’s Democracy.

In Poland, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Albania, and the
other European People’s Democracies, this form sprang
up and is being utilised in conformity with the concrete
historical, social and economic conditions, and peculiar-
ities of each of these countries. It has been thoroughly
tried and tested in the course of ten years and has
fully proved its worth.

Much that is unique in socialist construction is being
contributed by the Chinese People’s Republic, whose
economy prior to the victory of the revolution was ex-
ceedingly backward, semi-feudal and semi-colonial in
character. Having taken over decisive commanding
positions, the people’s democratic state is using them
in the social revolution to implement a policy of peace-
ful reorganisation of private industry and trade and
their gradual transformation into a component of so-
cialist economy.

The leadership of the great cause of socialist recon-
struction by the Communist Party of China and the
Communist and Workers’ Parties of the other People’s
Democracies, exercised in keeping with the peculiarities
and specific features of each country, is creative Marx-
1ISm in action.

In the Federative People’s Republic of Yugoslavia,
where state power belongs to the working people, and
society is based on public ownersnip of the means of
production, specific concrete forms of economic man-
agement and organisation of the state apparatus are
arising in the process of socialist construction.
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It is probable that more forms of transition to social-
ism will appear. Moreover, the implementation of these
forms need not be associated with civil war under all
circumstances. Our enemies like to depict us Leninists
as advocates of violence always and everywhere. True,
we recognise the need for the revolutionary transfor-
mation of capitalist society into socialist society. It is
this that distinguishes the revolutionary Marxists from
the reformists, the opportunists. There i1s no doubt that
in a number of capitalist countries the violent over-
throw of the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie and the
sharp aggravation of class struggle connected with this
are inevitable. But the forms of social revolution vary.
It is not true that we regard violence and civil war -as
the only way to remake society.

It will be recalled that in the conditions that arose in
April 1917 Lenin granted the possibility that the Russian
Revolution might develop peacefully, and that in the
spring of 1918, after the victory of the October Revolu-
tion, Lenin drew up his famous plan for peaceful social-
ist construction. It is not our fault that the Russian and
international bourgeoisie organised counter-revolution,
Intervention, and civil war against the young Soviet
state and forced the workers and peasants to take up
arms. It did not come to civil war in the European
People’s Democracies, where the historical situation
was different.

Leninism teaches us that the ruling classes will not
surrender their power voluntarily. And the greater or
lesser degree of intensity which the struggle may as-
sume, the use or the non-use of violence in the transi-
tion to socialism depends on the resistance of the ex-
ploiters, on whether the exploiting class 1tself resorts
to violence, rather than on the proletariat.

In this connection the question arises of whether it
1s possible to go over to socialism by using parliamen-
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tary means. No such course was open to the Russian
Bolsheviks, who were the first to effect this transition.
Lenin showed us another road, that of the establishment
of a republic of Soviets, the only correct road in those
historical conditions. Following that course we achieved
a victory of history-making significance.

Since then, however, the historical situation has un-
dergone radical changes which make possible a new
approach to the question. The forces of socialism and
democracy have grown immeasurably throughout the
world, and capitalism has become much weaker. The
mighty camp of socialism with its population of over
900 million is growing and gaining in strength. Its
gigantic internal forces, its decisive advantages over
capitalism, are being increasingly revealed from day to
day. Socialism has a great power of attraction for the
workers, peasants, and intellectuals of all countries.
The ideas of socialism are indeed coming to dominate
the minds of all toiling humanity.

At the same time the present situation offers the
working class in a number of capitalist countries a real
opportunity to unite the overwhelming majority of the
people under its leadership and to secure the transfer
of the basic means of production into the hands of the
people. The Right-wing bourgeois parties and their gov-
ernments are suffering bankruptcy with increasing fre-
quency. In these circumstances the working class, by
rallying around itself the toiling peasantry, the intel-
ligentsia, all patriotic forces, and resolutely repulsing
the opportunist elements who are incapable of giving
up the policy of compromise with the capitalists and
landlords, is in a position to defeat the reactionary
forces opposed to the popular interest, to capture a
stable majority in parliament, and transform the latter
from an organ of bourgeois democracy into a genuine
instrument of the people’s will. (Applause.) In such an
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event this institution, traditional in many highly devel-
oped capitalist countries, may become an organ of
genuine democracy, democracy for the working people.

The winning of a stable parliamentary majority backed
by a mass revolutionary movement of the proletariat
and of all the working people could create for the
working class of a number of capitalist and former
colonial countries the conditions needed to secure fun-
damental social changes.

In the countries where capitalism is still strong and
has a huge military and police apparatus at its disposal,
the reactionary forces will of course inevitably offer
serious resistance. There the transition to socialism will
be attended by a sharp class, revolutionary struggle..

Whatever the form of transition to socialism, the de-
cisive and indispensable factor is the political leader-
ship of the working class headed by its vanguard. With-
out this there can be no transition to socialism.

It must be strongly emphasised that the more favour-
able conditions for the victory of socialism created 1n
other countries are due to the fact that socialism has
won in the Soviet Union and is winning in the People’s
Democracies. Its victory in our country would have
been impossible had Lenin and the Boishevik Party not
upheld revolutionary Marxism in battle against the re-
formists, who broke with Marxism and took the path
of opportunism.

Such are the considerations which the Central Com-
mittee of the Party finds necessary to set out in regard
to the forms of transition to socialism in present-day
conditions.



LETTER TO BERTRAND RUSSELL
March 5, 1958

The British philosopher, Bertrand Russell, addressed
an Open Letter to N. S. Khrushchov and President
Eisenhower, which was published in the London New
Statesman of November 23, 1957. Khrushchov’s reply
was published in the New Statesman of December 21,
1557.

Both Russell’s Open Letter and Khrushchov’s reply
were published in No. 1 International Affairs for 1958.

The U.S. Secretary of State, John Foster Dulles, wrote
a reply to Bertrand Russell on behalf of the U.S. Pres-

ident which was published in the New Statesman of
IFebruary &, 1958.

On March 5, 1958, Khrushchov sent a second letter

to Bertrand Russell which the New Statesman published
on March 14.

It is published below.

Mr. KINGSLEY MARTIN, THE EDITOR, NEW STATESMAN

Dear Mr. Editor,

On February 8 you published the letter by Mr. Dulles,
the U.S. Secretary of State, sent on behalf of the U.S.
President in reply to the Open Letter of Professor Ber-
trand Russell addressed to President Eisenhower and
myself.
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In so far as Mr. Dullés’ lettér contains distortions
and Inaccuracies concerning Soviet foreign policy, and
also in so far as Mr. Dulles comments in an extremely
arbitrary fashion upon a number of points made in my
reply to Lord Russell published in your journal, I felt
it necessary to address a second Open Letter to Pro-
fessor Bertrand Russell.

Since many readers of your journal clearly read Lord
Russell’s letter and my reply, and also that of
Mr. Dulles, I would ask you to be so kind as to publish
my second letter to Lord Russell.

Yours faithfully,
N. KHRUSHCHOQOV

March 5, 1958

N. S. KHRUSHCHOV’S LETTER TO BERTRAND RUSSELL

Dear Lord Russell,

I see that the New Statesman on February 8 published
a letter from Mr. John Foster Dulles, which he wrote
on behalf of the U.S. President in reply to your Open
Letter addressed to myself and Mr. Dwight D. Eisen-
hower, President of the United States.

I had no intention of writing you a second letter, as
in my letter of December 7 I had already set out my
views on the important international problems you had
touched upon. However, after carefully reading
Mr. Dulles’ letter in which he comments extensively
and, regrettably, in a most peculiar way, on the Soviet
Union’s attitude and on my letter to you, the idea oc-
curred to me to write you this letter. Naturally, it will
deal with Mr. Dulles’ letter.

To read Mr. Dulles’ letter and remain silent—would
not that be tantamount to agreeing, to some extent,
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with what he writes? It is, however, impossible to
agree—completely impossible—for in the heat of ar-
gument Mr. Dulles has been so carried away that he
has completely lost touch with the real facts and has
begun to build his arguments on his emotions and deduc-
tions. But deductions based on emotions, even if they
come from a person of such strong convictions as
Mr. Dulles, do not acquire the weight of facts.

Emotions are always emotions. The logic of facts is
an entirely different matter. I have always been at-
tracted rather by the logic of facts, and not by the
logic of emotional deductions.

One cannot but agree with Mr. Dulles that the world
in which we live is made of sterner stuff than mere
words. So much combustible material has now been ac-
cumulated that it needs only a single spark to cause
disaster. Such is the situation in the world that as a
result of just one absurd incident or a defect in the
equipment of a single plane carrying a hydrogen bomb,
or the slightest deviation from the normal in the men-
tality of a pilot at the controls, war can become a fact
this very day.

To Mr. Dulles, I should like to say that we are both
getting on in years. I don’t know about him, but during
the Second World War it fell to my lot to see the death
of many of my comrades and the devastation of entire
towns. Believe me, it was a terrible thing. But that was
in war-time. Today, while the British people sleep peace-
fully in their beds, a horrible death constantly hovers
over their heads, borne not by enemy planes but by
bombers carrying U.S. atom and hydrogen bombs.

Probably Mr. Dulles regards this circumstance dif-
ferently from the way I regard it, and it awakens no
protest from him; but I-——and I am not alone—cannot
speak of this without indignation. My entire being pro-
tests against such criminal playing with fire. And just
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think—for the sake of what? They say for the sake of
security and as a defence against possible attack. What
attack do they have in mind? It turns out that what
they are thinking of is defence against a possible So-
viet attack.

To such people one can only say:

“Come to your senses, gentlemen—what makes ycu
think that the Soviet Union intends to attack the West-.
ern Powers? Why do you deceive your own people?”

I often wonder what kind of logic it is that some of
the leaders of the Western countries apply. If the So-
viet Union says that there should be an immediate end-
ing of nuclear weapons tests in view of the danger
threatening mankind, we are told: “That’s propaganda.”
If the Soviet Union suggests that a Summit conference
be called to examine urgent problems—we are accused
of trying to weaken the Western world. If the Soviet
Union proposes the disbanding of all military biocs and
the dismantling of all military bases, we are accused
of wanting to set the Western allies ‘““against one an-
other’’, and so on.

In everything connected with the Soviet Union
Mr. Dulles tries to see ‘“communist propaganda’.

Let us examine calmly and soberly some of the most
important aspects of the present international situation.

If we base ourselves on facts, we have to admit that in
the world today there are two world systems—the new,
socialist system, and the old, capitalist system. Each is
developing in accordance with its own inherent laws.
And these systems were not born today or yesterday.

Prior to October 1917, one system—the capitalist sys-
tem—held undivided sway in the world. This system
had asserted itself in the struggle against the system
of feudal serfdom and had replaced that system prac--
tically everywhere on our planet. If you take a look at
history you will soon become convinced that the new
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system was disliked by many at the time. History, how-
ever, did its job.

As a result of the victory of the working class in
Russia, a new state, a workers’ and peasants’ state, was
born—the Soviet Republic. A new, socialist system was
created over one-sixth of our planet. Even those who
dislike this system cannot but admit that the people
themselves have now become the complete masters of
all their country’s wealth, the rightful builders of their
own life.

This is how the new ideology founded by Karl Marx
and Vladimir Ilyich Lenin triumphed in practice.

I foresee that Mr. Dulles will once again say: “More
propaganda.” Please understand me, Lord Russell, I
have no intention whatsoever of making propaganda. I
am compelled to speak of these things because
Mr. Dulles, in interpreting them in his own way, has
given them a most peculiar slant.

There was no festive peal of bells to welcome the
birth of the new, socialist world in Russia—only volleys
from the guns aimed against the victorious people.
Fourteen foreign countries launched a bloody crusade
against the Land of Soviets. Tell me, on what grounds
did they invade our country and attempt to drown the
newly-born Soviet socialist state in rivers of blood?
They did not like Soviet power and they planned to put
a noose round the people’s neck. Is it to be wondered
at that the peoples of the Soviet land swept the inter-
ventionists from their soil, as a good housewife sweeps
the rubbish from her home?

And then came the time for peaceful work, to furnish
our house in a way that suited our people. And we all
worked, oblivious of self, relying on no one, asking help
from nobody—doing everything ourselves. It was hard,
for we were creating a society never before known in
history. Everything was done to hinder us and span-
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ners were thrown into the works, but Soviet men and
women went resolutely forward, regardless of every-
thing. For a long time the Soviet Union was the only
socialist country. |

And then, in 1939, the Second World War broke out.
You know how that ended. The peoples in a whole
number of countries in Europe and Asia refused to
tolerate any longer a system that had brought them war
and disaster. They threw out the unwanted govern-
ments which had betrayed the peoples, and set up In
their countries the system of people’s democracy; they
followed the socialist path of development.

The Communists, who had devoted their lives to the
cause of the people and who had always been in the
very midst of the people, flesh and blood of the peo-
ple—those Communists who, together with their peo-
ple, had experienced all the hardships and misfortunes
and in every respect had set an example of loyal
service to their country’s interests—naturally proved
worthy of the people’s great trust. The victorious peo-
ple of the socialist countries saw in practice that they
were worthy of the people’s confidence.

What is the strength of the Communists, and where
does it come from? Their strength lies in their unbreak-
able ties with the people. It is well known that, in tsarist
Russia, during the February Revolution, our Party had
between 40,000 and 45,000 members. But the Party
grew rapidly. At the time of the April Conference, it
already had 80,000 members; in August, by the Sixth
Congress, 240,000, while on the eve of the October
Revolution the Party membership had grown to 400,000.
The best sons and daughters of the people joined the
Party. What could the Communists have done in a
country with a population of more than 100 million, had
they not relied on the people, enjoyed their support, and
expressed their cherished ideas and aspirations?
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The Communist Party was the beacon which illumined
the path to victory for the workers and peasants.
The Communists helped the people, the disinherited and
exploited men and women, to remove the scales from
their eyes. The people themselves stepped into the
arena of history and claimed their legitimate rights.

And eventually this will happen in other countries.
This is what will happen both in the United States and
in Britain, though there are no Soviet Communists there,
nor will there be. Such is the relentless course of his-
torical development, which no one can halt.

We are confident that the ideas of communism will
find a way to reach the minds of the peoples, for Marx-
ism-Leninism corresponds to the most vital interests of
the working class—and not only of the working class.
The working class is more receptive of the ideas of
communism because the very conditions of capitalism
have prepared it to receive them, but it acts in the in-
terests of the people as a whole, in the interests of his-
torical progress.

Communists enjoy citizenship rights in their country
on an equal footing with persons who do not belong to
the Party. In times of military misfortunes and hard-
ships they voluntarily bear the brunt of those hardships
and misfortunes, setting a personal example of heroism,
steadfastness and self-sacrificing work.

That is what Communists are. They are united in the
Party by communist ideals and by unshakable belief in
the triumph of the communist society, in which there
will be no oppression of man by man, or of nation by
nation, and where the whole of society will consist of
working people enjoying equal rights, in which nations
will form one united and harmonious family, regardless
of colour of skin or language.

Well, is it the Communists who impose their rule on
the peoples, and not the handful of millionaires and bil-
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lionaires who have concentrated in their own hands all
the main wealth of their countries, who have subordi-
nated to their service the state, the army, the law courts,
the police, and a mighty propaganda machine in the
shape of countless papers and magazines, radio and
television, clubs and entertainment establishments?
These are the facts, which Mr. Dulles has forgotten
in his letter to you, dear Lord Russell. He prefers to
allege that the Communists are imposing their will,
their rule, on the people, and to remain silent about
facts which are obvious to everyone, such as the monop-
olists of a large number of ‘“‘democratic” countries

holding in the grip of capital not only the mass of their
own people, but also mercilessly exploiting millions upon
millions in the colonial and dependent countries.

What explanation, other than a desire to mislead the
readers, can there be for the fact that Mr. Dulles de-
liberately confuses questions concerning the class strug-
gle in individual countries with questions concerning
relations between the capitalist and socialist countries?
I do not think this is the result of ignorance., No! Who
knows better than Mr. Dulles that the class struggle in
every capitalist country is the result of internal eco-
nomic and political factors? The U.S. workers’ struggle
to improve their conditions and defend their rights takes
a different course from that of the Italian workers, let
us say, or the French. The struggle of the American
farmers similarly differs from that of the Spanish peas-
ants, although both are striving for a better life, striv-
ing to abolish the glaring injustice whereby the fruits
of their labour are appropriated by a handful of persons
possessing power and wealth. |

Mr. Dulles distorts Soviet foreign policy, the policy
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. Who
today does not realise that the people of each country
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choose their own social system? The peoples them-
selves decide how they are to achieve the triumph of
a system In which the men and women who create all
the material wealth necessary for the development of
society should have the best material and spiritual op-
portunities for their life, so that the products of their
labour be fairly distributed among the toilers and not
appropriated by owners of enterprises, by financial
magnates—that is to say, so that there should be no
exploitation of man by man. In the capitalist countries,
the working people are waging a struggle against those
who exploit and plunder them. They are struggling for
the reorganisation of society.

In his attempt to mislead people who are insuf-
ficiently informed on political questions Mr. Dulles
distorts the Declaration of the Communist and Work-
ers’ Parties. What does this Declaration say?

“The forms of the transition from capitalism to so-
cialism may vary for different countries. The working
class and its vanguard—the Marxist-Leninist Party—
seek to achieve the socialist revolution by peaceful
means. This would accord with the interests of the
working class and the entire people, with the national
interests of the country....

“In the event of the exploiting classes resorting to
violence against the people, the possibility of non-peace-
ful transition to socialism should be borne in mind....
In this case the degree of bitterness and the forms of
the class struggle will depend not so much on the pro-
letariat as on the resistance put up by the reactionary
circles to the will of the overwhelming majority of the
people, on these circles using force at one or another
stage of the struggle for socialism.

“The possibility of one or another way to socialism

depends on the concrete historical conditions in each
country.”
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That is what is said in the Declaration which Mr.
Dulles interprets so freely and tendentiously. He de-
picts the ideological class struggle in the capitalist
countries as the result of the activity of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union. We have said, and we con-
tinue to say, that the Communists in the Soviet Union
sympathise with the struggle of the workers in the cap-
italist countries for their liberation from the yoke of
monopoly capital, but we have never imposed our
ideology on anyone nor do we intend to do so, least
of all by force of arms. Mr. Dulles is fully aware of this
and yet he asserts the opposite.

In his speeches, Mr. Dulles had frequently tried, for
propaganda purposes, to use the Hungarian events
against the Soviet Union. Since he refers to them again
in his letter to you, Lord Russell, I must examine this
question in substance, at least briefly. The essence of
the matter is that in Hungary the Horthy elements, the
agents of foreign monopoly capital tried to overthrow
the people’s democratic order, to restore the hated
fascist regime. The handful of fascist conspirators and
imperialist agents were followed by a small number of
misguided honest people.

In pursuing their anti-popular aims, the enemies of
socialist Hungary took advantage of mistakes made by
the former Hungarian leaders. The conspirators pro-
voked a rebellion against the legitimate Government of
the Hungarian People’s Republic, which the people had
elected on a constitutional basis. To declare that these
Horthy elements were expressing the will of the peo-
ple is to present black as white.

The Hungarian Government had every right to ap-
peal for help, and the Soviet Government, on the basis
of the agreement existing between our two countries, .
gave assistance to Hungary—in the interests of the
Hungarian people and of all the peoples of Europe and
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the whole world—to prevent the return of the Horthy
regime and to put an end to the fascist violence that
had begun in Hungary. The Soviet Union's help to
fraternal Hungary was given on legitimate grounds,
and it was justified from every point of view. If the
counter-revolution had succeeded in establishing a fas-
cist regime in Hungary, it would have been a tremen-
dous disaster for the peoples of Europe—and not of
Europe alone, for it could have led to tragic events
similar to those which followed the fascist seizure of
power in Germany, Italy, Hungary, Austria and Spain,
which caused the peoples so much disaster, bloodshed
and tears—including the peoples of the United States,
Britain and France.

In the last war our countries were allies, fighting
jointly against bloody fascism. It is in the interests of
the peoples, in the interests of peace, to prevent the
rise of fascism.

It 1s clear that the Hungarian events were dragged in
artificially by Mr. Dulles to confirm his argument that
the Soviet Union interferes in the internal affairs of
other countries.

In discussing the Hungarian events, it must also be
pointed out that the old class that has outlived its time
does not voluntarily give way to the new. The whole
course of history clearly demonstrates this. The feudal
system gave way to the capitalist system which re-
placed it only after a fierce struggle. If we examine, for
instance, the history of the rise of the United States of
America as an independent state, we shall see that it
was born of a fierce struggle for freedom from colonial
domination. When they rose up in struggle for their in-
dependence, the Americans did not ask the permission
of the English. They drove the colonialists out and in

the course of this struggle created their own state, the
United States of America.
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The Soviet Union also arose as the result of the
struggle of the peoples of former tsarist Russia against
the bankrupt capitalist system. The Soviet people swept
away all oppressors and foreign interventionists and,
arms in hand, voted for Soviet power. How could the
new system be consolidated in our country, in the
People’s Democracies, without a self-sacrificing strug-
gle by the working people against the power of the
capitalists and landlords?

The people of the Soviet Union, of the Chinese Peo-
ple’s Republic, of all the People’s Democracies, won
their freedom in stern struggle; they have become the
creators of the new and most democratic society, in
which there is no exploitation of man by man. Judge
for yourself, Lord Russell, how objective and convinc-
ing is Mr. Dulles’ assertion that nowhere in the world
does a communist party maintain its rule except by
forcibly imposing that rule upon the majority.

I cannot help but draw attention to Mr. Dulles’ ex-
hortation that power should be exercised only when
“this reflected the freely given consent of the governed”.
This 1s precisely the stand we Communists take, and
we fight for this, for it is the people who are the deter-
mining force, their will is sacred, it is their interests
that the governments should express if they are really
worth anything. In our opinion, it is not the people who
must serve the government, but the government which
must serve the people. *

Perhaps I am saying things which Mr. Dulles does
not like. However, I prefer speaking sharply but truth-
fully to speaking politely but falsely.

Take the Government of the Soviet Union, let us say,
or any other socialist country, and compare its com-
position with that of the Government of the United
States of America or any other capitalist country. Who
Is in power in the one and in the other? The matter is
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so obvious that I don’t think there is any need for
me to enlarge upon it. In the Soviet Union and in the
other socialist countries the members of the govern-
ment, the leaders in all bodies of state power, cannot
but serve the interests of the people, for the very
reason that they come from the people, they form
part of the people, have been put forward by the
people.

As far as the bodies both of executive and legislative
powers in the capitalist countries are concerned, though
Mr. Dulles tries to convince us that ‘“the governed en-
trust them with government’”, it is just the opposite.
Who does not know that “people of capital” and “ad-
herents of capital’”’ rule there? It would be interesting
to hear what Mr. Dulles would say if he were to be
asked whose interests were defended by the Rocke-
fellers and the men in their service. How can the class
interests of the billionaires be the same as the interests
of the workers? Who can believe that the *“governed”,
that is the people, elect the bodies of power in the capi-
talist countries by their own choice, in accordance with
their own interests?

One can only wonder how it comes about that, after
all these so-called “free elections’, it is as a rule not
workers who are in power in the capitalist countries,
but men of capital, not those who by their toil create
the material and spiritual values, but those who possess
the money with which to buy these values.

No, Mr. Dulles, such “miracles’” do not happen, and
things are fairly simple. You speak of “force and vio-
lence” by the communist parties, but you know far
better what the force of capital, the violence of capital
are. This is well known by the workers, the small peas-
ants, the clerks, the handicraftsmen, the entire working
people, who have themselves experienced it, and who,
therefore, know how to measure the sincerity of
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Mr. Dulles’ “indignation” regarding the ‘“violence” of
the Communists.

Mr. Dulles calls for submission to the tenets of the
moral law on which his creed is based, and anathe-
matises the tenets of the moral law on which the com-
munist ideology is based, particularly that *‘variety of
communism” which is espoused by the Soviet Com-
munist Party. And here Mr. Dulles makes reference to .
Marx, Lenin and Stalin. For this reason I take the
liberty of again drawing your attention to certain facts.

Mankind has continued for 1,957 years since the
birth of Christ alone, but how many thousands of years
had it existed before our system of chronology? And,
as long as mankind has existed, so long have there been
wars. They were waged by men long before the word
communism ever came into existence, let alone the term
“dictatorship of the proletariat”.

On what moral law were those wars based? If we
were to follow Mr, Dulles’ logic, who but the Commu-
nists are to blame for those wars? But Marxism, as a
theory, has existed for only just over a hundred years,
while the first socialist state created on the basis of
communist 1deolecgy has only been in existence for
40 years!

Recall the Crusades. The whole of Europe supplied
warriors for the armies of the Crusaders. And they went
through the land with fire and sword, carpeting it with
the corpses of the followers of the Christian religion and
the bodies of the infidels. And how true is it that these
men then fought for the tomb of their Lord? Was it not
rather for the rich lands of Asia Minor? Was it not in
order to take these lands from the Moslem and Byzan-
tine feudal lords and win domination for the European
merchants over the trade routes between Europe and
Asia that the Crusades were organised by the enterpris-
ing zealots of the religion of Christ?
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In his letter to you, Mr. Dulles presents the matter
as though communism and the Communists are the
chief, virtually the only, culprits of wars.

But was it the Communists who organised and waged
the 30 years’ Wars of the Roses in England? Was it they
who kindled the wasteful Hundred Years’ War between
England and France (1337-1453)? Was it they who sent
British, French and other troops to the walls of the
Russian city of Sevastopol in 1854, where thousands
upon thousands of Russians, British and French gave
their lives?

And in the name of what moral law was the First
World War started, taking over ten million lives?

When those wars were being fought, priests carry-
ing the cross and holy images marched in the ranks of
the warring troops, praying for the triumph of the
arms they had blessed.

Is there anyone who does not know that the Second
World War was not started by us, was not started by
the socialist state? It was started by the governments
of the bourgeois countries and by bloody fascism, the
offspring of imperialism.

Anyone who follows developments and studies his-
tory can discover the crying contradiction between his-
torical facts and Mr. Dulles’ statements. And this is
only natural, for Mr. Dulles’ statements do not con-
form to historical truth.

It 1s not communist ideology, but capitalism alone
and 1its highest stage, imperialism, with its irreconcil-
able contradictions (between the monopoly groups) that
gives rise to war. Imperialism has carried the contra-
dictions between the capitalist states to the limit and
during the lifetime of just one generation has caused
two of the most devastating world wars, inflicting ter-
rible wounds on mankind.

With his characteristic bombast, Mr. Dulles declares
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that it is not possible to find in the history of the United
States any occasion when an effort has been made to
spread its creed by force of arms. It is allegedly other-
wise with the creed of communism.

Enough of appealing to the history of the U.S.A,,
Mr. Dulles. Surely you know that at one time the ter-
ritory of your country was inhabited by numerous brave
Indian tribes, valiant hunters and peaceful tillers?
Where are the native inhabitants of America today?
Can you name just one of them who represents his peo-
ple in Congress? Can you give us the name of just one
Indian who has become a millionaire or billionaire? And
where are the tribes themselves? It is said that they
have been driven into reservations, and that in some
amusement parks, by paying a fee, one can see the de-
scendants of these native inhabitants of America who
are put on show. Exterminate completely an aboriginal
people, destroy them in the name of capitalist civilisa-
tion.... One must have a great belief in miracles to ap-
peal to the memory of peoples and say that in the
history of the United States there has not been any
occasion “when an effort has been made to spread its
creed by force of arms’’.

I don’t want to be misunderstood. I have no inten-
tion whatever of accusing the forefathers of the pres-
ent inhabitants of the United States of America of im-
posing by force of arms their belief in white superiority
over the aborigines of America. I am only referring to
historical facts, and no more. Possibly Mr. Dulles inter-
prets them otherwise, But that is how I am accustomed
to understand them.

Or let me refer to another period in the history of
the United States—the period of the war between the
slave-owning South and the North. What creed was
being imposed by the slave-owners of the rich planta-
tions in the Southern States, who turned millions of
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people like themselves into disfranchised cattle, just
because their skin was black? The whole world knows
that it was not then a matter of a single occasion of
““an effort made to spread their creed by force of arms”,
but of the systematic dissemination of the creed of the
slave-owners. Of course, Mr. Dulles may forget this,
but the facts of history are unbiased. They refute
Mr. Dulles’ assertions.

But why go into the past? Is it not in our own time
that in the United States Negroes are being compelled
by force of arms, by flagrant violence, to keep their
children from schools where white children are taught?
Isn’t it in our own time that frenzied racists beat up
and Kkill men with impunity, just because their skins
aren’t white?

What about the creed of the superiority of the rich,
the monopolists, over the workers and farmers? On
what does this creed rest if not on the weapons at the
disposal of the monopolists, the handful of millionaires
and billionaires?

You will of course remember that in his letter to you
Mr. Dulles said that for the United States ‘“‘there is no
need to ‘abandon’ what Lord Russell condemns. On the
contrary, it would be abhorrent and unthinkable that
there should be introduced intc our creed the concept

of its maintenance or extension by methods of violence
and compulsion”.

But let us resort to facts once more.

Let us recall the United States’ vile war against
Mexico, as a result of which Texas and other territories
were forcibly wrested from Mexico. Had Mexico at-
tacked the United States? No, this was the most fla-
grant aggression by the United States against a weaker
neighbour. And what about the Spanish-American war
of 1898, unleashed by American imperialism? That was
the first war of the epoch of imperialism. As a result,
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Spanish colonies like Cuba, Puerto Rico, Guam and the
Philippines became American colonies. Do you remem-
ber those wars, Mr. Dulles?

Or by what concept was the United States guided
when it sent troops to the Far East during the Civil
War in Soviet Russia? And how many indirect, camou-
flaged wars have been waged by aggressive U.S. circles
against other countries? Let us just recall Guatemala,
where a democratic government, lawfully elected by the
people, was destroyed and a President who enjoyed the
support and confidence of the people forced to leave
the country. Or take such an historical fact as the direct
interference by the United States in the internal affairs
of China, and the open, completely undisguised military
support for the bankrupt Chiang Kai-shek clique, and
the ignoring of the great Chinese People’s Republic.

If one were to take Mr. Dulles’ words in good faith,
one might assume that he really does believe in non-
interference in the internal affairs of other countries.
But again, when we turn to the facts, we see that his
words are at variance with reality.

Are the demands of leading statesmen in the U.S.A.
that the Great Powers discuss the political system of
the East-European countries compatible with the con-
cept of non-interference? Does not such a policy bring
to mind the activities of a colonialist, who wants to
settle the aifairs of another country in the same way as
he does those of his own estate? '

And what is this Dulles-Eisenhower Doctrine? It also
envisages direct and open interference by imperialist
states in the internal affairs of the countries of the Mid-
dle East under the guise of fighting communism. Every-
one very well knows that this doctrine denies the right
of peoples to decide their own fate for themselves in

the way they think necessary, in accordance with their
own interests.
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The colonial war in Algeria has been in progress for
several years now. There is great bloodshed there. Are
the Communists, against whom Mr. Dulles breathes
thunder and lightning, to blame? No, this war was un-
leashed by the representatives of French monopoly cap-
ital, who do not want a peaceful settlement of the
Algerian problem, but who are trying to preserve their
colonial supremacy in Algeria by armed force and to
extort profits.

What moral laws guide those who send French sol-
diers and mercenaries to “pacify’” the Algerian popula-
tion, and who gave the order for the bombing of the
defenceless Tunisian village of Sakiet Sidi Youssef?

The peoples of the colonial and dependent countries
want to break away from the yoke of colonialism. Some
peoples have already liberated themselves, others are
struggling for their freedom and independence, others
again are gathering their strength, in order to stand up
in the future and break the chains of colonial slavery.
The imperialists are trying to keep their colonies, they
want to accumulate still more wealth by exploiting the
peoples of the colonial and dependent countries.

That is the essence of events in Algeria, Tunisia and
the countries of the Middle East.

Such are the facts. They are stronger than words.
What, then, are the moral laws Mr. Dulles is talking
about?

Now let us turn to other questions which Mr. Dulles
touched upon in his letter. He declares that the U.S.A.
rejects the concept of nuclear war. “The United States,"”
Mr. Dulles writes, “not only rejects that concept, but
strives earnestly to do something to remove the danger
of nuclear war.”

These are fine words. We should welcome them with
ail our heart, if they were followed up with practical
deeds. We have often declared and here again declare
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that the Soviet Union is most sincerely striving to do
everything that lies within its power to avert events
which can lead to atomic war, the consequences of which
will be catastrophic for all countries.

Thus, so far as the desire to avert the danger of
atomic war is concerned, our positions seemingly coin-
cide. What, then, is the matter? Why not go from words
to deeds, and make it possible for the peoples to .
breathe with relief from the danger of a new world con-
flagration which hangs over them like the sword of Dam-
ocles? Why not enable the world—to quote your good
words, Professor Russell—“to live again in a noonday
brightness of hope™?

The Soviet Union is ready to settle the disarmament
problem as quickly as is practically possible in the in-
terests of peace and security of the peoples. We have
supported and still do support a radical solution
of the disarmament problem; we have been and still are
in favour of the complete and unconditional prohibition
of atomic and hydrogen weapons, the ending of their
production and testing, the destruction of all existing
stockpiles, and a substantial reduction in armed forces,
armaments and military expenditures—all with the es-
tablishment of reasonable international control.

We won’t be the ones to hold things up. However,
as you know, due to some considerations, the Western
Powers, and above all the U.S.A., are evading such a
solution of the disarmament problem. If the Western
Powers are not ready to accept a maximum programme,
then we have suggested a minimum programme, in the
belief that it is very important to make a first step, in
order then to solve one problem after another, until
finally the day that the peoples so long for will be
reached, the day when war as a means of solving inter-
national problems will be excluded.

I must tell you, dear Lord Russell, that I am becom-
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ing more and more convinced that certain people in the
West have a biased approach to any Soviet proposals
including those on disarmament in which many Western
suggestions receive careful consideration; they treat
them from the very outset with suspicion and caution, as
if they were dealing with a delayed action bomb just
about to go off.

Of course, we cannot deny that mutual distrust still
exists; we do not trust the Governments of the West-
ern Powers in everything, and there is distrust of the
Soviet Union. There’s nothing to be done about this:
a lot of effort must still be exerted to dispel these
suspicions about the Soviet Union’s policy, and the
Governments of the Western Powers must by their
deeds show their desire for world peace and interna-
tional security. Are we not confronted by yet another
phenomenon which prevents us from reaching an un-
derstanding? For the policy of the Soviet Union is fre-
quently presented in a distorted form with the deliber-
ate desire of throwing doubt upon it and arousing dis-
trust and suspicion of it.

Judge for yourself, Lord Russell. The U.S. Secretary
of State writes, for example, that the Soviet Union has
rejected the U.S. proposal for the creation of “an in-
ternational organ of control over all forms of the use
of atomic energy’’.

But to present the matter in this way is to distort
the true facts of the case. In actual fact, when the
U.S.A. enjoyed a monopoly of atomic energy, it sug-
gested the establishment of some kind of world pool,
known as the Baruch Plan. But the most important
question is, for what aims? If it really had been a matter
of prohibiting the production and use of atomic energy
for military purposes, without doubt all honest people
in the world would have warmly welcomed the U.S.
Government’s step. And we should not now have been
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faced with these complicated problems, raised by the
nuclear arms drive.

But the facts were otherwise. The U.S. representa-
tives proposed a plan which, if it had been carried out,
would only have strengthened the United States’ mo-
nopoly over atomic energy, and would have made the
U.S.A. the complete and only master of the secret of
the production of atomic bombs—which, of course,
could only suit certain monopoly circles, which have
laid, and still lay, claim to world domination.

How could such a plan be accepted by the peace-lov-
ing countries, when it was clear to everyone that it
was based not on concern for peace and international
security, but on the seliish aims of the imperialist
monopolies? Even the United States itself later re-
pudiated the fundamental principles of its own plan.

We say: Let us act, let us impose a strict prohibition
on atomic and hydrogen weapons, immediately cease
testing these weapons and establish reasonable control.
Let us come to an agreement on conditions which do
not trespass on the interests of the parties concerned,
which do not strengthen some and weaken others, on
conditions which would not lead to states losing their
independence and sovereignty, whichever system they
may belong to, and on conditions which would not
offer advantages to some countries to the detriment of
others.

The time is ripe and, before the opportunity is lost,
the Soviet Union calls on the Western Powers: it is
time to go over from words to deeds, we must act on
the basis of equal rights, without dictation—not from
a ‘“‘positions of strength”, but from a position of
reason. |

As I have already written, Lord Russell, in my pre-
vious letter to you, man’s reason and conscience can-
not be reconciled to the dangerous threat of nuclear
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war, common sense protests against the senseless and—
I will speak frankly—criminal waste of national wealth
on the invention of ever more terrible means of de-
struction and devastation. The scientists’ wonderful
discoveries which have captured man’s imagination can
bring abundance and happiness to mankind, if they are
turned to peaceful aims, to lightening people’'s work,
eradicating disease, in short, to everything that makes
man’s life on earth joyous and full.

In a situation which is poisoned by the cold war,
even the greatest achievements of science, the products
of great minds and persistent work by people worthy
of respect, are painted in military hues, and adapted for
purposes foreign to the spirit of man. You have prob-
ably noticed, Lord Russell, that in the United States
even the launching of the sputniks was considered by
many official spokesmen, and by the press in particular,
primarily from the point of view of their military
significance. Now we are told by the press that Amer-
ican scientists have been given the task of designing
sputniks to be used for reconnaissance purposes.

In his letter to you, Mr. Dulles also touches on the
question of outer space. Recalling the well-known pro-
posal made by the President of the United States,
Mr. Eisenhower, Mr. Dulles says that the Soviet Union
now has ‘“the chance to demonstrate that its words of
peace mean something more than a mere effort to lull
the non-communist world into a mood of illusory
security’’.

You probably remember, Lord Russell, that the Pres-
ident of the U.S.A. proposed the prohibition of the
use of outer (interplanetary) space for testing missiles
Intended for military use, and also to end the produc-
tion of weapons which envisage the use of interplane-

tary space—in short, the prohibition of intercontinental
ballistic rockets.
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As you know, the Soviet Union has expressed its
readiness to examine this question too. The only ques-
tion is, how? It is proposed that we extract from the
general problem of disarmament the question of the In-
tercontinental rocket, leaving other questions of disar-
mament—for example, that of the prohibition of atomic
and hydrogen weapons—unresolved. What 1is to be
done? You must agree that it is unreasonable to focus
attention on outer space, on intercontinental ballistic
rockets—which, incidentally, the U.S.A. does not yet
possess—and leave the question of nuclear weapons
and the whole range of disarmament problems as be-
fore.

Surely, with such logic and such an approach, even
if we were to manage to reach a definite agreement on
outer space, the whole question of disarmament would
have acquired a kind of ill-omened character: the un-
limited production and accumulation of atomic and
hydrogen weapons would continue, as well as other
kinds of armament, until finally they were brought into
use by some evil will.

This is the essence of the question and this is the
logical conclusion, if the matter is approached seriously.

We agree to discuss the control of cosmic space,
which is in fact the question of intercontinental ballistic
rockets. But it must be examined as part of the gen-
eral disarmament problem, including the question of
prohibiting nuclear weapons and winding up the U.S.
military bases surrounding the Soviet Union.

We are told that here the Soviet Union is again “pre-
senting conditions”, is again tying one disarmament
question to another. Yes, we are tying them together
In the same way that they are tied together in real life;
for if we did otherwise, instead of an end to the arms
drive, this drive could develop speeds such as the
world has never known. There could be only one result:
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the moment would come, when, at the behest of im-
perialist circles, a holocaust would burst upon the
world—and then it would be too late to discuss whether
or not one disarmament problem is related to another.

The Soviet Union, of course, has weapons against
these bases. It also has intercontinental ballistic rockets.
And although the United States of America is a con-
siderable distance from the Soviet Union, the Soviet
Union now possesses the means of combating the
U.S.A., should the latter unleash war against us. The
Soviet Union also had these means before in the shape
of intercontinental bombers, but the ballistic rocket is,
of course, an improved weapon. This is why we can
understand the U.S. interest in the problem of outer
space. It demands the prohibition of the intercon-
tinental ballistic rocket in order to put itself in a more
advantageous position, should war break out. If a sen-
sible approach is to be made, then thought must be
civen not only to one’s own security, but also to the
security of other countries in Asia and Europe, where
American military bases are sited and which, should
war break out, would be subject to retaliatory attacks.

I think therefore, Lord Russell, that you will agree
that the question of the control of the use of outer
space must be decided simultaneously with the prohibi-
tion of atomic and hydrogen weapons, the ending of
tests, the dismantling of American military bases sited
close to the Soviet Union and other socialist countries
and directed against those countries.

The Soviet Union is, therefore, trying to solve the dis-
armament problem in such a way that its solution will
be a threat neither to the U.S.A., nor to the U.S.S.R,,
nor to any other country and an advantage neither for
the U.S.A,, nor the U.S.S.R. over other countries. Such
an approach is, it seems, the only correct and reason-
able one. It is, therefore, possible to say in advance that
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if the leaders in the U.S.A. hope to use pressure and
diplomatic evasions to achieve agreements placing the
U.S.A. in the position of a protected and invulnerable

country, while other countries are rendered defenceless,
then they hope in vain.

I have already had occasion to say that if the “policy
of strength’”’ towards the Soviet Union was previously
unwise and dangerous, then in present-day conditions
it 1s simply adventurist and disastrous for the Amer-
ican people as well.

You very well know, Lord Russell, that modern ar-
maments and atomic and hydrogen bombs will be ex-
ceptionally dangerous in war-time not only for the two
belligerent states in terms of outright devastation and
destruction of human beings; they will also be deadly
for states wishing to stand aside from military opera-
tions, since the poisoned soil, air, food, etc., will cause
terrible torments and the slow death of millions
of people. There is in the world today an enormous
quantity of atom and hydrogen bombs. According to the
scientists’ calculations, if they were all to be exploded
simultaneously, the existence of almost every living
thing on earth would be threatened.

Is it not, therefore, time to think again, to end this
duel of words, to eliminate the cold war, which was not
begun by the peace-loving peoples, and turn to con-
crete negotiations in order, in a business-like at-
mosphere, paying heed to each other’s interests,
patiently to advance step by step towards the solution
of urgent international problems, including disarma-
ment? And for this there is no need for either the Soviet

Union or the United States of America to renounce their

ideology. ‘
Mr. Dulles, however, believes that the Soviet Union

must reject at least “part of the Soviet communist
creed’’.
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Which part, Mr. Dulles, would you want Communists
to reject? What if we were to suggest, Mr. Dulles,
that you reject private property and establish public
property in your country? I do not think that Mr. Dul-
les is prepared to do this. And not only he, but others of
his persuasion. Therefore we consider it absurd to pre-
sent the question in this way. Only a person who is not
trying to achieve agreement between states, not trying
to eliminate the cold war or ease international tension,
only a person who is against peaceful coexistence, can
present the question in that way.

Certain eminent political figures have adopted the
practice of blackening the communist movement, of
presenting it in a distorted form as an aggressive teach-
ing, allegedly based on violence and wars, of presenting
the matter in such a way that the socialist countries
appear as the instigators of international tension. They
are guided by the rule: the more you accentuate the
atmosphere of distrust among states, the better. Such a
policy is understandable. The imperialists exploit the
people’s fear of a war, so that it is easier for them to
extort constantly growing taxes from the population,
and waste huge sums on the armaments drive. They
are not disturbed that such a policy can lead to war—
for war i1s the most abundant source of enrichment for
the monopolies.

We have condemned and still condemn such an ill-
advised policy, which can lead to no good. However
much our opponents may slander us, the socialist coun-
tries will not disappear, and communism, the most pro-
gressive and humanist teaching, will not cease to exist.

How many attempts have been made to destroy com-
munism by force of arms! History has convincingly
shown where this leads to. Only short-sighted people
can think that the ideas of communism can be de-
stroyed by war. These ideas are reaching the minds and
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hearts of more and more millions of people, and are
spreading far and wide. Everyone remembers how, after
the First World War unleashed by the imperialists, and
as a result of the October Revolution, the first socialist
state in the world was created in Russia, a state In
which the people took the power into their own hands.
The Second World War, also unleashed by the imperial-
ists, aroused a mighty people’s movement and led to
the victory of socialism in a number of countries of
Europe and Asia, and to the formation of the great camp
of the socialist countries.

I think that if imperialism unleashes a new world war,
it will perish in it. The peoples will not want to tolerate
a system which cannot exist without wars, without the
annihilation of millions of people, to enrich a handful of
monopolists.

I should like to say once more that ideological ques-
tions are not solved in the way Mr. Dulles suggests.
Ideological questions and questions of social organisa-
tion are the internal affairs of the peoples of each
country.

These are the questions which, on learning of
Mr. Dulles’ letter, I considered it necessary to deal
with. Please excuse the fact that I have had to
elucidate in some considerable detail certain points
which received such incorrect treatment in Mr. Dulles’
letter.

With deep respect,

N. KHRUSHCHOV
March 5, 1958
Kommunist, No. 5, 1958



FROM THE REPORT ON THE “CONTROL
FIGURES FOR THE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
OF THE U.S.S.R. FOR 1959-1965”
DELIVERED AT THE TWENTY-FIRST
EXTRAORDINARY CONGRESS OF THE
COMMUNIST PARTY OF THE SOVIET UNION

January 27, 1959

HI

DECISIVE STAGE
IN THE ECONOMIC COMPETITION
BETWEEN SOCIALISM AND CAPITALISM
AND THE PRESENT INTERNATIONAL SITUATION

THE PEACE POLICY OF THE U.S.S.R.
AND INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

The Seven-Year Plan is a fresh manifestation of the
Leninist peace policy of the Soviet Union. Its fulfilment
will play a very big part in solving the cardinal prob-
lem of our time—the preservation of world peace.

The importance of the plan lies, first of all, in the
spirit of peace which imbues it. A state which under-
takes the building of new factories, plants, power sta-
tions, mines and other institutions on a giant scale,
which allocates nearly 400,000 million rubles* for hous-
ing and communal service development and aims at sub-
stantially raising the living standard of its people, is a
state that is looking forward to peace and not war.

Secondly, the plan, when fulfilled, will so greatly in-
crease the economic potential of the U.S.S.R. that it

* Here and elsewhere the figures are in old rubles.—Ed.
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will, together with the growth of the economic potential
of all the socialist countries, give peace a decisive ad-
vantage in the international alignment of forces. Thereby
new, still more favourable conditions will be provided

for averting a world war and preserving peace oOn

earth.
The conclusion drawn by the Twentieth Congress of

the Party that war is not fatally inevitable has been
fully justified. Today we have all the more reason to
insist that that conclusion was correct. There are now
tremendous forces capable of rebuffing the imperialist
aggressors and defeating them if they should start a
world war.

What new elements will arise in the international
situation with the implementation of the economic
plans of the Soviet Union and the other socialist coun-
tries of Europe and Asia? Their fulfilment will create a
real possibility of eliminating war as a means of set-
tling international i1ssues.

Indeed, when the U.S.S.R. becomes the foremost in-
dustrial power in the world, when the Chinese People’s
Republic becomes a mighty industrial power and the in-
dustrial output of all the socialist countries combined 1is
more than half the world industrial output, the interna-
tional situation will change radically. The successes of
the socialist countries will no doubt go a long way to-
wards strengthening the forces of peace throughout the
world. By that time the countries championing a du-
rable peace will no doubt be joined by new countries
that will have thrown off colonial oppression. The idea
that war is impermissible will take still firmer root in
the minds of men. The new alignment of forces will be
so obvious that even the most diehard imperialists will
clearly see the futility of any attempt to start a war
against the socialist camp. Backed by the might of the
socialist camp, the peaceful nations will then be able
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to make bellicose imperialist groups abandon their
plans for a new world war.

In this way, it will become really possible to exclude
world war from the life of society even before the
complete triumph of socialism on earth, with capitalism
still existing in part of the world.

It may be argued that capitalism will still exist and
so there will still be adventurers who might start a
war. That is true, and we must not forget it. As long as
capitalism exists it may always be possible to find peo-
ple who, contrary to the dictates of common sense,
will want to rush headlong into a hopeless venture. But
in that way they will merely hasten the death of the
capitalist system. Any attempt at aggression will be
curbed and the adventurers put where they belong.
(Prolonged applause.)

Such are the prospects, comrades, that stand out as
we discuss our plans.

Allow me to turn to specific problems of the interna-
tional situation. I shall not deal with all international
problems—I will only touch on the more pressing ones.

The right solution to the German problem is of great
importance to peace and international security. Twice
in the first half of the twentieth century, German im-
perialism started world wars. Today, with the assist-
ance of the monopolists of the U.S.A., Britain and the
other partners of the aggressive North-Atlantic Treaty,
West Germany is being turned into the main atomic and
rocket base of NATO. Even now West Germany is com-
ing to play a leading role in that aggressive bloc. Some
Western politicians are evidently thinking of again
spearheading the German threat eastwards, forgetting
that German militarism also knows the way to the
West.

A situation is arising in which German militarism may
for the third time drag mankind into a world war. When
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we point to the grave danger involved in the arming of
West Germany, we are told that as a member of NATO
West Germany is kept under control and is not dan-
gerous. But anyone can now see that militarism and
revanchism has reared its head in West Germany
and threatens peaceful nations.

The Federal Republic of Germany is one of the coun-
tries whose ruling circles are for continuing the “cold .
war’ and carrying on the so-called policy from ‘“posi-
tions of strength’”. Chancellor Adenauer is the most
zealous maker of that policy. He is one of the chief
opponents to any agreement designed to lessen inter-
national tension and end the “cold war”. This attitude
of Adenauer’s is backed by influential Western groups
and by the countries which are dependent on the United
States and the Federal Republic of Germany because
they would like to get credits from them, and for other
reasons. |

The threat coming from German militarism compels
peaceful countries, above all the neighbours of West
Germany, to take appropriate measures.

For many years the Soviet Union has consistently
sought to promote Germany’s peaceful democratic de-
velopment in accordance with the Potsdam Agreements
and to prevent the revival of militarism. But all Soviet
moves have met with the stubborn resistance of the
ruling circles of the U.S.A., Britain, France and West
Germany. |

In view of the growing military threat from the
Federal Republic of Germany, the Soviet Union has re-
cently made a number of new proposals on the German
problem. We have proposed a gradual reduction of for-
eign troops in Germany or, better still, their complete
withdrawal. We stand for a “zone of disengagement”
of armed forces. The farther apart they will be, the
lesser the danger of clashes and contlicts. The Soviet
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Union is prepared to withdraw its forces not only from
Germany, but also from Poland and Hungary, where
they are stationed under the Warsaw Treaty, if all the
NATO countries withdraw their troops to within
their national boundaries and abolish their military
bases in other countries.

The Soviet Union supports the Polish plan for an
“atom-free zone” in Europe and a reduction of con-
ventional armaments in that zone.

Last November the Soviet Government approached
the United States, Britain and France with a proposal
to do away with the remnants of the occupation regime
in Berlin and make West Berlin a demilitarised free city.
Such a settlement of the Berlin question would make
for a durable peace in Europe and serve to ease inter-
national tension.

The German problem would be radically solved
through the conclusion of a German peace treaty. There
1S nothing to justify the fact that, fourteen years after
the end of the war, no peace treaty has yet been signed
between Germany and the countries which fought
against her. Such a situation virtually benefits those
who want the “cold war” to continue. The Western
Powers are taking advantage of it to keep their troops
in the heart of Europe, to maintain an atomic bridge-
head there and to prepare a new war, unceremoniously

playing with Germany and her people as though they
were small change.

The draft peace treaty submitted by the Soviet Union
combines measures ensuring the rights of the German
people and their complete sovereignty and fully provid-
ing for their peaceful democratic development with
Ineasures necessary to preserve the security of nations
and peace in Europe. A peace treaty with Germany
would 1mmediately relax tension in Europe. It would
establish a reliable legal basis and cut the ground from
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under revanchist sentiment in West Germany. It would
rid the German people of foreign occupation and would
enable them to settle all questions of home and foreign
policy on their own.

The Soviet Union, for its part, will spare no effort to
have the peace treaty concluded. It will work for it
consistently and indefatigably. The peace treaty would
also serve to solve the Berlin problem on peaceful and
democratic lines. It would lead to West Berlin being
made a free city and provide the necessary guarantee
of non-interference in its affairs. The United Nations
should be called on to enforce this guarantee. We want
negotiations on all these problems so as to find a rea-
sonable solution to them. Our proposals are in line with
this purpose. They help to eliminate many of the causes
of tension in the relations between states in the heart
of Europe, and will strengthen peace.

The peace treaty will mean a big step forward to-
wards German reunification, now hindered by the ex-
isting international tension, particularly in the relations
between the two German states.

It must be clearly understood that the reunification
of Germany is wholly and entirely the business of the
German people. Since there are two sovereign states
today and neither can be eliminated without touching
off a world war, Germany’s reunification can only be
achieved through negotiations between the German
Democratic Republic and the Federal Republic of Ger-
many. There is no other way. (Applause.)

All sensible people realise that the peaceful reunifica-
tion of Germany cannot be accomplished by abolishing
the socialist achievements of the German people in the
German Democratic Republic. German unification on
the lines proposed by Adenauer would jeopardise
European security, since it would mean the extension
of the sway of militarism, revanchism and reaction to
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the whole of German territory. Neither must anyone
expect Germany to be unified through the abolition of
the regime existing in the Federal Republic of Germany.

It would be wrong to impose on the Germans con-
ditions from without for the reunification of their coun-
try. The Germans must reach agreement between them-
selves. That is why we support the slogan of Germany'’s
democratic circles: ‘“Germans, sit at one table!”

Western propaganda makes a great deal of noise, al-
leging that the Soviet Union is opposed to German
reunification by free elections. We have never objected
to free elections, nor do we object now. But again, the
issue must be settled by the Germans themselves. We
want all questions bearing on German reunification to
be settled through agreement between the two German
states and not the way Adenauer wants it done, that
is, not through pressure by foreign powers or their in-
terference in the domestic affairs of the German people
and the absorption of the German Democratic Republic.

To make reunification easier for the two German
states, we support the G.D.R. Government’s reasonable
proposal for a confederation as a first step towards es-
tablishing a permanent connection between the G.D.R.
and the F.R.G. and constituting all-German agencies. If
there is any other way whereby the two German states
could reach agreement on reunification, we are pre-
pared to co-operate.

In this connection, we must again mention the role
being played by Chancellor Adenauer, who fears Ger-
man reunification on peaceful and democratic lines. His
attitude is absolutely incomprehensible. It is contrary
to common sense and to the interests of the German
people themselves. Adenauer is the leader of the Chris-
tian Democratic Party. It would seem that he should be
guided by evangelical precepts, which people in his
party are so fond of enlarging on. (Laughter.) Yet this

4—2495 49



“Christian’” has a cross in one hand and wants to take
the atom bomb in the other. Indeed, he relies on the
bomb more than on anything else, though such an at-
titude neither conforms to evangelical precepts nor pro-
motes the solution of the German people’s national prob-
lem. Herr Adenauer is an elderly and experienced
man. And really, he ought to consider that it is not only
his allies that have nuclear weapons, but also the So-
viet Union. One should not forget that those are weap-
ons whose use may lead to the loss of many human
lives. Since West Germany is being turned into an
atomic base, her population will be the first to sufier in
the event of an armed conflict.

If Herr Adenauer is a truly religious man, it would
seem that he should, in keeping with Christian doctrine,
think of the hereafter, of ensuring that his socul “goes
to heaven”. (General laughter.) But, judging by his ac-
tual deeds, he has no hope of ever going to heaven.
(Animation.) According to evangelical legend, another
place is the reward of deeds like his—fiery Gehenna.
(General laughiter.)

In another part of the world—the Far East—the ag-
gressive policy of the United States toward the Chinese
People’s Republic and other peace-loving countries is the
main source of tension. Some time ago the world saw
with anxiety how America’s aggressive moves threat-
ened to develop into a huge military conflagration. It
was the resolute action of the Chinese People’s Republic
and other peace-loving forces that averted the threat.

The Pacific area has become the main testing ground
for U.S. atomic weapons.

All this makes it imperative to see to it that war,
particularly atomic war, is warded off in that region of
the globe. There the opportunities seem to be greater
than elsewhere, because the Soviet Union, the Chinese
People’s Republic, the Korean People’s Democratic Re-
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public, the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam and also
India, Indonesia, Burma and other countries in that area
are working for peace. Joint action by them for the
prohibition of the atomic weapon and of atomic tests
might prove decisive in preserving peace in the Pacific.
Their initiative would be supported by the peoples of
Japan and other Pacific countries. A zone of peace,
above all an atom-free zone, can and must be created
in the Far East and the rest of the Pacific area.

All progressive mankind may well be pleased with
developments in the Middle East. We welcome the na-
tional-liberation movement of the Arab peoples and the
other peoples of Asia and Africa who have shaken off
colonial oppression. The expulsion of imperialist coloni-
alist troops from a number of countries in that area
was a major triumph of the Arab peoples and the peace
forces. But we must not imagine that an exacerbation
of the situation there is out of the question, for the
colonialists, driven out of their colonies, will never rec-
oncile themselves to their defeat. The Western Powers,
above all the United States and Britain, are trying to
set one group of Arab countries on another; they are
plotting in Iraq and other Arab countries. They are
looking for weak spots in order to divide the peoples
who have won their freedom, primarily those of the
Arab East.

When a people fights for its national independence
against colonial rule, all patriotic forces join in a united
national front.

That was the case during the struggle of the Egyptian
and other Arab peoples for liberation from the tyranny
of imperialist colonialism. In Egypt, where all the na-
tional forces rallied together, the people won the strug-
gle to expel the colonialists from the country and to
nationalise the Suez Canal. All progressive mankind
hailed the national liberation of Egypt. In Iraq, the reac-
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tionary clique which served the imperialists was over-
thrown and an independent republic established. The
Soviet people and the peoples of the other socialist
countries gave vigorous support to the just struggle of
the Arab peoples. Prominent leaders of that move-
ment—Gamal Abdel Nasser, President of the United
Arab Republic, and Abdul Kerim Kassem, head of the
Iraqi Republican Government—have won the warm sym-
pathy of the Soviet people.

After the colonialists have been expelled and the
general national problems essentially solved, the people
seek a solution to vital social problems. This applies
above all to the land and peasant problem and the prob-
lem of labour’s struggle against capital. Social proc-
esses arise within the national-liberation movement
such as inevitably engender difierent opinions on the
further course of development of the state.

Our country, like the other socialist countries, has
always supported, and will continue to support, the na-
tional-liberation movement. The Soviet Union has never
interfered, and has no intention of interfering, in the
domestic affairs of other countries. But we feel we must
state our attitude to the fact that a campaign is being
conducted in some countries against progressive forces
under the spurious siogan of anti-communism. Since in
the United Arab Republic statements have recently
been made against the ideas of communism and accusa-
tions levelled at Communists, I who am a Communist
think it necessary to declare at this Congress of our
Communist Party that it is wrong to accuse Commu-
nists of helping to weaken or divide the national effort
In the struggle against imperialism. On the contrary, no
one 1S more staunch and more devoted to the struggle
against colonialists than the Communists. (Stormy,
prolonged applause.) There are no forces more stead-
fast in the struggle against imperialism than the forces
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of communism. And that is why the imperialists are
spearheading their struggle against the communist
movement.

The struggle against the communist and other pro-
gressive parties is a reactionary cause. Anti-communist
policy does not unite the national forces but disunites
them. Thereby it weakens the effort of a nation in de-
fending its interests against imperialism. It is wrong to
accuse Communists of acting against the national In-
terests of the Arab peoples. It is also naive to equate
communism with Zionism. Everyone knows that Com-
munists, those of Israel included, are fighting against
Zionism.

It is unreasonable to see ‘‘communist intrigue” in
everything. Problems of social development should be
viewed more deeply. It is subject to objective laws that
tell us that within nations there exist classes with dif-
ferent interests. After imperialist oppression has been
abolished in a colonial country, its workers want to
have shorter working hours and higher wages; its peas-
ants want to have more land and an opportunity to en-
joy the fruits of their labour; both workers and peasants
want to have political rights. But the capitalists want
to make more profit, and landed proprietors want to
keep their land. The progressive elements want their
country to make social progress. They strive to
strengthen its national independence and to protect it
from imperialist plots. Internal reaction, which is often
instigated by the imperialists from without, resists that.

These processes, which take place in the countries
that have shaken off imperialist tyranny, do not arise
by the will or whim of any party. They arise because
there are classes and different class interests. We who
are Communists, and all progressive people in general,
naturally sympathise with those who fight for social
justice. (Prolonged applause.)
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We do not deny that we and some of the leaders of
the United Arab Republic have divergent views in the
ideological sphere. But in the matter of fighting against
imperialism, of consolidating the political and economic
independence of the countries which have freed them-
selves from colonialism, of combating the war danger,
our attitude coincides with theirs. Differences in ideo-
logical views should not impede the development of
friendly relations between our countries or our joint
struggle against imperialism. (Applause.)

Imperialist agents travelling in the Middle East seek
to put the fear of communism into certain people, hop-
ing thereby to assure imperialist influence and to sup-
port the reactionaries. For this reason, the people there
must be on guard against imperialist intrigue.

The countries which have achieved their national
liberation need, and will continue to need, the support
of the socialist countries and all progressive people. The
Soviet Union and the other socialist countries are pro-
moting friendly relations with the countries which have
won freedom from colonial tyranny; they are helping
them and will continue to do so.

The imperialists use their economic relations with the
underdeveloped countries as instruments of blackmail
and extortion. They impose military and political con-
ditions on those countries. Our country bases its rela-
tions with all states on complete equality and co-
operation, with no military or political strings attached.
We do not engage in charity. The Soviet Union renders
ald on a fair commercial basis. The socialist countries
help the underdeveloped countries to set up industries
of their own, whereas the United States tries to sell
them consumer goods which have no market at home.
The Seven-Year Plan offers new opportunities for Soviet
economic co-operation with the industrially underdevel-
oped countries.
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The struggle of peoples for their freedom and in-
dependence has entered a new stage. The national-
liberation movement is deveioping in all the colonial
and dependent countries. ‘ihe peoples of Latin America
are intensifying their struggle against U.S. mmperialist
oppro.o. The peoples of Asia and Africa are stirring.
Those oi the peoples in that arca wio have won their
national ireedom want to shape their own destinies.
They now need neace more than ever. The Great
Powoers must undertake solemnly to respect the sover-
clentv of the nations of the Arab LEast and Africa, to
renouncee the use of force in settling disputes, and inter-
ference in the internal aftairs of those nations. In place
of the nowder magazine where there are those who
ployv o with fire, 1t 1s necessary to establish a zone of
peace and free ratienal devcelopment for the peoples.

Measures 1o ease the situation in the various regions
should he combined witn an etfort to improve the over-
all miernational climate.

The task of tasks todav is to break the deadlock over
the disariitoment issue. The arinament race continues,
swallowing up ever more financial and material re-
sources. To raise funds for arms preduction, capitalist
covernmeits divert the lion's share of their budgets to
nilitarisation; they pursue a policy of plundering the
working people, acting on the principle: “My last shirt
tar a sword.” (Animation.)

The need to ban tests of atomic and hydrogen weap-
>ns 1s particularly compelling. Now that it is generally
recognised that atomic explosions can be detected at
any point of the globe, there is no reason to delay the
settlement of the i1ssue of banning nuclear weapons
tests. 1The peoples of all countries demand that a stop
be put to these tests which contaminate the world at-
mosphere with harmful fall-out. And this demand must
be met.

%)



We hold the view that relations between states with
different social systems should be based on peaceful
coexistence. We and the ruling circles of the capitalist
countries have different views and different world out-
looks. We shall never renounce our views and have no
illusions about our class opponents changing their
ideology. But this does not imply that we must go to
war over our divergence in views. In every country, it
is the people themselves who shape their own destiny
and choose their course of development. The Soviet
Union has no intention of forcing on anyone the path
it has chosen. We are wholly guided by Lenin’s prin-
ciple that revolution is not an export item.

Would it not be better for the leaders of states with
different social systems to come—as soon as possible—
to the conclusion that since we share one planet, and
not toco big a planet by present technological stand-
ards, it would be advisable to live on it without elbow-
ing each other, or shaking fists at each other all the
time in the shape of atom or hydrogen bombs. We must
learn to settle our disputes by peaceful negotiation.

It is high time to see that threats are no good as far
as the Soviet Union, the socialist camp are concerned,
and to realise the radical changes which have come
about in the world strategic situation.

Today all admit the successes achieved by Soviet
science and technology, which have blazed man’s trail
Into outer space. These achievements indicate the
potentialities of the Soviet Union, of the world social-
ist system. It should be perfectly obvious that since the
Soviet Union can launch a rocket hundreds of thou-

sands of kilometres into outer space, it can launch
powerful rockets with pin-point accuracy to any place
on the globe. (Applause.)

- However, our deductions frem these facts are quite
different from those made by certain groups in the
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West. There, every achievement of science and tech-
nology is considered primarily from the standpoint of
the military advantage it provides. When the first atom
bomb was made in the United States, the American rul-
ing circles at once laid claim to world supremacy.

Such intentions are alien to the Soviet Union. It 1S
not for carrying out a warlike policy or imposing our
will on other countries that we use the historic achieve-
ments of Soviet science and technology. We use them
to redouble our efforts in the struggle for world peace.
And now that we lead in rocket engineering, we again
say to the United States, Britain and France: let us ban
for all time the testing, production and use of atomic,
hydrogen and rocket weapons; let us destroy all stock-
piles of these deadly weapons; let us use the great dis-
covery of human genius exclusively for peaceful pur-
poses, for the welfare of man. Our Government is pre-
pared to sign an appropriate treaty, tomorrow, if you
like. (Prolonged applause.)

The only reasonable policy for the Great Powers is
to proceed to a peaceful settlement of international
problems and to start on general disarmament.

More than a year ago the Soviet Government pro-
posed an East-West meeting of heads of government.
Through the fault of the Western Powers, no progress
has been made in the matter since then. But we con-
sider it our duty to the peoples of all countries to work
for this meeting, on which all who are concerned with
peace and international security are pinning so much
hope.

We have had more than one occasion to point out
the great responsibility for the preservation of peace
which rests with the two Great Powers—the Soviet
Union and the United States. As far as the Soviet Union
1S concerned, it has more than once expressed its sin-
cere desire to normalise relations with the United
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States, and has backed its words with deeds. The So-
viet Union proposed a fifty-year non-aggression pact. It
proposed that the two countries should engage in ex-
tensive trade on mutually advantageous terms, encour-
age cultural relations, etc. But every time we came up
against an outright refusal or veiled resistance.

Our two countries have never had any territorial
claims on each other, nor have they any today. There .
are no grounds for clashes between our two peoples.
Yet the relations between the U.S.S.R. and the U.S.A.
have long been abnormal.

We know that many politicians and financiers, Sen-
ators and newspaper publishers in the U.S.A. have an
interest in maintaining such relations. But the number
of people who favour friendly, good-neighbourly rela-
tions with the Soviet Union is growing in the United
States. The reception accorded to A. 1. Mikoyan in
America was forceful proof of this. His visit evoked
among the American people a demonstration of friendly
sentiment for the peoples of the Soviet Union. Most of
the Americans whom he met openly expressed their sin-

cere sympathy for the Soviet people, and a desire
for friendship and peaceful co-operation with the Soviet

Union. Among them were people of different political
and religious views and of different social standing—
scientists, cultural workers, businessmen and spokes-

men for the general public. Evidently, most Americans
no longer believe the anti-Soviet propaganda of the reac-
tionary bourgeois newspapers in the U.S.A. The at-
tempts made by certain elements to organise provoca-
tive action during Comrade Mikoyan’s visit failed com-
pletely, because those elements did not represent the
sentiments and views of the American people.

We welcome the efforts of all Americans who ad-
vocate an end to the “cold war” and support peaceful
coexistence and co-operation between all countries.
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Sympathy for the American people, whose industrial
genius and efficiency are known all over the world, is
strong in our country.

There are, of course, quite a few difficulties along
the path of peaceful coexistence. In following this path,
both sides will have to show a great deal of willing-
ness for mutual understanding, great restraint and, if
you will, great patience. (Applause.)

A considerable expansion of world trade could do
much to relax international tension and strengthen mu-
tual trust.

Despite the obstacles which have been raised, trade
between the Soviet Union and the capitalist countries
of Europe and America in 1958 was almost trebled
against 1950. We are doing good business with Sweden.
Long-term trade agreements have been concluded with
France and Italy, and our trade with other countries is
Increasing.

The Soviet economic programme of peaceful devel-
opment for 1959-1965 oftfers good prospects for ex-
panding Soviet trade with all countries. We can at least
double the volume of our foreign trade.

We offer the capitalist countries peaceful competi-
tion, and not only for the time of the Seven-Year Plan.
We are drawing up a long-term development plan for
fifteen years. This plan, too, rests on the principle of
peaceful development and peaceful economic competi-
tion.

All peoples can see that our plans are plans of peace-
ful construction. We call on all peoples to work harder
to maintain and promote peace. For our part, we shall
do everything in our power to assure universal peace.

(Stormy, prolonged applause.)



SPEECH AT THE PRESENTATION
OF THE INTERNATIONAL LENIN PRIZE
“FOR THE PROMOTION OF PEACE AMONG
NATIONS” TO N. S. KHRUSHCHOV
AT THE KREMLIN

May 16, 1959

Dear members of the International Lenin Prize Com-

mittee,

Dear Comrades and Friends,

To begin with, permit me to express my sincere
thanks to the International Lenin Prize Committee for
conferring upon me the honourable title of holder of
the Lenin Prize “For the Promotion of Peace Among
Nations”. (Prolonged applause.)

I should like to convey my deep gratitude to all our
comrades and friends, the representatives of other
countries and peoples, who, speaking from this rostrum,
have addressed warm words to me and given a high es-
timate of my peace efiorts. In such cases, speakers not
only state the merits of the prize winner, but also say
something as an advance, to be done by him later.
(Animation. Prolonged applause.)

The wish has been voiced here that the peoples of
the Soviet Union and myself, who have been honoured
by this high attention and by the Peace Prize, should
work on for enduring peace. Dear friends and comrades,
I promise to do so to the utmost of my strength and
ability. (Stormy, prolonged applause.)
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I would like to say that the striking and colourful
speech made by Pundit Sunderlal, a representative of
our friends, the Indian people, contains one point with
which I disagree. One may get the impression from your
speech that, being an atheist, I dislike religious people.
I cannot agree to this. You are right when you say
that I am an atheist, while you are a believer. But 1t
does not follow by any means that there has to be dis-
like or hostility between us. As everyone knows, be-
lievers do not all profess the same faith. There are
many peoples and many religions in the world. And
there is intolerance between these religions, a struggle
goes on between them, and history has known re-
ligious wars.

As atheists, we by no means inculcate enmity to-
wards believers. We have never called for hostility be-
tween people on religious grounds, or for wars between
states on ideological grounds, and we never shall.

We treat religious people not merely with tolerance,
but with respect. We only oppose religion being used
to harm people. It is in such cases that we do wage a
fight. (Applause.) When in the old days the government
of tsarist Russia had the church under its control and
made it serve the capitalists and landlords, when the
ruling classes used the church against the people, in-
cluding religious people, we did our best to explain that
religious feelings should not be directed against the in-
terests of the people. Naturally, we have our own views
about the universe, we have our materialist philosophy.
But you, too, representatives of different religions, have
your own views which do not coincide with those of
other peoples professing other religions.

We want to see all people—believers and unbeliev-
ers—unite their efforts in working for the main thing—
for peace, for a state of affairs in which all nations live
like brothers and people do not wage war but live in
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amity and peace. (Stormy applause.) 1 should like to
recall a few facts from the recent past. During the Sec-
ond World War many priests of various religions in our
country sided with the people, who were defending
their socialist homeland from the fascist invasion. Cases
are known of priests receiving distinctions and govern-
ment awards, such as Orders and medals. (Applause.)

Dear friends, I realise that when you were deciding
whether to award an International Lenin Prize to me,
you were not thinking solely of my personal activities.
I execute the will of the Soviet people, our Party and
our Government. Therefore, the Lenin Prize which 1
have been awarded should be regarded as a recognition
of the tremendous efforts and the great contribution
made by the Soviet people in the fight for peace and
general security. (Stormy applause.)

Need I say that in our time no one man, whatever
the efforts he may make, is able to prevent war and to
ensure peace. It is necessary that all peoples participate
actively in the defence of peace, that every man, wher-
ever he may work and wherever he may live, should
know and feel that peace on earth can only be pre-
served by active participation in the fight against the
danger of war. My part in the defence of peace merges
with the activities of millions of people, with their
thoughts and their feelings. I assure you, dear friends,
that I shall spare no energy, that I shall use every pos-
sibility available to me that the cause of peace may
triumph. (Stormy applause.)

The prize which has been awarded to me bears the
name of Vladimir Ilyich Lenin, the greatest champion
of peace and happiness for mankind. Lenin devoted to
the cause of international peace all the power of his
genius, his power as an ardent orator, as a statesman
of immense wisdom. Lenin’s name is associated with
the initial act of the first workers’ and peasants’ state
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in the world, created under his leadership in the flames
of the Great October Revolution, which appealed to all
belligerent peoples immediately to conclude a peace
without annexations, without plunder or seizure of
other peoples’ lands.

Lenin’s ideas about peace and friendship between
nations form the basis, the foundation of the foreign
policy of the Soviet state. We are faithful to Lenin’s
ideas, we consistently put them into practice, and shall
do all we can to avoid war and to develop good rela-
tions between nations, between states, irrespective of
their social systems. We stand for peaceful coexistence.
(Applause.)

Peace is the main condition for the existence and
progress of nations. People link their most cherished de-
sires and aspirations for a better life with the hope of
living in peace. To the peoples of the Soviet Union, who
within a short space of time have gone through the
severe ordeals of two world wars, who have made tre-
mendous sacrifices, the benefits of a peaceful life are
particularly dear. It is hard to find a family in the So-
viet Union for which war has not meant suffering and
sacrifice. Soviet public and political leaders do not have
to exert special efforts to prove to our people the nec-
essity of fighting against the danger of war, of fighting
to preserve peace on earth. The people have reached an
understanding of this necessity with heart and mind
through their sufferings in grim struggle.

Man has not been made to kill off his like. The urge
to kill people 1s alien to man’s nature, to his spiritual
fibre. In order to push people into exterminating each
other in war, the exploiting classes brought great pres-
sure to bear on them, employed all means of influenc-
iIng them, put them through military drill and taught
them blind and implicit obedience. In order to set one
nation warring against another, though these wars
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brought nothing to the working people but disaster and
devastation, the exploiters devised various false ‘‘theo-
ries”’, and went so far as to assert that war was man-
kind’s “natural condition”. They did not even hesitate to
exploit religion for their ends. Despite the Christian com-
mandment, ‘“Thou shalt not kill”’, the ruling classes took
priests into military service, and these led people to
their deaths with cross and prayer in the name of the
mercenary interests of the exploiters.

It is only in our day, when the working class has
triumphed in the Soviet Union and the other socialist
countries, and the people have been enabled to build a
life based on socialist principles, that a realistic pros-
pect has arisen of ridding mankind of war and estab-
lishing peaceful and friendly relations among peoples.
Our country is the standard-bearer of the most humane
ideas of modern times. To the barbarous ideoclogy of
exterminating people we counterpose the ideology of
peace and friendship among peoples. (Stormy applause.)

Each year our country advances further along the path
of economic and cultural progress and improvement of
the people’s well-being. The Soviet Union is gathering
increasing strength as it builds a communist society.
People who come to us from abroad see for themselves
the outstanding successes which the Soviet people have
attained in building the new life; they see the Soviet
people’s love of peace. The time is gone when our plans
were ridiculed abroad as idle dreams.

Now everybody acknowledges that the Soviet people
have made extraordinary progress in industry, agricul-
ture, science and culture. The richer our country Dbe-
comes, the more fully are the material and spiritual re-
quirements of people satisfied. In ' a socialist society
everything is subordinated to solicitude for man, the

good of the people, the all-round development of the in-
dividual.
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I think that the leaders of the peace movement
gathered here today, our foreign guests, have satisfied
themselves that our people are engaged in peaceful crea-
tive labour; that Soviet people, engaged as they are In
building communist society, are the most active fighters
for peace. (Applause.)

I returned yesterday from a tour of the Ukraine and
Moldavia. Last year the working people of these re-
publics gave our homeland cause for rejoicing at their
fine achievements. They have considerably increased the
output of grain, meat, milk, grapes and other agricul-
tural produce. Their splendid labour effort for the good
of our homeland is highly appreciated. It was with great
satisfaction that I carried out the mission entrusted to
me by the Central Committee of our Party, the Soviet
Government and the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet,
and presented Orders of Lenin to the republics of the
Ukraine and Moldavia. (Applause.)

All the republics of the Soviet Union have achieved
noteworthy successes in economic and cultural develop-
ment. Soviet people are showing great enthusiasm in
carrying out the Seven-Year Plan of Economic Develop-
ment, drawn up by the Twenty-First Party Congress
and approved by the entire people. No one can deny the
fact that our Seven-Year Plan expresses the peaceful
aspirations of the Soviet Union.

I have had occasion to meet thousands of workers,
collective farmers and intellectuals. In my talks with
them I have often been congratulated on the award of
the Lenin Prize “For the Promotion of Peace Among Na-
tions” and wished further success in the fight for peace.
The Soviet people want peace and are fighting for it.
And for us the will of the people is sacred. (Applause.)

The more the Soviet people gain in strength and might,
the greater their possibilities of successfully defending
world peace and international security.
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We live at a time when there are tremendous possibil-
ities to fight for peace successfully, and inexhaustible
sources of strength which have not yet been brought into
action. What is needed is for the people to be seized by
an all-conquering hatred of war, for them to combine
their effort and put up insuperable obstacles to the
forces of aggression.

The peoples have learned from bitter past experience
to discern the real causes of war. They also know what
modern warfare means and what its possible conse-
quences are. People remember that a shot in Sarajevo
was sufficient to drag millions of people into the years
of slaughter of the imperialist First World War. Now
war can break out at the evil intention of a handful of
people, or even be caused during an attack of insanity
by one of those who day and night fly American planes
loaded with atom bombs.

At present there is, and can be, no task more im-
portant than that of taking timely action to bar the
way to war, no finer aim than that of preserving and
strengthening peace. In our day, to fight for peace has
become the sacred duty of every human being. (Ap-
plause.)

The power of the masses who come out against the
war threat is mounting. The influence of the people and
of world opinion on the policy of governments and the
entire course of world developments is growing from
year to year. The fight for peace has been joined by the
vast populations of countries which have recently at-
tained national independence, and also by the peoples
of colonial and dependent countries. The imperialist
powers cannot but reckon with the fact that the golden
times are over when they could count on the material

and human resources of these countries for the conduct
of war.
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The last world war was a severe lesson for millions
of people throughout the world, and everything must
be done so that mankind does not forget that lesson.

Think back to the first days after the nightmare of
war, which lasted many years, and finally came to an
end. Hundreds of millions of people celebrated victory,
trusting that this had been the last war, that the sin-
ister shades of war would never again darken their
lives. Millions of people had given their lives on the
battlefield, and it had been their last hope that those
who were left would live in peace, without anxiety or
fear of the morrow. To all who have suffered the hor-
rors of war there can be no other greater and loftier
task than that of fulfilling these wishes and hopes of
people for durable and lasting peace.

Only fourteen years have passed since the Second
World War ended, yet for years now mankind has been
living under the threat of a fresh war. The arms drive
and ‘“cold war” have been carried on with unflagging
Intensity for many years. They swallow up vast material
resources. Tremendous masses of people—economists
estimate over 100 million—are torn away from peaceful
labour and involved to a greater or lesser degree in war
preparations, while the funds spent on military prep-
arations throughout the world are so immense that
they would suffice to build within a short time a new
country with modern cities, factories and gardens—a
country in which over one hundred million people would
be assured a high standard of living.

The imperialists have put at the service of war the
greatest discovery of human genius—the energy of the
atomic nucleus—and this has radically changed people’s
ideas of the nature and consequences of a future war.
Today no one denies that such a war, if permitted to
break out, would entail the death of millions upon mil-
lions of people and lead to untold devastation.
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No one who has an interest in lasting peace can
stand by passively, watching preparations being made
for another war both overtly and covertly by the forces
of aggression.

A particularly acute and vitally important problem
arises from the very nature of a possible war of the
future, from the changes that have occurred in military
techniques. ,

Let us recall how the Second World War began. As
is known, it began with Hitler’'s attack on Czechoslo-
vakia and Poland, and spread later to other countries.
Some time passed, however, before it developed into a
world war.

What a new war would mean right from its very out-
set is sufficiently well known. There are no grounds to
assume that if war breaks out, there will be time for
“rising steam’, for mobilising the forces of peace on
a national, and later on a world-wide scale, in order to
stop the extermination of people.

It is necessary, therefore, to lose no time in combin-
ing still more actively the efforts of all who stand for
peace and to spare no energy in ensuring today that the
endeavours of all people throughout the world are
merged into one stream, so as to erect even now an in-
surmountable barrier to the unleashing of war. The
peoples of the socialist countries know this well. The
masses in Japan, Great Britain, West Germany, France,
Italy, and also the United States of America and
other countries, are coming to realise it more and
more. A great contribution to the prevention of war
1S being made by India and other peace-loving coun-
tries that have liberated themselves from colonial de-
pendence.

All peoples want peace. We have not the slightest
doubt that the American people are as peaceful in their
aspirations as the British, Japanese and other peoples.
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It cannot be said that the American people do not real-
iIse what war is. But until now they have never seen
war on their own soil and know of all its horrors only
through newspapers and films. It is more difficult for
Americans than, say, for the British, and the Japanese
In particular, to visualise the destruction of entire
cities and the terror of air raids. The American people
are beginning to join the general fight of the peoples
for peace, against the threat of atomic war, as millions
of Americans become increasingly aware that if a
fresh world war breaks out it will not unfold some-
where across the ocean, but involve their own
territory, and that it will be impossible to find cover
from it.

The peoples of West Germany, the United States,
Britain, France, Japan and Italy bear special responsibil-
1ty for settling the question of whether or not there is
to be another world war. If millions of Americans, Ger-
mans, Britons, Frenchmen, Japanese and Italians come
out all together against another war, no force in exist-
ence will dare to act counter to their will. Like the
peoples of all the socialist countries, the Soviet people
are always prepared to proffer their hand to them and
jointly erect a mighty barrier to all instigators of war.
(Applause.)

Ending the “cold war’, easing international tension,
1s the most acute and the most important international
problem of our time. The peoples refuse to tolerate the
continued arms drive. They cannot be indifferent ob-
servers of developments which are dangerous to the
whole of mankind. They are sick of the “cold war”, of
war preparations which, even in peace-time, contami-
nate the atmosphere with radioactive fall-out from
atomic and hydrogen weapons tests. The question of
banning thermonuclear tests is one of the most acute
iIssues requiring immediate solution.
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The stand of the Soviet Union on this question is well
known. We spare no effort to end nuclear weapons
tests. But to achieve positive results the efiorts of the
Soviet Union alone are insufficient. The efforts of all
peoples are required. At present we are witness to the
growth of these efforts. We see the movement against
nuclear explosions grow wider and more powerful.

We are therefore convinced that the governments.
which possess nuclear weapons will finally be forced to
recognise the necessity of stopping nuclear tests either
by their own powers of reasoning or under the pressure
of public opinion in their own countries and throughout
the world.

And if we sometimes say sharp and unpleasant things
on this question to our Western partners, we do so with
one purpose only—that of achieving the earliest pos-
sible agreement on banning test explosions of atomic
and hydrogen weapons. We believe firmly that this
will be achieved, that the peoples will have their way
and that the contamination of the atmosphere will cease
at last. (Applause.)

You know that stopping the tests is not disarmament.
It is only a step towards disarmament. But if we all
work in that direction unflaggingly and sparing no ef-
fort, we shall reach the point where states will agree
on reducing their armed forces, on banning atomic and
hydrogen weapons and on stopping their production,
and will then pass on to preparations for complete dis-
armament.

In this way they will really ensure inviolable peace
and international security. It is clear that as long as
countries are armed to the teeth and their armed
forces, equipped with lethal weapons, confront each
other, one cannot dismiss the possibility of accidents
which may have disastrous consequences. Hence, it is
necessary not only to press for the conclusion of non-
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aggression pacts and the abolition of military blocs,
but also to secure a radical solution of the disarmament
problem, to secure that means of annihilation are not
accumulated and that those in existence are destroyed.
We are ready for that. (Prolonged applause.)

The governments of some Western states want us
to agree to a most extensive system of control in our
territory, at a time when a network of their military
bases has been established around the Soviet Union
and their troops are stationed in many countries. It
would be naive to expect us to agree to such a plan.
[t is clear to all that in such conditions control is not
control, but outright reconnaissance which may be used
for an attack upon us.

But if the Western governments are prepared to
reach agreement on the abolition of military bases In
other countries, on the withdrawal of all foreign troops
within their national borders and on a phased reduction
of armed forces, then we too shall be prepared to ac-
cept the gradual introduction of effective control.

The greater the cuts in armed forces, the farther we
shall be willing to proceed along the path of control.
Each state will be increasingly confident that no other
state is able to pile up armaments in defiance of agree-
ments, and thereby the possibility of one country at-
tacking another will be removed. The Soviet Union is
prepared to take such far-reaching steps in the field of
disarmament and control. We have said this before and
we say it again.

The Foreign Ministers Conference is now in progress
in Geneva, and the eyes of the whole world are on it.
To this conference the Western Powers have submitted
their proposals, which they call a “peace plan”. I have
studied this plan, and I must say frankly that it left a
bad taste in my mouth. The Western Powers call their
proposals a ‘“peace plan”. But this is evidently the only
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novelty about them, for in the past the Western Powers
submitted essentially similar proposals which were in
reality nothing but a ‘“cold war” plan, a plan for
pursuing the policy “from positions of strength”.

The real initiator of the proposals submitted by the
Western Powers is not present at the Geneva Confer-
ence of Foreign Ministers. But his shadow, the shadow
of Herr Adenauer, haunts Geneva, and his authorship
1s plainly evident., Judging from the proposals of the
Western Powers, they want to cling to their old posi-
tions.

When the Western Powers drew up their plan, they
apparently bore in mind the fact that a certain
easing of the International tension is in evidence at
present, or, speaking figuratively, a thaw in the rela-
tions between states has set in. The arguments ad-
vanced in support of the Western plan were so framed
as to provoke sharp criticism from us, because the so-
called ‘“‘peace plan” puts the solution of important in-
ternational problems into cold storage. This is being
done in order to place the blame on us later, and to
accuse us of intractability. But we are not going to give
our partners this pleasure. We shall not take that
course. On the contrary, we shall explain that this is
not the way to secure the ending of the state of “cold
war’’.

The Western proposals contain points which are
worth discussing and to which we are not going to ob-
ject. On the contrary, we shall be prepared to look for
acceptable solutions at the same table. But questions
have to be taken separately. They must not be tied up
as they are by the Western Powers, into one big knot
that cannot be untied. The question of concluding a
peace treaty with the two German states should be
dealt with first, and the Berlin question solved on this
basis by converting West Berlin into a free city.

/2



It goes without saying that the makers of the West-
ern plan are clever people, though their minds do not
seem to have worked in the right direction when they
were drawing up the plan. They knew perfectly well
that their proposals on the German and Berlin questions
were unacceptable. The Western plan is, in its essence,
unacceptable even to its authors, because in reality
none of them want the reunification of Germany. The
problem of Germany’s reunification and all other con-
siderations on this score cannot be an object of discus-
sion by the four Powers. It is a matter for the Germans
themselves.

Let us therefore look for realistic ways, truly ac-
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