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SOVIET PROPOSALS FOR
STRENGTHENING PEACE

Foreign Minister A. A. Gromyko and N, S. Khrushchov addressed the
ninth session of the U.S.S.R. Supreme Soviet on December 21. Speaking
at a joint sitting of the Soviet of the Union and the Soviet of Nationalities
—the closing meeting of the session—Gromyko replied to an interpellation
by a group of Deputies concerning the resulis of the disarmament talks
and the prospects for agreement on this subject, and Khrushchov made
an important speech on the international situation. The Supreme Soviet
unanimeusly passed the following resolution approving the Soviet govern-
ment’s foreign policy : :

Supreme Soviet’s Resolution

HE Supreme Soviet of the U.S.S.R.
fully approves the foreign policy
of the Soviet government.

The Supreme Soviet of the U.S.S.R.
entirely supports the proposals set forth
in the messages and Notes of the U.S.S.R.
government to the governments of the
member-countries of the United Nations
Organisation, as being in keeping with
the aim of easing international tension
and ending the ““cold war ” and the arms
race, the aim of extending peaceful
co-operation among all states.

Expressing the firm will and unani-
mous desire of the Soviet people for
peace, the U.S.S.R. Supreme Soviet be-
lieves that at the present time, when the
amms race—in particular in atomic and
hydrogen weapons—is still continuing, it
is imperative to adopt measures to pre-
vent events from taking a dangerous
course, to safeguard peace and free
humanity from the threat of an atomic
war of annihilation.

This task could be achieved by:

1. A pledge by the powers possessing
atomic and hydrogen weapons—the
U.S.S.R., the United States and the
United Kingdom—not to use these
weapons ;

2. A pledge by the U.S.S.R. the
United States, and the United Kingdom
to cease, as from January 1, 1958, all
tests of atomic and hydrogen weapons ;

3. An agreement between the U.S.S.R.,
the United States, and the United King-
dom not to deploy nuclear weapons of
any kind on the territory of either
Western or Eastern Germany, and
acceptance of the proposal of Poland,
Czechoslovakia and the German Demo-
cratic Republic renouncing the manu-
facture and deployment of nuclear wea-
pons on the territories of these countries
and Western Germany.

4. A substantial reduction of the
strength of the armed forces and arma-
ments of states, and in the first place of
the great powers, which possess the most
powerful armed forces;

5. A non - aggression agreement
between the member-countries of the
North Atlantic Alliance and the member-
countries of the Warsaw Treaty;

6. An agreement to refrain from any
steps infringing upon the independence
of the countries of the Middle East, and
renunciation of the use of force in solv-
ing problems involving this area;

7. The cessation of war propaganda
in those countries where such propa-
ganda is still being conducted, and the
all-round development of international
trade, science and cultural relations
among states.

The U.S.SR. Supreme Soviet is con-
vinced that a personal meeting between
the leaders of states and the discussion




by them of urgent international prob-
lems would be conducive to finding ways
to ease the existing tension in the rela-
tions among states and to promote
mutual confidence among them.

The US.S.R. Supreme Soviet notes
with deep satisfaction that the peaceful
initiative of the Soviet Union is meet-
ing with understanding and support
among the broadest international circles
who see, in our times, only one way of
avoiding atomic war—the way of peace-
ful co-existence. There is growing recog-
nition of the fact that in the situation
prevailing in the world, when there are
capitalist and socialist states, any
attempts to change this situation by
external force, attempts at interference
in the domestic affairs of other states
for the purpose of changing their politi-
cal systems, attempts to impose any terri-
torial changes and violate the present
status quo, would have disastrous conse-
quences for the cause of world peace.

The U.S.SR. Supreme Soviet notes
with satisfaction that, having considered
the question of the peaceful co-existence
of states, the recent session of the
United Nations General Assembly came
out in support of the principle of peace-
ful co-existence and adopted a resolu-
tion which recognises the need to
develop relations among states “on a
basis of mutual respect and profit, non-
aggression, mutual respect for sovereignty,
equality, territorial integrity, and non-
interference in one another’s domestic
affairs.”  The Assembly made an
appeal to all states “to use every
effort in strengthening  international
peace and developing friendly relations
and co-operation, and in the selution
of disputes by peaceful means.”

The adoption of such a resolution by
the United Nations reflects the tremen-
dous growth throughout the world of
demands to stop the arms drive, to find
ways and means for the peaceful settle-
ment of disputed questions, to stop the
dangerous development of events in the
direction of a new war and not allow
war to break out. The Supreme Soviet
points out’ that these sentiments were
reflected also in the speeches of a num-
ber of statesmen of member-countries

of the North Atlantic Alliance at the
N.A.T.O. Council session in Paris, who
expressed themselves in favour of accept-
ing the Soviet government’s proposal to
conduct negotiations among the powers.
However, aithough the decisions of the
N.A.T.O Council session do mention the
expediency of negotiations with the
Soviet Union on disarmament questions,
those decisions are as a whole directed
towards continuing the military prepara-
tions of the member-states of the North
Atlantic Alliance, and indicate the inten-
tion of N.AT.O.s leading powers to
continue a policy dangerous to peace.

Guided by the noble aims of streng-
thening universal peace, the U.S.S.R.
Supreme Soviet expresses the hope that
the Parliaments and the governments of
all countries will give due consideration
to the proposals put forward by the
Soviet Union and do all they can t6 ease
international tension and refrain from
steps that might lead to complications
in the relations among states.

The U.S.S.R. Supreme Soviet takes
note of the declarations made by lead-
ing statesmen of member-countries of
the North Atlantic Alliance, to the effect
that these states take the stand of not
using force in relations with other
countries. This shows that a sober
approach to the solution of inter-
national problems is making increasing
headway. Taking these statements into

consideration and hoping that they will

be reflected in practical steps by the
N.A.T.O. member-states, and striving to
make a new and majer contribution to
the cause of strengthening peace and
establishing an atmosphere of confidence
among peoples, the U.S.S.R. Supreme
Soviet authorises the Soviet government
to examine the question of Ffurther
reducing the armed forces of the Soviet
Union, and to maintain at a proper level
—pending an international disarmament
agreement—the remaining strength of the
armed forces and armaments in order
fully to ensure the defence interests of
the Soviet Union.

The U.S.S.R. Supreme Soviet hopes
that the United States, the United King-
dom and France will, for their part,

take steps to reduce their armed forces
and thus contribute to the cause of
establishing genuine international
security.

The U.S.S.R. Supreme Soviet expresses
confidence that the efforts of the peoples
of the Soviet Union, People’s China
and the other socialist states, combined
with the efforts of all the other peoples
defending the noble cause of peace and

friendship among all nations, will be
crowned with success and that mankind.
rid of the danger of a new war, may
entirely devote all its efforts to peaceful
labour.

Supreme Soviet of the Union of

Soviet Socialist Repubtics

.Kremlin, Moscow. December 21, 1957



STATEMENT BY A. A. GROMYKO

FEVHE Council of Ministers of the

U.S.S.R. has instructed me to reply
to the interpellation by a group of
Deputies concerning the results of the
discussion among the states on the
disarmament problem and the possibility
of reaching agreement on this question.

The Soviet government is seriously
concerned that notwithstanding all the
efforts of the Soviet Union and the other
peaceloving states that are striving to
end the arms race and to avert the threat
of another war, the disarmament prob-
lem has not been soived.

You know that the 10-year discussions
on the disarmament problem in the
United Nations bodies did not produce
agreement and have now been suspended.
The reason for this state of affairs is
that our principal partners in the dis-
armament talks, the United States, the
United Kingdom, and also France,
acting in line with them, do not want,
as the facts have shown, to bind them-
selves by any commitments with regard
to the restriction of armaments and
measures to prevent the stockpiling and
improvement of nuclear weapons. Let
us look at the facts.

While sterile discussions on disarma-
ment were held both in the Sub-
Committee and the United Nations
Disarmament Commission, and periodic-
ally at the sessions of the General
Assembly, the governments of the
United States and Britain, and also
France, actually pursued aims quite the
opposite of those of disarmament.

At the conference table the United
States and the United Kingdom pretend
to be striving for agreement on disarma-
ment, whereas in actual fact they are
doing their utmost to stockpile arma-
ments and demand of their N.A.T.O.
partners that more and more divisions
be placed at the disposal of the N.A.T.O.
command and that the enormous
expenditures on armaments be further
increased. The United States, supported
by the United Kingdom and certain
other member-states of the N.A.T.O.
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military bloc, is encouraging in every
way the arming of Western Germany in
order to place her economic and man-
power resources at the service of the
N.A.T.O. war plans.

The Soviet government, guided by the
Leninist principles of the Soviet Union’s
foreign policy, has tabled in the United
Nations many proposals aimed at a
practical solution of the disarmament
problem.  You know that it has pro-
posed the complete prohibitiocn of atomic
and hydrogen weapons, their removal
from national armaments, an end to
the manufacture of these weapons and
the destruction of existing stocks. The
Soviet proposals also provide for a
substantial reduction of armed forces,
armaments and military budgets.

The Soviet government made a
thorough study of the proposals of the
western powers in order to find points
of contiguity, to single out what is
acceptable both to them and to us. In
a number of instances the Soviet Union
accepted the proposals of the western
powers. This was the case, for instance,
with regard to the establishment of
ceilings for the armed forces of the
great powers. But all this did not lead
anywhere. No sooner had the Soviet
Union accepted the proposals of the
western powers than they immediately
created fresh obstacles by going back on
their own words and abandoning their
own proposals on which they had been
insisting only the day before. The
United States and the United Kingdom,
as they have done hitherto, are evading
a solution of the disarmament problem,
making an appropriate agreement
dependent on a whole series of far-
fetched and impracticable terms,
especially with regard to control over
disarmament. Such questions as the
prohibition of atomic and hydrogen
weapons and their removal from arma-
ments, the reduction of military
expenditures and military budgets, the
dismantling of military bases on foreign
territories, and the withdrawal of
foreign troops from the N.A.T.O. and

Warsaw Treaty countries respectively
are in general glossed over in the pro-
posals of the western powers. This
alone shows that these powers are far
from making any efforts to facilitate the
success of the disarmament talks.

Furthermore, they are artificially
complicating agreement on the reduction
of armed forces by making it conditional
on the solving of political problems
that have.nothing in common with dis-
armament, such as, for instance, the
German problem. Even such a com-
paratively = simple question as the
cessation of atomic and hydrogen
weapon tests is linked by them with
other much more complicated questions
of disarmament on which it has so far
not been possible to reach agreement
owing to the attitude of the western
powers themselves. It must be said
that the disarmament talks were held in
recent years in an utterly abnormal
situation. In the United Nations Dis-
armament Sub-Committee where these
talks were mainly held in the last three
years, the Soviet Union was opposed
by four members of the North Atlantic
bloc—the United States, the United
Kingdom, France and Canada—which
blocked any proposals that did not
accord with the policy of this military
bloc. As a result the Sub-Committee
could not make any advance in drafting
a disarmament agreement and was used
as a screen for the arms race pursued
by the western powers.

It is only natural that the Soviet
government cannot but draw a definite
conclusion from the situation created
when the governments of the United
States, the' United Kingdom and some
of their N.A.T.O. allies use the United
Nations disarmament bodies tc prevent
agreement, while seeking to create the
impression that some progress is being
made in the talks and that a disarma-
ment agreement is just round the corner.
At the last session of the United
Nations General Assembly the Soviet
government tabled a proposal for setting
up a disarmament commission which
would include all the member-states of
the United Nations. Such a commission

would enable all states, large and small,
to take a direct part in the discussion
on a problem which is of deep concern
to all peoples. Of course, this alone
would not solve the problem, but such
a method of holding the talks would
put anm end to the secret discussions
behind ‘closed doors and would enable
the peoples to exercise supervision over
the disarmament talks.

Can there be any objections to such
a proposal from those who really pay
heed to the peoples’ demand for dis-
armament and want to break the dead-
lock regarding the talks ? No, there
can be no objections.

Nevertheless, the western powers, and
particularly the United States, are
emphatically opposed to this proposal.

There was another proposal at the
General Assembly to which the Soviet
government agreed. I am referring to
the Albanian proposal, supported by
many other countries and envisaging the
establishment of a somewhat narrower
disarmament commission in which the
socialist countries and countries pur-
suing a neutral policy would account
for at least half of the members. It
would seem that this proposal should
have been acceptable to all, since
broader participation by countries
following a peaceful policy would
further the success of the disarmament
talks. And yet the western powers
opposed this proposal too, seeking to
preserve the dominance of members of
their military groupings in the United
Nations disarmament bodies.

The United States, as in the past, did
not hesitate to exert crude pressure on
the countries dependent on it, in order
to prevent the establishment of a body
capable of fruitful negotiations.

Though the U.S.A. was obliged to
agree to a certain extension of the
existing commission, this was done in
such a way that the United States and
its partners in military blocs still hold an
overwhelming majority of -seats- in the
commission ; 16 of the 25 members of
the commission: belong to western
military groupings.



The fact that the governments of the
United States and Britain pushed
through the General Assembly a resolu-
tion seeking to establish in advance that
any future discussion on the disarma-
ment problem should be held in their
way and on their terms is nothing but
an infringement of the very idea of
reaching a settlement on disarmament
and an attempt to bury this idea. Such
moves have never succeeded and never
will succeed, and all resolutions seek-
ing to dictate to the Soviet Union and
other peaceful countries conditions that
are unacceptable to them will be still-
born.  In view of all this the Soviet
Union was compelled to state that it
could not take part in the work of a
commission the purpose of which was,
in effect, to obstruct the work of dis-
armament and to mislead the peoples.

The governments of the United States
and Britain are always trying to secure
military advantages for themselves, to
the detriment of the security interests
of the Soviet Union, making use of the
Soviet Union’s well-known interest in
disarmament and the promotion of
peace.

Moreover, hasn’t the American govern-
ment demonstrated its unwillingness to
approach the disarmament problem in a
businesslike way, by doing everything
in its power to bar People’s China from
participating, along with the other great
powers, in the discussion on the dis-
armament problems ? The American
government is putting itself in a
ridiculous position : western proposals
providing for measures towards dis-
armament, should, in their very concep-
tion, also extend to the Chinese People’s
Republic, and yet the American govern-
ment continues to behave as if the
great Chinese state did not exist. Small
wonder, therefore, that more and more
Americans are beginning to point to the
absurdity of the American attitude
towards China.

For a long time the United States
and Britain based their calculations on
the assumption that they were ahead in
atomic armaments. They said there-
fore : “Why disarm if the U.S.A. and

Britain have the advantage ?” But life
has shown these calculations to be false.
Nothing is left of the illusions under
which the statesmen of these countries
were labouring throughout almost the
whole of the postwar period. These
illusions have been blown sky high by
the Soviet Union’s recent scientific and
technical achievements. But have the
rulers of these countries learned anything
from this fact ? Not yet, unfortunately.
The men who shape the foreign policy
of the United States—and Britain—now
reason as follows: “Since the Soviet
Union has outstripped the U.S.A. and
Britain in the field of science and tech-
nology, it is necessary first to catch up
with the Soviet Union and to intensify
the arms race still more, particularly in
the sphere of nuclear and missile pro-
duction.”  Such a situation, of course,
can suit only the biggest capitalist
monopolies that are getting ever-increas-
ing profits from the manufacture of
armaments. It cuts right across the vital
interests of the peoples.

The arms race has never been so
dangerous as it is today, when the
destructive potential of the latest types
of weapons defies any comparison with
that of the weapons used even in the
Second World War, and when military
techniques, spurred on by the arms race,
are constantly developing.

It is time for responsible states-
men in the West to realise that dis-
armament is not an object of diplomatic
bargaining but the most urgent task of
our time, the immediate solution of
which is being ever more insistently
demanded by the peoples, and to realise
that no juggling with votes in the United
Nations, no calls for continuing the
cold war can stifle this demand or
remove it from the agenda. Even the
most rabid champions of the arms race
today have to take into consideration
the unity of the socialist countries, the
ever-growing understanding and co-
operation of all the countries upholding
the interests of peace. The situation
in the world today is different from what
it was even a few months ago. The
Soviet earth satellites have improved the
political climate on our planet. They

are doing a big job for peace and, not
least, for disarmament.

The organisers of the latest session of
the NLA.T.O. Council made a big’ effort
to turn it into a demonstration of the
solidarity of the N.A.T.O. countries with
the policy of military preparations and
the arms race. However, the session
showed that these hopes were not to be
fulfilled. It is highly significant, for
instance, that those who took part had
to revise the agenda drawn up in
Washington and London and had to
include questions far removed from the
aims of this military bloc. Suffice it to
say that the session had to take up
questions bearing on the disarmament
talks and discuss the Soviet govern-
ment’s proposals put forward in Prime
Minister Bulganin’s recent messages to
the heads of government of the N.A.T.O.
countries and in the Notes to all the
member-countries of the United Nations.

To quote foreign newspapers, the
Soviet Union was present, as it were,
unseen, at the N.A.T.O. session, influenc-
ing the entire course of the session. The
representatives of Norway, Denmark, the
Federal Republic of Germany and some
other countries went on record in favour
of a thorough study of the Soviet pro-
posals. The Washington Post and Times-
Herald, for instance, wrote that what
was happening in Paris was tantamount
to a revolt on a hitherto unknown
scale against Dulles’ habit of tarning -
down Soviet proposals merely because
of their origin.

The plans for establishing  in
Europe a network of American rocket
launching bases and stockpiles of atomic
warheads for them also came up against
considerable opposition. The Norwegian
Prime Minister, Mr. Gerhardsen, said
that Norway would not allow atomiic
stockpiles or mediumrange rocket
launching installations on her ‘territory.
A similar statement was made by the
Danish Prime Minister, Mr. Hansen. The
Soviet government has a proper appreci-
ation of the sober assessment of the
situation made by these Scandinavian
statesmen.

The position of the government of the
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Federal Republic of Germany was
affected to a certain extent by the alarm
of the West German population at the
American plans for turning the country
into a nuclear weapons dump. Chancellor
Adenaver had to make a statement to
the effect that Western Germany would
not hurry with the question of Ameri-
can missile bases on her territory. How-
ever, the statement by the gevernment
of the Federal Republic on American
missile bases, which might be considered
as a shift towards a more reasonable
view of West German interests, cannot
be squared with Adenauer’s pressing
demands for the delivery of all types of
weapons to the West German Bundes-
wehr and Western Germany’s participa-~
tion in modern weapon research, includ-
ing rocket research.

One cannot ignore the fact that the
possession of atomic weapons by the
West German forces which have learned
nothing from the experience of the past
wars and are merely awaiting an oppor-
tune moment to push the country again
on to the path of war, might have grave
consequences. This is obvious, if only
from the fact that some people who are
prominent in Western Germany today
do not scruple to express disagreement
with the present frontiers of certain
European states. Would not such a step
as the equipping of the West German
army with atomic weapons result in a
dangerous atomic arms race between
European countries?

Nevertheless, the course of events and,
to a certain extent, the results at the
last N.AT.O. session show that tenden-
cies to provide conditions for peaceful
co-existence and to halt the arms race
are becoming increasingly apparent in
international relations. It is gratifying
to note the broadly favourable public

response and understanding in the
N.AT.O. countries for the Soviet
government’s recent appeals to the

governments of 83 states, and the pro-
posals aimed at strengthening peace
that have been voiced in those appeals.
Isn’t this new and striking evidence that
the foreign policy of this country,
shaped by the Communist Party and its
central committee, is in harmony with



the wishes of the overwhelming majority
of ‘mankind? It has the support of
millions upon millions of people who
only yesterday were under the sway of
-militarist propaganda. Countless millions
in the East and West are locking with
hope and confidence to the Soviet Union,
which consistently and resolutely upholds
the great cause of world peace.

The communiqué on the N.AT.O.
session that has just been published
speaks of readiness to take part in a
meeting of Foreign Ministers on dis-
armament. It is not hard to see that
this statement was included in the com-
muniqué because of the difficult situation
in which the guiding spirits of the arms
race and the cold war had found them-
selves. The U.S. Secretary of State—and
his touch is readily apparent in this
statement—needed this outwardly con-
ciliatory note in erder to mislead the
peoples, who really want an end to the
arms race and the cold war, After all,
it is well known that barely a month
has passed since the United Nations,
under flagrant pressure from the United
States, passed a resolution approving
the western attitude on disarmament—an
attitude which is scarcely calculated to
achieve disarmament and which has led
the talks on this subject into a blind
alley. We are, in fact, being invited
to sit down again at a conference table
with the same N.A.T.O. members with
whom we have been patiently negotiating
until now and to launch again into
sterile discussions which do not advance
the cause of disarmament one jot.

One readily perceives here a desire
to call the conference merely in order
to put forward one’s own terms, one’s
own programme for the talks. As the
Soviet Union cannot accept these terms,
since they are in no way conducive to
disarmament, it is not difficult to imagine
the situation that would develop at the
meeting. The western powers would not
fail to accuse the Soviet Union of refus-
ing to compromise, of sabotaging the
agreement, and thus mislead public
opinion. . Judge for yourselves——can
anything wuseful be expected from a
Foreign Ministers’ conference composed
in that way?

The -Soviet Union, as hitherto, sin-
cerely wants to bring about an agree-
ment on all the problems of disarma-
ment, to end the cold war. For many
years the Soviet government has made
strenuous efforts to reach a settlement
with the western powers. Nothing has
come of these efforts, because of the
western powers’ unwillingness to com-
promise.

The crux of the matter, therefore, is
not that the talks have not been held
on a ministerial level until now and that
a conference of ministers is now being
proposed, but that the western powers
should abandon their dangerous policy
of military preparations, of fomenting
the cold war and intensifying the arms
race, and should agree to the honest
negotiations which the Soviet govern-
ment has advocated and continues to
advocate.

Comrades Deputies, the Soviet
government, having analysed the course
of many years of disarmament negotia-
tions and the attitudes and proposals of
the parties concerned, has arrived at the
conclusion that in view of the present
international situation, marked by ten-
sion in the relations between states, the
only realistic way to solve the disarma-
ment problem would be to re-establish
and strengthen international confidence.
It is necessary to find common points of
departure and, where the situation allows,
to take the first, even if tentative, step
towards disarmament. If the western
‘powers are not prepared toagree to joint
disarmament measures, what is there to
prevent- us from agreeing on mutual
undertakings of a moral nature or on
such individual measures as would con-
tribute to the re-establishment of inter-
national confidence and help to pave the
way for the solution of the disarmament
problem as a whole?

It is the Soviet government’s opinion
that such practical measures are feasible
at the present time.

Appropriate proposals were put for-
ward by the Soviet government in the
messages of the Chairman of the
U.S.S.R. Council of Ministers, N. A.
Bulganin, and in the Notes addressed by
the U.S.S.R. government to the govern-
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ments of the member-states  of the
United Nations. I shall briefly recapitu-
late these proposals.

The Soviet government announced that
it was ready to end, as from January .1,
1558, all tests of atomic and hydrogen
weapons, if the governments of the
United States and Britain would give a
similar pledge. The ending of tests of
atomic and hydrogen weapons would
freeze the situation with regard to these
weapons in the countries possessing them
at the level of January 1, 1958. As you
see, the Soviet Union, which is not pre-
paring war and is not planning to attack
any state, is ready to refrain from fur-
ther improving these weapons. Why,
then, do the governments of the United
States and Britain, which declare that
they do not intend to -attack anyone
either, refuse to undertake, jointly with
the Soviet Union, to refrain from further
improving these weapons?

The Soviet Union also proposes to the
United States and Britain to give a joint
pledge not to use atomic and hydrogen
weapons. This proposal could be easily
carried out, since it involves neither com-
plex international controls over its ful-
filment nor any material expenditures,
while its great significance for the cause
of peace is self-evident.

The Soviet Union and other Warsaw
Treaty countries have for a long time
been suggesting to the N.A.T.O. countries
the signing of a non-aggression .treaty.
Now it is up to thé governments of the
United States, Britain, France, the Fede-
ral Republic of Germany and other
N.AT.O. member-states to decide this
question, which in many respects would
help to ease international tension -and
strengthen European security.

Sometimes the opponents of this pro-
posal argue that the very idea of non-
aggression treaties has not justified itself
and refer to the violation of such treaties
by Nazi Germany. The groundless
nature of such arguments is obvious.
Who would deny that the violation by
Nazi Germany of non-aggression treaties
with other states placed her before the
whole world in the position of an aggres-
sor who had treacherously broken her
international obligations ? Isn’t it a fact
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that this played its part in isolating Nazi
Germany in the international political
scene and in consolidating the forces of
the anti-Nazi coalition? It was not the
idea of non-aggression treaties that was
compromised but the violators of those
treaties. This warrants the question:
Doesn’t the idea of non-aggression
treaties seem unsuitable to some people
because in our time, too, it is a serious
obstacle to those who harbour plans for
aggression? The proposal for establish-
ing in Europe a zone free from atomic
and hydrogen weapons merits serious
attention, since very real . prerequisites
exist for its practical implementation. It
is known that on the initiative of the
Polish government, supported by Czecho-
slovakia and the German Democratic Re-
public, it has been proposed that the
territories of these states should be in-
cluded in the zone free from atomic and
hydrogen weapons, if the government of
Western Germany, for its part, will also
give a pledge not to station foreign
nuclear weapons on West German terri-
tory and not to organise its own manu-
facture of such weapons.

The governments of Poland, the Ger-
man Democratic Republic and Czecho-
slovakia have agreed to include the terri-
tories of their countries in such a zone.
Now it is up to the fourth state of this
zone—the Federal Republic of Germany
—to say the word. As for the Soviet
government, it fully supports the pro-
posal of the governments of Poland,
Czechoslovakia and the German Demo-
cratic Republic for the establishment of
a zone in Europe free from nuclear
weapons, and is ready, for its part, to
enter into negotiations to this effect with
the governments of the United States
and Britain. The establishment in Cen-
tral Europe of such a zone, with a popu-
lation of more than 100 million people,
‘would greatly change the situation in
Europe.

The Soviet Union believes that states
should undertake the obligation to put
an end to the war propaganda which is
daily being conducted in some western
countries through the press, radio, films,
television and other channels. War
propaganda is a crime against peace, no
matter what false arguments about so-



called “freedom. of speech” are used as
an excuse. Is there any great difference
between those people who are now call-
ing for atom and hydrogen bombs to be
dropped on those countries whose
internal system they do not like, and
those Nazis who, 11 years ago, sat in
the dock before the International
Tribunal and who had begun their
careers with similar appeals? The
difference is not great.

Considering that the cause of disarma-
ment cannot be allowed to remain in
the present blind alley, the Soviet govern-
ment proposes that in the near future a
special session of the United Nations
General Assembly or an international
disarmament conference should be
called.

A summit conference of representa-
tives of capitalist and socialist countries
could undoubtedly help to achieve an
early and positive solution to these burn-
ing problems and the Soviet government
has made statements to this effect before.

Those who stand for continuing the
course of the arms race often argue that
now that the Soviet Union has the
ascendency in the field of the most
modern weapons, renunciation of such
a course would be taken by many states,
and above all by the neutrals, as an ad-
mission of the weakness of the western
powers, and especially of the United
States. They claim that renunciation of
such a course might affect the authority

and prestige of the United States and
of the North Atlantic bloc as a whole.

It is precisely the present course of
the United States and some of its
N.A.T.O. partners that is undermining
their authority and prestige, and the fur-
ther it goes, the stronger this effect will
be. The Americans themselves, better
than anyone else, could tell us about
that. We are convinced that the re-
placing of the “positions of strength”
policy, the policy of keeping the world
“on the brink of war,” by a different
policy aimed at ending the arms race, at
lessening international tension and at
developing co-operation among states,
primarily in the field of trade, would on
the contrary greatly enhance the autho-
rity and prestige of the United States as
well as of other states which follow in
the wake of American policy.

The Soviet Union, like the other
socialist states, is doing and will do
everything in its power to strengthen
peace and foster in every way friendship
and co-operation among the peoples and,
as hitherto, will most persistently, sin-
cerely and patiently press for an agree-
ment to end the arms race, to relieve
mankind of the menace of a devastating
atomic war. In pursuance of this policy,
our country relies on the firm unity of
our people, on the growing power of its
economy, on the solidarity of the entire
socialist camp, and on the forces of peace
throughout the world, which are grow-
ing stronger every day.
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SPEECH BY N. S.

@OMRADES DEPUTIES, allow me to
make some observations on the
inteérnational situation. I fully agree with
the reply given by Foreign Minister
Gromyko to the interpellation by the
group of Deputies.

In speaking of the major international
developments that have taken place
lately, one must first of all mention the
celebrations of the 40th anniversary of
the Great October Socialist Revolution
and the meetings of representatives of
Communist and Workers’ Parties in
Moscow.

The 40th anniversary of the Great
October Revolution developed into an
international demonstration of the
rimph of the ideas of peace and social-
ism and of the achievements of the
Soviet Union, the Chinese People’s
Republic and all the socialist countries,
as also of their foreign policy.

During the celebrations of the 40th
anniversary of the October Revolution,
meetings of representatives of the Com-
munist and Workers’ Parties of the
socialist countries and of representatives
of the Communist and Workers’ Parties
of 64 countries were held in Moscow.
These meetings adopted the texts of
historic documents—the Declaration and
the Peace Manifesto.

As has been pointed out in the reso-
lution of the plenary meeting of the cen-
tral committee of the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union on the resulis of
the meetings of representatives of Com-
munist and Workers’ Parties, these meet-
ings have convincingly demonstrated the
further rallying of the socialist camp
and of the entire communist movement
on the ideological basis of Marxism-
Leninism.

The principal results of the meetings
were the elaboration and proclamation
of the basic tasks of the communists in
the struggle for peace, democracy and
socialism in the present stage of world
history, for the consolidation of the
whole of the international communist
movement and the further strengthening
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of the ties between the fraternal parties.
The historic significance of these meet-
ings lies in the fact that they mark a
major ideclogical and political victory
for the world communist and working-
class movement, a triumph of the prin-
ciples. of proletarian internationalism.
The results of these meetings, which
were held in a comradely, cordial atmo-
sphere, are a telling blow at the plans
of . imperialist reaction,- which has
recently been making strenuous efforts
to split the international communist
movement. The warm approval given to
the documents of the meetings—the
Declaration and the Peace Manifesto—
by millions of communists and by broad
masses of the working people through-
out the world spells the coliapse of the
hopes that the imperialists and their
acolytes had placed in a “crisis” in the
world communist movement.

The Declaration of the meeting of
representatives of the Communist and
Workers’ Parties of socialist coun-
tries is an example of the creative
development of Marxism - Leninism
through. the summing up of the collec-
tive experience of the Communist Parties
of the socialist and capitalist countries.

The Peace Manifesto adopted by the
meeting of all the Communist and
Workers’ Parties is of world historic im-
portance in the struggle for world peace.
It is well known that the delegation of
the League of Communists of Yugo-
slavia took part in the meeting of the
fraternal parties of all countries and in
the adoption of the Peace Manifesto.
This is a new step forward towards the
further rapprochement of the Yugoslav
communists with our party and the other
Communist and Workers® Parties. But
the League of Communists of Yigo-
slavia did not take part in the meet-
ing of the fraternal parties of the
socialist countries or in the signing of
its Declaration. Is this a negative aspect?
Naturally it is, for it shows that differ-
ences on some ideological and political
issues still exist between the League of
Communists of Yugoslavia. and all the



other Communist and Workers’ Parties
of the socialist counfries. It is:clear,’
however, that these differences are less
numerous today that in the past. On
many important questions the Yugoslav
communists act together with all the
Communist and Workers’ Parties. We
shall continue to pursue a policy of
friendship and ‘co-operation with the
fraternal peoples of the Federal People’s
Republic of Yugoslavia- and seek to
strengthen the ties with the League of
Communists of Yugoslavia on the basis
of the immutable principles of Marxism-
Leninism and to overcome the ideologi-
cal and political differences that still
exist.

The documents adopted by the meet-
ings have much good to say about the
working class of our country and its
militant vanguard, the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union, which was the first
to accomplish a victorious socialist revo-
lution and which has achieved historic
victories in the struggle for communism.

It is no accident that the enemies of
socialism have concentrated, and are
concentrating their fire on the Commun-
ist Parties, and particularly on the Com-
munist Party of the Soviet Union. The
working class of our country and the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union
have set an example of revolutionary
struggle against the exploiters, for the
interests of the working class, for the
interests of the working people, for the
triumph of socialism. That is why
enemies want to disparage the role of the
Soviet Union in the revolutionary move-
ment and to discredit it. They have
failed in this so far and they will fail
in the future. They want to divide the
efforts of the revolutionary Communist
and Workers’ Parties and to break the
unity of the socialist countries. They
are seeking to play off one socialist
country against another, to hamstring the
unity of the revolutionary forces.

The imperialists seek to cover up these
insidious - tactics, designed to break the
unity of the socialist countries, by talk
about their alleged concern for the
“independence ” of individual countries.
When imperialist groups combat the
unity of the socialist countries they pre-
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sent themselves as all but defenders of
the  independence and sovereigrty of par-
ticular countries. But when they speak
of the need to unite capitalist countries
in military blocs, they demand that for
the sake of this unity their partners
should relinquish the sovereignty of their
states, alleging that there is no absolute
sovereignty, that it is an anachronism.

We must maintain our vigilance. We
must not let ourselves be disconcerted.
We must firmly and consistently pursue
a policy which will help to rally the
countries of the socialist camp and fur-
ther promote their unity ; we must pur-
sue a peaceful policy, a policy of
strengthening co-operation and extend-
ing friendly relations between all coun-
tries on the basis' of the Leninist prin-
ciples of peaceful co-existence.

The results of the meetings of Com-
munist and Workers’ Parties show that
the schemes of imperialist reaction to
break and weaken the unity of the
socialist countries, to undermine the
prestige of the Soviet Union, to weaken
the ties between the fraternal parties and
the Communist Party of our country
have failed. The meetings reaffirmed
the great sympathies of the fraternal
parties for our party and the peoples
of the.Soviet Union. Even the swornm
enemies of the U.S.S.R. now have to
admit that the Soviet Union’s prestige
stands high and unshakable in the eyes
of the workers of the world and that
the fraternal parties have great trust in
our Communist Party.

- The best reply to this trust by the
communists and all the Soviet people
would be to work devotedly for a com-
munist society, to enhance still further
the might of the Soviet country and the
whole of the socialist camp, to struggle
tirelessly for world peace, and to streng-
then friendship with the workers and the
democratic forces throughout the world.

We are grateful to all our friends for
their trust and for their recognition of
the services of our party and our people.
We say to all friends and comrades that
we are as young and vigorous in our
struggle for communism today as we
were in the days when we worked for
the victory of the Great October Revo-
lution, in the days when we fought on
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the fronts of the Civil War and the Great
Patriotic War.

We have preserved all the great revo-
lutionary ardour and we assure our com-
rades in the struggle for the cause ot
the working class that we shall always be
loyal to the principles of Marxism-
Leninism, to the principles of prole-
tarian internationalism, that we shall
continue to regard ourselves as the van-
guard which raised high the banner of
Leninism and, guided by Lenin, was
the first to march to the assault of
capitalism, and which has carried this
banner aloft for 40 years.

We assure them that we shall hold the
banner of Lenin firmly in our hands,
that we shall confidently advance to-
wards communism, that we shall fight
tirelessly for world peace.

Comrades, the Soviet Union, the
Chinese People’s Republic and all the
socialist countries consistently pursue the
line of easing international tension and
of ending the cold war and the arms
race, the line of establishing a lasting
peace among the peoples on the basis of
peaceful co-existence of countries with
different social systems. This line
springs from the very nature of the
foreign policy of the socialist states. It
is supported by many countries in
Europe, and particularly in Asia and
Africa. The movement of the peoples
for peace is spreading in the capitalist
countries. Nor can one fail to notice
that more and more public figures are
calling for an end to the cold war policy
and the arms race, for international re-
lations to be built on the basis of peace-
ful co-existence. We salute such out-
standing statesmen as Prime Minister
Nehru of India, President Sukarno of
Indonesia, Prime Minister U Nu of
Burma, President Nasser of Egypt,
President Kuwatly of Syria, and others
who are working persistently for peace.

Criticism of the “cold war” . policy
comes from people in various walks of
life representing various sections of
society—professional people, business-
men and political leaders. Proposals
that a more realistic view should be
taken of the international balance of
power have been put forward lately by
such different public leaders as Canadian
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Secretary for External Affairs Smith,
British, philosopher Bertrand Russell,
former United States Ambassador to the
Soviet Union Kennan, businessman
Eaton, journalist Hearst and many other
public figures and statesmen of capitalist
countries.

The peaceloving peoples welcome such
statements because they realise what war
means in present-day conditions. How-
ever, the ruling circles of the imperialist
states stubbornly cling to the line of
worsening relations between states, of
further extending and consolidating the
the aggressive military blocs and of con-
tinuing the arms race. These circles,
ignoring the interests of the peoples,
refuse to give up their aggressive foreign
policy.. They do the bidding of a small
but influential bunch of monopolists who
would like to intensify and maintain
the state of “cold war” with a view
to it growing over into a “shooting war.”
What do the interests of the peoples
matter to them? They have little con-
cern for the fate of mankind; they are
actuated by the lust to enrich themselves
at the cost of the sufferings of the
common people.

The imperialists have their own motto:
“The worse it is for the cause of peace,
the better it is for the cause of profit.”
A state of anxiety and alarm, the fear
felt by people in face of a possible
atomic war is precisely the favourable
climate in which it is easiest for the
imperialists to carry out their plans, to
squeeze money for armaments out of
the taxpayers.

The peoples are sick to death of war
hysteria, of the game of nerves; the
burden of taxation, which puts the
squeeze primarily on the working
people, has become unbearable.  The
total cost of the arms race in all coun-
tries, were it to be computed, would
appal the people, for they would under-
stand how great is the waste of the
national wealth which, under different
conditions, could be directed towards
raising the standard of living of the
peoples, to developing the economy and
culture.

This is how things stand: if we are
to steer a course towards peace, towards



settling outstanding issues by peaceful
means, and not a course towards an
atomic war, fraught, as it is, with
disastrous consequences, the imperialists
must put an end to the policy of “cold
war” and the arms race and give up
their hopes of changing the world by
force to please the monopolies. It is a
fact that the essence of the imperialist
“policy of strength” is to force the
Soviet Union to accept the demands of
the western countries—demands having
the character of ultimatums—and to
“settle” certain political issues on
terms which would be to the imperialists’
advantage.

The western powers would like, for
instance, to “settle ” the problem of the
people’s democracies. But what do they
understand by such a “settlement ” ?
By interfering in the internal affairs of
these countries, against the will of the
peoples, they want to do away with the
socialist gains of the working people
and to restore the rule of capitalists and
landowners. The imperialists also talk
a lot about a “settlement” of the Ger-
man problem. But how do they inter-
pret such a “settlement” ? They would
like to “reunify ” Germany by incor-
porating Fastern Germany in Western
Germany, that is to say, by abolishing
the socialist gains of the German Demo-
cratic Republic and increasing the
military economic potential of Western
Germany, and then to include this
reunified Germany in the aggressive
North Atlantic bloc. As you see, they
want us to agree knowingly to the
strengthening of German militarism and
revenge-seeking.

In what way does such a “ settlement
of political problems differ from a
diktat, from a policy of ultimatums? In
relation to the Soviet Union, such 2
policy was never successful before and
naturally has no chance of success now.

We say to the representatives of the
‘western countries, and in the first place
the United States : Throw your unreason-
able and sufficiently compromised
“ positions of strength ” policy on to
the rubbish heap of history, where it
belongs !
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Tet us settle outstanding issues by
peaceful negotiations, and soberly, with-
out. diktats; let us discuss on an equal
footing the problems that are of
deep concern to mankind; let us rule
out war as a means of solving inter-
national problems ; let us recognise the
status quo, that is to say, the situation
now prevailing in the world, charac-
terised, as it is, by the existence of
socialist and capitalist states ; and let us
refrain from interfering in one another’s
internal affairs.

We declare that however acute the
ideological differences between the two
systems—the socialist and ‘the capitalist
systems—we must solve questions in
dispute between states, not by war, but
by peaceful negotiations. We suggest
that competition in inventing new
weapons be replaced by peaceful com-
petition. The victory of a social
system will be decided, not by rockets,
not by atomic and hydrogen bombs, but
by the fact of which system ensures
greater material and spiritual benefits for
mankind. We believe that the socialist
system is a higher form of organisa-
tion of society. Let this or that social
system prove its superiority, not in the
military sphere, but in the sphere of peace,
in the sphere of developing the produc-
tive forces of society, science, technology
and culture, in providing better living
conditions for man. Tell me, what is
unacceptable in this to any state, which-
ever system exXists- in it ? However, the
most aggressive imperialist circles of the
West do not want to abolish the “cold
war ” and are seeking pretexts of all
kinds to continue it.

The imperialist circles are seeking to
intimidate the U.S.S.R. and other peace-
loving countries in the hope of com-
pelling the Soviet Union to invest more
in the war industry and thus preventing
it from increasing the output of con-
sumer goods.

This is how matters stand. The
imperialists dread. like fire peaceful
competition with the socialist system.
The Soviet Union and the other socialist
countries do not threaten anyone with
war; they have no intention of. forcing

their own ideology and methods on
anyone. The only thing they offer is
peace and friendship among the
peoples. We want to achieve mutual
understanding, to establish confidence
among states, to put an end to the
incitement of warlike passions and bring
about tranquillity, to enable the people
to work in peace.

Clear, isn’t it? But they tell us: “This
is propaganda!” Yes, it is propaganda,
but it is propaganda not for war but for
peace, because in the Soviet Union, in
contrast for instance to the United States,
war propaganda is a grave crime and is
punishable by Jaw. What is wrong with
propaganda which calls for peace! We
are ready to hear such propaganda from
the western powers on any day and at
any hour. Instead, day after day, from
official western spokesmen, generals and
admirals, there come appeals for war,
menacing statements to the effect that
modern weapons make it possible to
““ destroy the Soviet Union,” to “raze to
the ground” whole cities, the industrial
centres of our country.

When they want to say something
derogatory, insulting about the peace-
loving steps taken by the Soviet Union,
they use that word “propaganda.” By
means of this trick they want to get away
from the essence of the matter, because
the ruling circles of the western countries
have nothing with which to counter
the peaceloving policy of the Soviet
Union and other socialist countries
except a bellicose, aggressive policy.

In the past few days the attention of
world public opinion has been centred
on the messages from the government
of the Soviet Union to the governments
of the United States, Britain, France, the
Federal Republic of Germany, Italy,
Turkey, Norway and Denmark, to the
governments of the other member-
countries of N.A.T.O. and also to the
governments of all member-countries of
the United Nations. The new peaceful
initiative of the Soviet Union has won
the approval and support of all who
cherish the cause of peace and the
security of the nations.

As is well known, the Soviet govern-
ment declared that it was ready, as from
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Januvary 1, 1958, to discontinue the ex-
plosions of nuclear weapons, if the
United. States and Britain would do like-
wise. : :

The Soviet Union suggests that the
U.S.S.R., the United States and Britain,
which possess atomic and hydrogen
weapons, should jointly pledge them-
selves to renounce the use of these
weapons.

The Soviet Union proposes that all
military blocs be dissolved and that a
system of collective security be estab-
lished in Europe and Asia, or at least
that a non-aggression treaty be con-
cluded between. the member-states of
N.AT.O. and the Warsaw Treaty. We
believe that at the present time perfectly
real conditions are available for setting
up in Europe a zone free from nuclear
weapons.

We suggest that the situation in the
Middle East be normalised, that a
Soviet-American treaty of friendship be
signed, that measures be taken to end
war propaganda and to extend trade,
scientific, cultural and sports contacts.
We propose that discrimination and re-
strictions be .discarded and that the re-
lations among states be based on mutual
respect for territorial integrity and
sovereignty ; non-aggression ; non-inter-
ference in one another’s internal affairs
for political, economic or ideological
considerations; equality and mutual
benefit; peaceful co-existence.

These are our proposals. They are
dictated by the Soviet government’s sin-
cere desire to safeguard and strengthen
peace. Our peaceable policy is in no
way prompted by weakness. It is appro-
priate to recall that only a few years
ago representatives of the western
powers engaged in a great deal of argu-
ment to the effect that the peaceloving
policy of the Soviet Union, its proposals
for easing international tension, were
prompted by our alleged economic
weakness and technical backwardness.

Therefore, they said, it was necessary
to bring pressure to bear on the Soviet
Union, to compel it under the threat of
force to make political concessions and,
if possible, even to compel it to give up
its ideology. The outcome of these
plans is all too well known.



The speculation about. the weakness of
the Soviet Union and the attempts. to
apply a policy of diktat in relation to it
were as futile and unwise in the past
as they are now.

Who at the present time does net see
that our country is in its prime? Who
can now doubt that the peoples of the
Soviet Union and of the countries of the
socialist camp, and all the progressive
forces possess such powerful means as
can put a curb on any persons prone to
engage in military adventures? Now
even the leaders of the United States
and other western countries are com-
pelled to admit that the Soviet Union
has made great progress in developing
its economy and culture and that its
strength is increasing every day.

We have pursued, and we are continu-
ing to pursue our peaceloving policy,
because it stems from the very nature of
the most peaceloving, the most humane
social system—socialism. :

Who does not know that the Soviet
Union has more than once given concrete
proofs of its peaceable nature and of
its desire to ease international tension?

It would take a great deal of time to
list even only the most important con-
structive and completely acceptable pro-
posals presented only recently by the
Soviet government to the United Nations
Organisation or to individual western
countries.

And how many peaceful proposals
have been made by People’s China and
other socialist countries! Had it not
been for the bitter opposition these peace-
able steps encountered from the im-
perialist circles of the western countries,
and above all the U.S.A., and had they
been considered soberly, impartially and
realistically, the “cold war ” would long
since have become a thing of the past,
and tangible results would have been
achieved in easing international tension.

Let us take the disarmament problem,
for instance. The Soviet Union has
repeatedly declared its stand on the
problems of disarmament; its proposals
have been aimed at “ unfreezing® and
at least getting out of the deadlock the
problem which is of greater concern to
mankind than anything else.

The Soviet Union now, as in the past.
stands for a radical solution of the dis-
armament problem; it stands for a com-
plete and unconditional ban on nuclear
weapons, for their removal from
national armaments, for the destruction
of the existing stockpiles of these wea-
pons, and for a substantial reduction. of
armed forces, armaments and military
expenditures, with the establishment of
proper international control.

~ Thus, for our part, we proposed the
most radical measures. We made great
efforts to reach agreement with the wes-
tern countries on disarmament. Unfor-
tunately we were not able to reach
agreement in view of the attitude adopted
by the western powers at the London
talks, which took place in an absolutely
abnormal atmosphere.

Is it possible to regard as normal the
circumstance that in the United Nations
Disarmament Sub-Committee the Soviet
Union was alone in face of four repre-
sentatives of N.A.T.O. countries, who
turned down any Soviet proposal aimed
at a disarmament agreement?  While
acting in this way the western repre-
sentatives were misleading the public by
creating the impression that talks were
being held and some headway had been
made.

It is clear that such a situation could
no longer be tolerated.  The Soviet
government submitted to the last session
of the United Nations General Assembly
a proposal for setting up 2 disarmament
commission composed of all the United
Nations member-countries. This motion
was rejected under pressure from the
West.

The Assembly likewise rejected the
Albanian proposal that a narrower dis-
armament commission be established in
which representatives of the socialist
countries and countries pursuing a
neutral policy would have at least half
the seats. It was a very reasonable
proposal but it, too, unfortunately, did
not meet with either understanding or
support. Under American pressure, a
new United Nations commission was set
up, somewhat broader in composition
but with the representation in the old
proportion. Moreover, the western

18

o s

Supplement

N. A. BULCANIN'S LETTER
TO Mr. MACMILLAN

and

'SOVIET GOVERNMENT

PROPOSALS AN 8 1958

N. A. BULGANIN’S LETTER

EAR PRIME MINISTER,

In my recent letter to you I was
able to inform you of the Soviet
government’s views on the dangerous
development of world events from the
standpoint of peace, and I was able to
set out certain proposals, which, we. are
convinced, if carried out, would help to
ease international temsion, to create an
atmosphere of confidence in relations
between states, and to assist in the solu-~
tion by peaceful means of outstanding
international problems. As you will
recall, the Soviet government called for
the holding, at a high level, of talks by
statesmen on urgent international
problems.

May I recall that, since my message
to you, the U.S.S.R. Supreme Soviet—in
its resolution of December 21, 1957,
sent to the British parliament and
government—has expressed the hope that
the parliaments and governments of all
countries will examine these proposals
of the Soviet government with due
attention.

We are justified in expressing satis-
faction that our proposals have evoked
a wide response in many 'countries.
Judging by their own statements, the
participants in the Paris meeting of the
N.AT.O. Council also discussed the
Soviet Union’s proposals. We welcome
the speeches of those statesmen at the
N.AT.0O. Council meeting in Paris who
expressed support for the idea of summit

talks, for, in our view, this road of
peaceful settlement is the only possible
road for the peoples to safeguard their
future.

Of course, the Soviet government is
favourably  disposed towards those
statements in the declaration issued by
the N.A.T.O. Council meeting which
express the readiness of the countries
belonging to that alliance “to settle
international problems by negotiation,”
in order “to lay a solid foundation for
a2 durable peace.” All the same, 1
should also like to point out frankly
that the declarations of peaceable aims
by the N.A.T.0. members are not, in
our opinion, in accord with those
decisions of the December meeting of
the N.AT.O. Council which were
directed towards continuing the “cold
war” policy and intensifying the arms
race. 'This is precisely what is meant,
in particular, by the decisions to- put
ballistic missiles at the disposal of the
‘Supreme Commander-in-Chief of the
N.AT.O. armed forces and to establish
stockpiles of nuclear warheads, atom
bases and rocket-launching sites on the
territories of West European countries.

A glance at the situation that is
emerging in Europe is enough to show
that attempts are being made to turn
the territories of the N.A.T.O. member-
countries into an area stocked with
foreign nuclear and rocket weapons.
How can one reconcile oneself to the



The speculation about. the weakness of
the Soviet Union and the attempts. to
apply a policy of diktat in relation to it
were as futile and unwise in the past
as they are now.

Who at the present time does not see
that our country is in its prime? Who
can now doubt that the peoples of the
Soviet Union and- of the countries of the
socialist camp, and all the progressive
forces possess such powerful means as
can put a curb on any persons prone to
engage in military adventures? Now
even the leaders of the United States
and other western countries are com-
pelled to admit that the Soviet Union
has made great progress in developing
its economy and culture and that its
strength is increasing every day.

‘We have pursued, and we are continu-
ing to pursue our peaceloving policy,
because it stems from the very nature of
the most peaceloving, the most humane
social system—socialism.

Who does not know that the Soviet
Union has more than once given concrete
proofs of its peaceable nature and of
its desire to ease international tension?

It would take a great deal of time to
list even only the most important con-
structive and completely acceptable pro-
posals presented only recently " by the
Soviet government to the United Nations
Organisation or to individual western
countries.

And how many peaceful proposals
have been made by People’s China and
other socialist countries! Had it not
been for the bitter opposition these peace-
able steps encountered from the im-
perialist circles of the western countries,
and above all the U.S.A., and had they
been considered soberly, impartially and
realistically, the “cold war” would long
since have become a thing of the past,
and tangible results would have been
achieved in easing international tension.

Let us take the disarmament problem,
for instance. The Soviet Union has
repeatedly declared its stand on the
problems of disarmament; its proposals
have been aimed at “ unfreezing” and
at least getting out of the deadlock the
problem which is of greater concern to
mankind than anything else.
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The Soviet Union now, as in the past,
stands for a radical solution of the dis-
armament problem; it stands for a com-
plete and unconditional ban on nuclear
weapons, for their removal from
national armaments, for the destruction
of the existing stockpiles of these wea-
pons, and for a substantial reduction of
armed forces, armaments and military
expenditures, with the establishment of
proper international control.

~ Thus, for our part, we proposed the
most radical measures. We made great
efforts to reach agreement with the wes-
tern countries on -disarmament. Unfor-
tunately we were not able to reach
agreement in view of the attitude adopted
by the western powers at the London
talks, which took place in an absolutely
abnormal atmosphere.

Is it possible to regard as normal the
circumstance that in the United Nations
Disarmament Sub-Committee the Soviet
Union was alone in face of four repre-
sentatives of N.A.T.O. countries, who
turned down any Soviet proposal aimed
at a disarmament agreement ?  While
acting in this way the western repre-
sentatives were misleading the public by
creating the impression that talks were
being held and some headway had been
made.

It is clear that such a situation could
no longer be tolerated. The Soviet
government submitted to the last sessiomn
of the United Nations General Assembly
a proposal for setting up a disarmament
commission composed of all the United
Nations member-countries. This motion
was rejected under pressure from the
West.

The Assembly likewise rejected the
Albanian proposal that a narrower dis-
armament commission be established in
which representatives of the socialist
countries and countries pursuing a
neutral policy would have at least half
the seats. It was a very reasonable
proposal but it, too, unfortunately, did
not meet with either understanding or
support. Under American pressure, a
new United Nations commission was set
up, somewhat broader in composition
but with the representation in the old
proportion. Moreover, the western

powers forced through a resolution lay-
ing down in advance a programme’ suit-
able for them and being in the nature
of an wultimation to the peaceful coun-
tries. Is it possible to describe as
realistic a policy which has as its aim
to impose the will of a group of coun-
tries on other countries, trampling
underfoot the basic principles of the
United Nations and undermining its
foundations?

The United Nations was set up to
solve disputed issues by peaceful means
so that its decisions might take into
account the interests of all member-
countries and be acceptable to them.
And vet the resolution I mentioned is
in the nature of a diktat, and discrimin-
ates against a number of peaceful coun-
tries. The Soviet Union 'said that with
things as they were, it would not take
part in a commission where the vast
majority of seats were held by. countries
belonging to aggressive military blocs.
What can such a commission do if the
other side is absent from it? Its work
will be sterile and doomed to failure.

The Soviet Union will continue to
press for reasonable agreements on the
questions of disarmament, which are the
most burning questions of our time. In
order to- achieve positive results it is
necessary to give up the attempts to
make a solution of the problems of dis-
armament artificially conditional on the
solution of political questions like,
for instance, the German question, as the
western powers have been doing.

The Soviet Union proposed that a
conference of the heads of government
of socialist and capitalist countries be
called to discuss in a businesslike way
and on an equal footing the prob-
lems that have long been of deep com-
cern to mankind, including the problem
of disarmament, and to find mutually
acceptable solutions. We consider that
such a conférence could be preceded by
a meeting of representatives of the two
strongest powers—the US.A. and the
U.S.SR. There can hardly be any doubt
that if agreement were reached between
the U.S.A. and the Soviet.Union, with-
out, of course, any prejudice to other
countries, the situation in the world

would - change considerably  for the

better.

We have always held that positive
results could be achieved at a meeting
of representatives of socialist and
capitalist countries. What do we need
for this ? Firstly, it is necessary to
desist from discussing at such a con-
ference the problems on which the sides
are divided ideologically, such as the
ways in which the socialist and capitalist
countries develop. Let the peoples
themselves settle these questions.
Secondly, it is necessary to admit the
existence of both socialist and capitalist
countries, not to interfere in one
another’s affairs, not to resort to cold
war methods, and to renounce attempts
to change the existing situation by force.
If the representatives of the western
powers proceed from the assumption
that there exists only the -capitalist
system and ignore the socialist coun-
tries, it will be impossible to come to
agreement on the basis of mutual
understanding. If the western powers
recognise the status quo, one may safely
proceed with such a meeting, for it will
then be easy to reach agreement on a
multitude of questions and to provide
conditions for the npormalisation of
relations between countries, for a peace-
ful and tranquil life for the people.

But we are told: “It is useless fo
meet the Soviet Union, for it is
unyielding and ‘tough’ in its attitude,
does not keep its word and does not
honour its commitments once any agree-
ment is reached.” There are absolutely
no grounds for these allegations. This
could well be passed over, were it not
for the fact that some officials in the
West have recently made it a rule to mis-
inform world public opinion. Thus Mr.
Dulles, and later Dr. Adenauer, recently
alleged that an agreement on German
reunification had been Teached at the
Geneva four-power summit conference
and that the Soviet Union was not com-
plying with the decisions adopted. This
allegation "does not conform to reality
and is contrary to the facts. It is sur-
prising that the communiqué of the
latest session of the N.A.T.O. Council
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repeated this false story of Mr. Dulles.

Let us recall what the heads of
government agreed upon at the Geneva
conference and what the position of the
Soviet government was.

The directives of .the four heads of
government to their Foreign Ministers
said that the solution of the German
question and the reunification of -Ger-
many through free elections should be
accomplished in line with the national
interests of the German people and the
interests of European security.

Furthermore, the statement made by
the Soviet delegation at the final meet-
ing expressly emphasised that the Soviet
government proceeded from the assump-
tion that one should consider facts in
settling the German question, that it
was necessary to bear in mind that there
existed two German states, the German
Democratic Republic and the Federal
Republic of Germany, and that it was
impossible to suggest a mechanical
merger, that the German question could
not be settled without representatives of
both German states.

Finally, it was stated at a public
meeting in Berlin immediately after the
end of the Geneva conference that what
was needed was an approach whereby
the German problem would be solved by
the * Germans themselves, who can
undoubtedly choose the right road for
‘Germany’s development.

Such was ‘the attitude of the Soviet
government which our delegation abided
by at the Geneva conference. That
attitude was reaffirmed at the Geneva
Foreign Ministers’ meeting, held soon
afterwards, where the Soviet representa-
tive again stressed that the German
question should be settled by the Ger-
mans themselves.  That is still our
attitude today. Why then, and on what
grounds does ‘Mr. Dulles allege that
the Soviet Union does not honour its
commitments ? The inconsistency of his
statements is so obvious that even the
bourgeois press has exposed them.

Thus the well-known British com-
mentator Richard Scott wrote in the
December 6 issue of the Manchester
Guardian :

“Mr. Dulles is in danger of creating
for himself the reputation of a profes-
sional anti-Soviet, someone to whom
every action by the Soviet government
appears suspect or worse by reason of
its origin rather than its nature.

“That is a reputation which no one
who is responsible for America’s foreign
relations can afford. As long as it is
necessary and possible to maintain
relations with the Russians, it is useless
to leave the responsibility for their con-
duct in the hands of someone who is
openly predisposed to mistrust the Soviet
government, and therefore to doubt the
value of trying to negotiate with it. But
this is exactly the attitude that Mr.
Dulles appears to hold.

“In an interview with a B.B.C. corre-
spondent in Washington on Tuesday,*
Mr. Dulles claimed that the Russians
were the first nation to turn treaty-
breaking into a regular, accepted means
of gaining their own ends. After taking
part in twelve conferences . with the
Russians, he thought very little of
value had emerged from these con-
ferences °primarily because the Soviet
cannot be relied on to live up to their
promises.’

“In support of this very sweeping
assertion, Mr. Dulles referred to the
‘Summit’ conference in Geneva in
July, 1955. ¥e claimed that an agree-
ment had been reached at that con-
ference that Germany should be reunified
through free elections, and that this
agreement had been torn up by the
Russians ‘almost within weeks of
having been made.””

“This is the sort of shadowy half-
truth,” Scott writes further, “ which the
Russians use so effectively in their own
propaganda, and which sometimes
causes less professional anti-Soviets than
Mr. Dulles to despair of Soviet good
faith. The fact that last night’s Anglo-
German communiqué also complains
that the Soviet government had not vet
fulfilled its ‘obligation’ to reunify
Germany through free elections does not
make it any less—or is it more ?7—of a
half-truth.

* December 3.
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“All that was ever. agreed at the
Geneva ‘Summit’ conference was a
directive by the four heads of govern-
ment to their Foreign Ministers to guide
them in their future talks.”

After -quoting the directives of the
heads of government to their Foreign
Ministers, Scott stresses that there is no
suggestion in the directives that the
Soviet government had committed itself
to holding free all-German elections,
irrespective of what could or could not
be agreed on other related matters.
“ And those who attended that ¢ Summit ’
conference,” Scott declares, “will remem-
ber that the central difference between
the Russian and the western delegations
was precisely over the question as to
which should come first—German unity
or European security. In the end both
sides had to agree that the two problems
were directly linked; and the wording
of the directive in fact makes this quite
clear.”

It is highly characteristic that such
comments regarding Dulles’ statements
are not the only ones. Another British
commentator who wastes no sympathies
on the Soviet Union, Crankshaw, com-
mented as follows in the Observer on
December 8 on the same subject : ©“ Now
apart from the fact that the duty of a
Foreign Secretary is to plug away at
negotiation (if he feels unable to fulfil
this duty, then his next duty is to
resign), this simply is not true. The
Russians do not freely break agree-
ments. ., . . No such agreement was
made at Geneva, as everybody knows.”

Such is the real worth of Mr. Dulles’
statements ! Can such groundless state-
ments contribute to the establishment of
international trust, to a correct approach
to the solution of international issues ?

Comrades, there have just been issued
the declaration and communiqué of the
N.A.T.O. Council session in which the
heads of government of the countries
belonging to this bloc took part. As is
evident from comments in the foreign
press, what is most noteworthy is the
fact that under the impact of public
opinion the question of the messages of
the Soviet government was put on the
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N.AT.O. session’s agenda. One should
welcome the action of those heads of
government of the western countries who
took a positive attitude towards the idea
suggested in the messages of the Soviet
government of a meeting of the heads
of government in order to discuss the
pressing international problems of our
times. Characteristically, many leaders
of the delegations of ‘western countries
had to begin and wind up their state-
ments at the N.A.T.O. session by speak-
ing about peace.

The documents adopted by the
N.A.T.O. session also have much to say
about peace. Thus the declaration con-
tains the statements: “ Faithful to the
Charter of the United Nations we
reaffirm that our alliance will never
be used for aggressive purposes. We
are always ready to settle international
problems by negotiation, taking into
account the legitimate interests of all.
We seek an end to world tension, and
intend to promote peace, economic pros-
perity and social progress throughout
the world.” Not badly worded!

“We continue,” says the declaration,
“firmly to stand for comprehensive and
controlled disarmament, which we
believe can be reached by stages. In
spite of disappointments we remain
ready to discuss any reasonable proposal
to reach this goal and to lay a solid
foundation for a durable peace. This is
the only way to dispel the anxieties
arising from the armaments race.”

We, the Soviet Union, are ready to put
our signature under such statements
about peace and disarmament. Why
can’t the countries belonging to N.A.T.O.
and the Warsaw Treaty Organisation
adopt a common non-aggression declara-
tion. Why should they not pledge them-.
selves to end calls for war, to
abolish the state of “cold war,” and’
the arms race ? Why shouldn’t they do
away with restrictions and discrimina-
tion in trade? Why shouldn’t they
develop relations in the fields of science,
culture and sport ?

That would be a fine beginning, in:
keeping with the interests of all peace--
loving peoples.



The heads of government of the
countries of the North Atlantic bloc
declared that they had gathered in Paris
without aggressive intentions, that
N.A.T.O. as a whole, and each country
individually, did not seek war, that they
were seeking peace and only taking
measures to defend themselves from
possible aggression. But since no one
threatens the western powers with aggres-
sion, the situation thus becomes favousr-
able for easing international tension,
for strengthening peace.

However, one cannot overlook the
fact that along with words about their
desire for peace and disarmament, the
documents of the N.A.T.O. session con-
tain pronouncements which refute these
peaceloving statements. Apparently the
N.AT.O. organisers encountered no
small difficulties in drafting the declara-
tion and the communiqué, since they
were confronted- with no easy task.
Faced with the demand of all peace-
loving peoples for the ending of the
< cold war ” and the arms race, they had
to imsert peaceloving statements into
their documents. But these statements
were  hedged to such an extent by
various reservations, conditions and
demands, that these correct provisions
were virtually nullified. Thus it trans-
pires that what remains is the old
course of fomenting the “cold war”
and the arms race.

If the heads of government of the
N.A.T.O. countries are sincerely striving
for peace, they will meet with full
understanding and support from the
Soviet Union, from all the peaceloving
states which consider it to be their
sacred duty to strengthen peace and
international security. If evervbody
honestly strives for peace, war will be
excluded as -a means of settling out-
standing problems between states. -

We hope that the forces of peace and
the will ‘of the peoples opposed to the
‘threat of a new war will triumph over
the forces of war. ~The peoples will
:achieve their goal and fipally compel
the governments to seek solutions of
problems through peaceful co-existence;
as for the Soviet Union, it will continue

striving for the ending of the “cold
war,” the ending of the arms$ race, for
the establishment of confidence between
states and the development of friendly
co-operation. But it will obviously take
time to establish such relations.

At the same time we cannot but
reckon with the fact that the burden of
military expenditures weighs down on
the masses of the people and affects the
matter of raising the living standards of
millions, and that the interests of
improving the living standards of
millions of people call for urgent
measures to end the arms race. If the
N.AT.O. countries live up to their
statements about peace, the Soviet Union
will take, as it has frequently dome in
the past, unilateral steps to reduce its
armed forces and military expenditures
still further, releasing funds and man-
power for peaceful conmstruction, for
raising the - Soviet people’s living
standards.

We are realists in matters of policy
and we cannot but take into account the
fact that the communiqué of the
NA.T.O. Council session contains state-
ments which can in no way be recon-
ciled with words about peace. The deci-
sion to place ballistic missiles at the
disposal of the N.A.T.O. Supreme Com-
mand, to set up nuclear warhead dumps,
atomic bases and rocket launching ramps
in the territories of West European
states constitutes a direct threat to the
cause of peace. Comnsequently, the Soviet
Union will take steps to strengthen its
defences, to develop up-to-date means
capable of dealing a crushing retaliatory
blow in the event of the imperialists un-
leashing a new war. _

We do not conceal the fact that if
agreement is not reached on disarma-
ment, the Soviet Union will pay due
attention to developing the latest types
of armaments. Of course, it will do this
on a reasonable scale so as not to in-
flate our budget, not to burde_n our
economy and our people by large expen-
ditures for these purposes. :

The Soviet Union has repeatedly de-
clared that it is imperative to end the
arms race and outlaw weapons of mass
annihilation. The latest types of arma-

22

ments are so powerful that their em-
ployment in a war would imperil the
existence of whole countries. In the
event of a war being unleashed, devas-
tating retaliatory blows will be struck
both at countries on whose territories
the N.A.T.O. war bases are situated, and
at countries which are setting up these
bases for aggressive purposes. Nowa-
days there is no place in the world where
the aggressor could escape just punish-
ment.

This is why we cannot fail to welcome
the sober statements made by the Prime
Minister of Norway, Mr. Gerhardsen,
and the Prime Minister of Denmark,
Mr. Hansen, who, conscious of the
national interests of their countries, re-
fused to open the territories of their
countries for the deployment of rocket
and nuclear weapons. We cannot but
point to the grim comnsequences which
may be entailed by the consent of the
governments of some European states to
the setting up of atomic bases and rocket
ramps in their territories.

We are somewhat surprised by the
bellicosity of the Italian and Turkish
statesmen. They come out in favour of
atomic and hydrogen weapons, in favour
of rocket bases being set up on the terri-
tories of their countries. This is hard
to understand. Italy’s geographical posi-
tion is such that she cannot in fact use
ballistic or other rockets without vio-
lating the neutrality of countries which
separate Italy from the Soviet Union.
Ballistic rockets are known to travel
only in straight lines. It is also a matter
of common knowledge that the war bases
and rocket ramps are intended to be used
against the Soviet Union and other
peaceloving states.

But these rockets cannot be employed
against the Soviet Union from Italian
bases without violating the sovereignty
of Austria and Yugoslavia. There can
be no doubt that the peaceloving peoples
will raise their voices  against this
threat.

Regrettable, too, is the attitude of the
leaders of Turkey, a country that is a
neighbour of ours. The presence of
atomic bases and rocket launching sites
on Turkish territory confronts the peace-
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ful population of that country with the
danger of a catastrophe. Obviously the
bellicose Turkish leaders do not realise
clearly enough how hot are the objects
they wish to secure, and forget that they
are liable to burn their fingers.

This aiso holds good for other coun-
tries whose leaders agree to the establish-
ment of military bases.

It should be hoped that common sense
will prevail and that the leaders who are
assuming the grave responsibility for the
establishment of military bases on the
territories of their countries will come
to their senses in time to prevent them-
selves from being drawn on to the road
of dangerous ventures.

Is it not clear that atomic bases and
rocket launching sites will become
centres of attraction in the event of a
military clash and will be subjected to a
destructive retaliatory blow ? We have
no intention at all of intimidating any-
one. We are saying this only in order
to give warning of the grave danger
which -overshadows the countries that are
being turned into war bases at the will
of those who engineer aggressive military
groupings. This is no trifling matter.

While establishing military bases on
foreign territories, the leaders of the
western powers, and above all the United
States, want to convince everyone that
they are intended to safeguard the
security of the peoples. But this is a
deception. In reality, modern military
bases inevitably confront the peaceful
populations of whole countries with the
danger of wutter annihilation.

The gravity of this danger can be
judged by the fact that a considerable
number of American aircraft carrying
atomic and hydrogen weapons are patrol-
ling on a round-the-clock schedule over
various countries in which American air
force bases are situated.

Just imagine if one of these pilots—
not even from evil intent, but owing to
a nervous breakdown or through mis-
understanding an order—were to drop
that deadly load on the territory of some
country. Then, according to the logic of
war, an immediate retaliatory blow
would be delivered. In that way a world
war might be started.



But we can also imagine another case:
during one of those “ patrols ” over the
territory where air force bases are situ-
ated, a plane may become involved in
an accident or technical mishap, which
is quite possible no matter how perfect
the machine may be. Then the deadly
load will drop on the peaceful popula-
tion of the country which these planes
are allegedly supposed to protect. This
may result in the death of millions of
people.

You see that atomic bases, set up
iunder the pretext of safeguarding the
security of peoples, are actually, every
day and every hour, a deadly danger to
these peoples. Do the peoples of the
countries on whose territories the mili-
tary bases are established know or sense
that they may become the first atomic
or hydrogen bomb victims even in peace-
time?

They must wake up before it is too
late and call to order those who are
gambling with the destiny of the peoples.
Society must find enough strength to
curb the war gamblers in time.

The organisers of the imperialist
aggressive blocs try to camouflage their
real intentions by an outcry about a
“threat” emanating from international
communism, about its desire for world
domination.

Thus the declaration of the N.A.T.O.
session, without any grounds, asserts that
“the communist rulers again gave clear
warning of their determination to press
on to domination over the entire world,
if possible by subversion, if necessary
by violence.”

A very familiar trick! During the
decades of their courageous struggle for
the interests of the workers, the com-
munists have often heard such absolutely
groundless assertions. But the com-
munists have advanced and are
advancing from victory to victory. They
are inspired by the noble ideas of
scientific communism, which expresses
the basic interests of the working class,
of all the working people. This is why
the communists do not need to impose
their ideas on anyone by force. The
ideas of communism are the most pro-

“can such words as
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gressive ideas of our epoch; they live
everywhere where there are people. It
is impossible to destroy these ideas, just
as it is impossible to destroy the people.

The process of historic development
is inexorable. It is not to be halted by
any reactionary forces. If they try to
do this by force of arms and unleash a
war, they will thus be digging their own
graves. The peoples will no longer
tolerate a system engendering war and
bringing sufferings and privations to
mankind.

Therefore the only way out is the
peaceful co-existence of the two systems,
their peaceful competition.

The idea of peaceful co-existence of
states with different social systems is
unanimously approved by all the peace-
loving peoples. It found support at the
last session of the United Nations
General Assembly, which appealed to all
states urging them to exert efforts to
strengthen  international peace and
develop friendly relations and co-opera-
tion, and also to settle their disputes
peacefully.  Thus, the principles of
peaceful co-existence have been approved
by the representatives of most- of the
countries of the world.

The communiqué of the N.A.T.O.
Council session says that its partici-
pants have reviewed the situation in the
Middle East and confirmed their support
for the independence and sovereignty of
the states in this region. But those who
took part in the session lacked the
courage to condemn the aggression
launched against Egypt by Britain,
France and Israel—two of those coun-
tries being members of the North
Atlantic Alliance. What weight, then,
‘ independence ” and
“sovereignty ”’ have, if just a little more
than a year ago the blood of the
courageous Egyptians was spilt. Only
the intervention of peaceloving states,
including the Soviet Union, curbed the
aggression which threatened to grow
into a world war.

Some advocates of the arms race
frankly declare that a shrinkage of
military expenditure would cause serious
difficulties in the economic field and
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would involve the curtailment of pro-
duction and unemployment. Only
persons who are indifferent to the future
of the peoples can think along these
lines.

How 1is it possible to place the
interests of a handful of monopolists
above the .interests. of whole nations
and to improve business for the former
at the expense of the sufferings of
millions of people ? Is it impossible to
find a use for the huge productive
capacities of the capitalist countries, to
regear them to the production of
peaceful goods needed to satisfy the
everyday requirements of the people ?
Are not millions of people living in
poverty. and privation in the United
States ? Are there no slums and are
there not great masses of homeless
people 7 The same situation prevails in
any capitalist country. Isn’t it possible
to channel the many billions spent on
the arms race towards the development
of the peaceful economy, the improve-
ment of the people’s living standards,
and economic aid for the peoples of
underdeveloped countries, who are
poor precisely because the imperialist
colonialists plundered them for cen-
turies?

If restrictions and discrimination were
abolished and the trade barriers between
the East and the West broken down,
great opportunities would open up
before the United States, Britain, France
and Western Germany for marketing
their peaceful output. This would
make for the improvement of the living
standards in all countries. The exten-
sion of trade, based on mutual benefit,
and the development of scientific,
cultural and sport contacts would make
for bringing the peoples closer together,
for co-operation between them on the
principles of peaceful co-existence.

In assessing the present-day inter-
national situation, it should be admitted
that favourable conditions for the con-
solidation of peace are now emerging.

The peoples of the Soviet Union will
continue to uphold the cause of peace
without stinting their efforts, and will
strengthen international friendship, con-
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sistently abiding by the great principles
of the peaceloving Leninist foreign
policy of the Communist Party and the
Soviet ‘government. :

Dear comrades, the year 1957 is draw-
ing to a close. We are on the threshold
of the new vyear—1958; 1957 was a
good year and I think that 1958 will be
even better! .

The outgoing year has brought the
peoples of the Soviet Union great suc-
cesses in the development of industry,
the advancement of agriculture, the rais-
ing of cultural and living standards,
brilliant achievements in. science and
engineering, successes in strengthening
the international position of our country,
in further enhancing its prestige. This
year has been marked by a truly historic
feat of our glorious scientists, engineers,
technicians and workers, who were the
first to create artificial earth satellites
that are now circling our planet. They
glorify the successes of our people, the
triumph of the ideas of socialism, and
herald the progress of Soviet science
and engineering. The year 1957 will go
down in the annals of history as that in
which all progressive mankind cele-
brated the 40th anniversary of the Great
October Socialist Revolution, as a year
that saw the rallying together of the
forces of the world communist move-
ment and outstanding victories of that
movement, a year that saw the further
weakening of international imperialism
and reaction.

We are ushering in the new year,
1958, looking with confidence towards
our future. In this year the attention of
the Communist Party and all Soviet
people will be concentrated on fulfilling
the vast plans for building communism
—plans worked out in accordance with
the decisions of the 20th Congress of the
CP.SU. The great Lenin called our
party the party of trailblazers, because
a new communist society is being estab-
lished under its leadership. The recent
plenary meeting of the central committee
of the C.P.S.U. discussed the results of
the meeting of fraternal Communist and
Workers’ Parties and the work of the
Soviet trade unions. The present session
of the U.S.S.R. Supreme Soviet has



examined and endorsed the State Plan
and the State Budget for 1958. The
plenary meeting of the central commit-
tee and the session of the Supreme Soviet
have taken important decisions whose
implementation will ensure the further
advance of all branches of the national
economy, the raising of cultural and liv-
ing standards, and will promote the
creative initiative and activity of the
working people at large.

We welcome the approaching new
year entirely hopeful that it will bring
the Soviet people—the people of builders
and creators—new successes in building
a communist society.

We shall do everything to make the
coming year of 1958 a year of peace, a
year in which the “cold war ™ will sub-
side or be completely abolished, so that
the people can live without any worry
for their futuré, for the future of their
children, wives and mothers, so that
competition- between the two systems

may develop peacefully on the basis of
economic and cultural advancement and
fuller satisfaction of man’s material
and spiritual needs.

The Soviet people are engaged in
peaceful labour. They will resolutely
strive to fulfil the plans adopted at the
session, to strengthen the might of the
Soviet state, to raise the living standards
of the working people, aware that all
this tends to strengthen the cause of
peace.

Let us wish all Soviet people success
in their creative labour for the good of
our great socialist homeland. Let us
wish every Soviet family, every citizen
of the Soviet Union a Happy New Year!

Glory to the great Soviet people—the
builders of communism—and to their
tried and tested leader—the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union !

Under the leadership of the Com-
munist Party and under the banner of
Marxism-Leninism—forward to com-
munism!
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encouragement of international trade, and
certain other questions which concern
a large number of countries which belong
to neither of the groupings, the Soviet
government considers it advisable that
such countries as, for instance, India,
Afghanistan, Egypt, Yugoslavia, Sweden,
.and Austria should take part in the con-
ference. Participation in the conference
by countries not bound by military com-
gnitments to either of the groupings
could play only a positive role, for it is
beyond doubt that countries which have
proclaimed their political non-participa-
tion in military blocs, countries which
have proved their allegiance to the
«cause of peace and international co-oper-
ation, could exert a beneficial influence
.on the adoption of decisions which would
help to strengthen peace.

Finally, a situation could be allowed
-whereby there would take part in the
talks, at least in the initial stage, two
or three countfies from each of the
aforementioned groupings, or even one
country from each, providing the
necessary agreement is' reached on this
point.

In the Soviet government’s view the
.conference could be held, by agreement
-with the Swiss government, in Geneva.

As for the proposal for convening a
.conference at the Foreign Ministers’ level,
there is no confidence that such talks
would lead to positive results. Further-
more, pronouncements by certain states-
men, opposing the very idea of East-
“West talks, indicate that at the present
time talks at such a level would meet
with serious difficulties, creating further

obstacles to convening a conference of
heads of government.

The Soviet government believes that
the ending of the ““cold war,” the ending
of the arms race, the establishment cf
the necessary confidence in relations
between states, the creation of conditions
for firm and lasting peace—all this could
best be achieved at a conference in which
the heads of government take a direct

part. It goes without saying that later

it would be advisable to hold a Foreign
Ministers’ conference to discuss further,
on the basis of the agreement already
reached, the appropriate questions, and
to prepare the necessary agreements.

The Soviet Union is doing its utmost
to help to strengthen peace and establish
confidence among the peoples. During
the last few years it has unilaterally
carried out reductions in its armed forces
of almost two million men. In fulfilment
of the resolution of the U.S.S.R. Supreme
Soviet of December 21, 1957, providing
for further measures to reduce the armed
forces of the Soviet Union, the Soviet
government has already taken a decision
to carry out an additional reduction of
the Soviet armed forces by a further
300,000 men, including more than 41,000
Soviet troops stationed in the German
Democratic Republic, and more than
17,000 stationed in Hungary.

The Soviet government expresses the
hope that the United States, the United
Kingdom and France will, in their turn,
take steps to reduce their armed forces,
thus contributing to the establishment of
genuine international security, to the
strengthening of world peace.

January 8, 1958
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‘Supplement

N. A. BULCANIN'S LETTER
TO Mr. MACMILLAN
and SOVIET COVERNMENT
PROPOSALS AN 81958

N. A. BULGANIN’S LETTER

EAR PRIME MINISTER,

In my recent letter to you I was
able to inform you of the Soviet
government’s views on the  dangerous
development of world events from the
standpoint of peace, and I was able to
set out certain proposals, which, we. are
convinced, if carried out, would help to
ease international tension, to- create an
atmosphere of confidence in relations
between states, and to assist in the solu-
tion by peaceful means of outstanding
international problems. As you will
recall, the Soviet government called for
the holding, at a high level, of talks by
statesmen on urgent international
problems.

May I recall that, since my message
to you, the U.S.S.R. Supreme Soviet—in
its resolution of December 21, 1957,
sent to the British parliament and
government—has expressed the hope that
the parliaments and governments of all
countries. will examine these proposals
of the Soviet government with due
attention.

We are justified in expressing satis-
faction that our proposals have evoked
a wide responmse in many countries.
Judging by their own statements, the
participants in the Paris meeting of the
N.A.T.0. Council also discussed the
Soviet Union’s. proposals. We welcome
the speeches of those statesmen at the
N.A.T.O. Council meeting in Paris who
expressed support for the idea of summit

talks, for, in our view, this road of
peaceful settlement is the only possible
road for the peoples to safeguard their
future.

Of course, the Soviet government is
favourably - disposed towards those
statements in the declaration issued by
the N.A.T.O. Council meeting which
express the readiness of the countries
belonging to that alliance “to settle
international problems by negotiation,”
in order “to lay a solid foundation for
a durable peace.” All the same, I
should also like to point out frankly
that the declarations of peaceable aims
by the N.AT.O. members are not, in
our opinion, in accord with those
decisions of the December meeting of
the N.AT.O. Council which were
directed towards continuing the “cold
war ” policy and intensifying the arms
race. This is precisely what is meant,
in particular, by the decisions to- put
ballistic missiles at the disposal of the
Supreme Commander-in-Chief of the
N.AT.O. armed forces and to establish
stockpiles of nuclear warheads, atom
bases and rocket-launching sites on the
territories of West European countries.

A glance at the situation that is
emerging in Europe is enough to show
that attempts are being made to turn
the territories of the N.A.T.O. member-
countriés into an area stocked with
foreign nuclear and rocket weapons.
How can one reconcile oneself to the



situation  today in. which American
bombers, carrying atomic and hydrogen
bombs, are all the time flying over the
citizens of the N.AT.O. member-
countries ? Furthermore, they now want
to establish launching sites for rockets
with atomic  warheads. The Soviet
people fully understand and sympathise
with the peoples: of those European
countries who, more and more
vigorously, are expressing their concern
at this terrible business. Another reason
why the Soviet Union is unable to regard
this with indifference is because the
flights of bombers carrying atomic and
hydrogen bombs over European coun-
tries are actively. directed against the
Soviet Union and other peaceloving
countries. This is why we are especially
sensitive to these dangerous, inhuman
activities, which may bring about
disaster for mankind.

Is there anyone who does not realise
that the establishment of nuclear and
rocket weapon bases on the territories of
the N.A.T.O. member-countries has the
aim of transforming these countries into
the front line of a theatre of military
activity, subjecting  them to the first
crushing blows dealt in retaliation for
the action of an aggressor ?  Perhaps
you may think these are sharp words,
but I am convinced that they do not
exaggerate, that they differ in no way
from the many voices that are making
themselves heard, more and more loudly,
in many West European countries, voices
which are filled with profound anxiety
for peace on the European continent,
for the fate of many, many millions of
men and womer.

It is impossible to fail to see, behind
the desire to force the deployment of
nuclear and rocket weapons on certain
FEuropean countries, attempts to bring
about a situation in which, in the event
of armed conflict, the stockpiles of
nuclear weapons would be used
primarily in Europe, at the spot where
the main military groupings of
countries confront one another—as far
away as possible from the territory
of the probable main culprit in the
unleashing of atomic war. It is, there-

fore, not surprising. that the British

government’s decision- to build severak
bases in the North of the country for
launching American rocket weapons has

.aroused such ‘a sharp reaction from the

population of such cities as Glasgow..
Edinburgh and Aberdeen.

As we know, science and technique
can today ensure the construction of a
hydrogen bomb equal in explosive
power to five, ten or more million
tons of T.N.T. Let me, Mr. Prime
Minister, ask one question: What, in the
event of a tragic development of events
in Furope, would the explosion of even
one hydrogen bomb on the territory of

any West European country signify ?

You know as well as we do that such an
explosion would mean the destruction of
every living thing within a radius of
hundreds of kilometres, not to mention
the colossal material devastation. It is
easy to see what conclusions must be
drawn by anyone who displays, not an
apparent, but a gepuine concern for the
fate of the world. It appears to us that
the statesmen of all countries, and not
least the West European countries with
their relatively small territories and great
concentrations of populations and
material resources, cannot help display-
ing the most profound disquiet over the
path on to which the peoples are being
driven by the policy of military prepara-
tions, continuation of the “cold war”
and the ever-growing rivalry between the
powers in the production of increasingly
dangerous types of modern weapons.

Some people might be found who are
inclined to interpret these words of mine
as an attempt to threaten or frighten
someone. But as I wrote you on 2
previous occasion, taking into considera-
tion the baneful consequences of the
arms race, the increasing production of
nuclear weapons and the deployment of
these weapons on the territories of other
countries, we follow only one aim—to
say what we think about the danger of
unleashing atomic war, what is today
known to anyone who is familiar with
the facts, with the development of mili-
tary technique. Nor shall I conceal my
conviction that the greater the number
of people who know these facts, the
more difficult will it be for those who

continue to gamble with the fate of the
world.

I do not want to start a controversy
with you regarding the position taken
up by the western powers at the Decem-
ber meeting of the N.A.T.O. Council
But circumstances do not permit me to
ignore this subject completely. In your
speech in the House of Commons on
December 20, you declared that the
United Kingdom and the Soviet Union
had a common interest—to avoid war.
We can only welcome such statements.
But the legitimate question arises: How
can the achievement of this high purpose
be ensured, when the western powers—
as the proceedings of the recent N.A.T.O.
Council meeting confirm—are unwilling
to renounce the line of continuing the
“celd war,” when they continue to
gamble on the arms race, clinging to the
compromised “ policy of strength.”

1 believe that even if you do not share
this view, you will agree with me that
there is increasing anxiety today over
the direction in which the development
of events is leading, bearing in mind that
the arms race has reached gigantic pro-
portions. Everywhere, the peoples long
for relaxation in the relations between
states ; they are demanding more and
more insistently of their governments
that they reach agreement with one
another and that an end be put to the
atmosphere of mutual suspicion, threats
and intensified military preparations
which bring mankind to the brink of
war.

Can it be said that the N.A.T.O.
member-states are acting in the direction
of ending “the cold war” and the arms
race ? Unfortunately this cannot be said
at all. Is it not a fact that, as soon as
a certain easing of international tension
is observed as a result of any particu-
lar favourable circumstances, artificial
methods are resorted to in order to
prevent such an easing, to electrify the
situation once again, to frighten the tax-
payer, and meanwhile to inflate milifary
budgets still' more and intensify war
preparations ? It also seems to us that
precisely this is the object of the appear-
ance recently of all kinds of secret
documents, such as the -“Gaither

Report,” in which the policy of the
arms race and further increases in the
burden of taxation are praised in every
way. The advocates of the arms race
continue to declare that it is the only
way to maintain the level of production
and the necessary employment of the
population.

We have, Mr. Prime Minister, expressed
our view on this point many times.
The arms race and the “ cold war ” lead,
not to economic prosperity but, in the
long rum, to economic disaster, and it
makes no difference that the disaster has
not yet fallen today. We have always
advocated — and still do — economic
development on ‘a -healthy basis, ecc-
nomic development which would have as
its purpose the output of commodities to
satisfy the needs of the peoples, and a
wide international exchange of consumer
goods. It is well known that this view
of ours coincides with the view of
influential business circles in the West,
including British business circles, who are
becoming increasingly convinced that
Britain’s economic salvation lies, not in
the arms race, but in her peaceful
development and in broad economiic ties
with other states. I do not think this is
any exaggeration—if one examines things
soberly, instead of being guided by the
slogan of “ Guns before butter,” a slogan
which earned itself such ill repute in the
not very distant past.

I would not be saying all that should
be said, Mr. Prime Minister, about the
danger of the present political line which
N.A.T.0 member-states are following, if
I failed to draw your attention to one
more circumstance. For is it not a fact
that recently the most zealous apologists
for the cold war and the policy of
strength have been calling openly for a
so-called preventive war, openly advo-
cating the advantage of striking the first
atomic blow? Of course, these plans do
not sparkle with novelty, but this in no
way alters their dangerous, and—Ilet me
say outright—provocative character. It
is not so long since Goebbels’ depart-
ment advocated the need for preventive
war against the Soviet Union, and the
Hitler High Command did unleash
aggressive war against the Soviet Union.



We well know how that ended, however.

Can all this be disregarded ? In our
opinion it cannot, if there is to be a
genuine effort to ease world tension and
end the “ cold war.” This is all the more
true since a fateful step, that might be
taken by any individual ‘country, may—
by force of the commitments’ by which
that country is bound up with other
countries—result in incalculable disaster
for many peoples, and give rise to a
worldwide military conflagration.  Look-
ing facts in the face, the question today
stands like this: FEither the government
leaders meet round one table to map out
the ways of easing world tension and
settling the outstanding issues which are
causing ‘anxiety in the world, or else the
danger of atomic war, with all its terrible
consequences, will continue to grow.

The calls for talks, we gather, are also
meeting with wide support in Britain,
where the representatives of the most
varied circles express themselves in
favour of reaching agreement, for
instance, to carry out such measures as
the immediate ending of nuclear weapon
tests or the creation of a zone in the
centre of Europe free from atomic and
rocket weapons. However, the voices of
some western leaders, particularly in fche
United States, are reaching us, opposing
talks with the Soviet Union. And they
resort to the well-known pretext which
has been used so many times by
opponents of international co-operatipn,
namely, they say that the Soviet Union
cannot be trusted, for it does not, they
allege, carry out its international 9b1iga-
tions. Piling one ridiculous assertion on
top of another, they try, in particul:_zr,
to present matters as though the Soviet
government had violated the decisions of
the Geneva four-power beads of govern-
ment conference, on ways for German
reunification.

But you, Mr. Prime Minister, as a
participant in that conference, are well
aware that mo such decision was taken,
and that only a directive was issued to
the Foreign Ministers for future talks.
And- if we are to speak of fulfilment
of the Geneva conference decisions, it I}as
regretfully to be recorded that t}}e policy
of certain = western powers . since - the

Geneva conference has not been in keep-
ing with the desire expressed in those
directives, to help in the easing of world
tension and to renounce the use of force.

The legitimate question arises: What
other road for the settlement of inter-
national problems is suggested by the
opponents of negotiations? The other
road is the continuation of the arms race,
continuation of the “cold war,” which
is not even concealed, as a matter of
fact. But where does this road lead?
In my opinion, there is only one con-
clusion that can be drawn: This road
leads not to the settlement of outstand-
ing international problems but, on the
contrary, to the exacerbation of the inter-
national situation, to the sharpening of
mistrust between the powers, to the in-
tensification of the “cold war” and
thereby to a growing danger that it will
develop into “hot war.”

As in the past, there are people to be
found who try to represent the steps we
have taken towards strengthening peace
as though the Soviet government, in
making any particular proposals, is pur-
suing only propaganda aims, and that
what is needed for the settlement of
international problems is not words but
deeds. We note with regret that such
assertions can also be heard from the
lips of British leaders. But let me say
frankly, only people who wish to slander
our country and, in fact, to avoid negoti-
ations, can talk in that way.

The British government is aware of
actions by the Soviet Union which have
greatly helped in the easing of the inter-
national situation, such as the signing of
the Austrian State Treaty; the regularisa-
tion of relations with Yugoslavia; the
consistent struggle to end the wars. in
Korea and Indo-China; assistance in the
ending of military operations in Egypt,
and in preventing a dangerous develop-
ment of events around Syria. It is also
known, for instance, that the Soviet
Union—after reasom had gained the
upper hand over dangerous calculations
threatening peace—ocancelled measures
that had been taken during the recent
serious aggravation of the situation
around Syria. No one compelled the
Soviet Union to do this—nor could they
—and in doing this we were guided ex-

poes

clusively by the- desire to remove the
dangerous situation which arises from
time to time in the -Middle East area,
through no fault of the Soviet Union’s.

The Soviet Union dismantled its
military bases in Port Arthur and Pork-
kala-Udd, and has recently reduced its
armed forces by nearly two miilion, in-
cluding a cut in the strength of its troops
stationed in the German Democratic Re-
public by more than 50,000. Now, carry-
ing out the resolution passed by the
ession of the U.S.S.R. Supreme Soviet
on December 21, 1957, we are making
another cut in our armed forces, of
300,000 men, including a cut of more
than 41,000 men stationed in the Ger-
man Democratic Republic and over
17,000 stationed in Hungary.

if other western countries were to take
similar steps, it would be a great contri-
bution to making a start towards ending
the “cold war” and solving other out-
standing problems with a view to arriv-
ing at a radical settlement of the ques-
tion of the reduction of the armed forces
of all countries and of total disarmament.

What other deeds are expected from
the Soviet Union? Can it be that ces-
tain western leaders think that the Soviet
people should renounce their social
system, give up their great achievements
accomplished during the years of the
Soviet state’s existence?

As I have already written to you pre-
vicusly, we attach great importance to
personal contacts between leading states-
men, to meetings which could clear the
road for the settlement of urgent ques-
tions and pave the way for reaching
agreement on other questions, more com-
plicated or not sufficiently ripe for settle-
ment. Life itself demands that talks be
conducted at no lower than the highest
level.

I could not but subscribe to your
statement in the House of Commons,
in which you -also expressed readiness
for talks in order to achieve concrete
results. More or less similar statements
have been made recently by other leaders
of N.AT.O. member-countries. 1t
appears to me, Mr. Prime Minister, that
since there is a mutual desire for talks,

why should ‘'we not discuss, in a calm.
atmosphere around the conference table,
with "the participation of the leading
statesmen, the most urgent- questions, so
as to bring the positions of the powers.
closer together? It appears to us thatf
the need for this is becoming increas-
ingly evident.

True, certain official personalities in
the West, and even in Britain itself, are
forecasting failure for a conference of
leading statesmen. And the way it is
being presented is that such a comfer-
ence calls for lengthy preparation, for a
preliminary  conference of Foreign
Ministers, for instance. .

In this connection, attention must be
paid to legitimate fears that those who
are against a conference of the heads of
government might be preparing to show
only a false semblance of readiness to
meet the demands of the peoples for
negotiations. Might they not want to
begin negotiations with the Soviet Union
only so as to try, at the conference of
Foreign Ministers, to condemn to failure
all efforts to reach agreement, by impos-
ing their own conditions on the other
side and by a refusal to conduct talks
on the basis of paying heed to the legiti-
mate interests of all the participants in
the negotiations? Might they not, in the
same way, think to compromise the very
idea of negotiations between states and
to close the road to a summit con-
ference? If the preconceived attitude on
the question of negotiations of some
Ministers in countries which belong to
N.A.T.O.—Ministers who never tire of
asserting that such negotiations do not
give results—is taken intc consideration,
then it becomes obvious why these appre-
hensions arise.

Recently it has become fashionable in
certain circles in the West to minimise
in every way the significance of the
Geneva conference of 1955. They say
that this conference did not make any
concrete contribution to peace. It is not
difficult to see the groundless nature of
these assertions, if one remembers how
relieved the peoples of every country
felt after Geneva.

It would be an illusion to think that

only the Soviet Union is interested in



negotiations. However, in some coun-
tries the matter is presented just like
that, and the falsity of such. assertions
strikes the eye. For it is a fact that
people who can never be suspected of
goodwill towards the Soviet Union—
people like the well-known American
diplomat, Mr. Kennan, and also such
eminent British public figures and repre-
sentatives of intellectual circles as Mr.
Bevan, Mr. Cousins, Bertrand Russell
and Mr. Priestley, speak in favour of
negotiations between the West and the
East.

There are arguments that negotiations
with the Soviet Union, and the countries
of the Warsaw Treaty Organisation, are
not timely, since the Soviet Union,
having launched sputniks and having dis-
closed that it has intercontinental missiles,
has obtained an advantage over the
western powers and intends to conduct
negotiations from “a position of
strength.” Therefore, they say, there is
no need to be in a hurry for negotiations,
but first of all it is necessary to catch
up, to overtake the Soviet Union in the
scientific, technical and military fields,
and only then sit at the conference
table. We should like to make it clear
to the peoples of the West that the Soviet
Union has not had recourse to, and is
not preparing to have recourse to the
“ policy of strength,” and that such an
attitude, as you know, is not a product
of our foreign policy.

The Soviet Union was not weak, when
earlier, long before the launching of the
sputniks, it stood consistently for negoti-
ations and not only suggested concrete
measures of disarmament, but even re-
duced its own armed forces unilaterally.
When we met the leading statesmen of
the British government—Mr. Eden,
yourself and Mr. Lloyd—in London in
the spring of 1956, we spoke of the
existence of rocket weapons in the Sovie*
Union. However, even then we stood
for negotiations, for disarmament, for
the ending of the cold war. If each
side will give its agreement to partici-
pating in international negotiations only
when it considers itself to be stronger
than its partners, then it must be admit-
ted that the arms race will continue and

negotiations will be postponed indefin-
itely.

In our opinion, during the next two
or three months a conference of the
leading statesmen of the countries
belonging to the North Atlantic Alliance
and the states participating in the War-
saw Treaty Organisation, and similarly
a number of countries not included in
these two groupings, should be called.
I enclose with this letter the Soviet
government’s concrete proposals on the
calling of such a conference and on the
questions, which should, in our opinion,
be discussed at it.

Of course, a different approach to
negotiations may be taken. There could
be put forward for discussion questions
on which it would quite obviously be
impossible to obtain agreement. I have
in mind, for example, questions on
which the differences of opinion result
from the differences in the systems of
the socialist and capitalist states, and
from different ideological beliefs. When
we enter into negotiations, our opinion
is that attention should be paid, not
to those questions on which it is known
beforehand that agreement cannot be
reached, but to those on which it is
possible to reach understanding, on a
mutually acceptable basis, on the basis
of recognition of the principles of
peaceful co-existence—principles which
have already received wide international
support.

In reality, can the discussion of such
questions as, for example, the sc-called
“ problem of the East European coun-
tries ” or of the German question, be of
any use? You know very well that
when certain people in the West talk
about the East Eurcpean countries in
this connection, they do not comnceal
their hostility to the socialist social
structure in the people’s democracies,
and do not conceal their desire to see
other régimes in those countries. But it
is obvious to everyone with any
commonsense that a person who holds
such views is not striving for peaceful
co-existence, but is adopting a warlike
position. I think that it is hardly neces-
sary to say anything more on that
mbatter.

We know that you, Mr. Prime
Minister, show a lively interest in the
solution of the German problem. In
the Soviet Union there is a sympathetic

attitude towards the desire of the Ger-

man people to be reunited in one state.
But how can this be achieved ? Let us
base ourselves on realities and start
from the fact that two sovereign Ger-
man states with different political struc-
tures have been in existence for a long
time now ; and let us recognise that only
through agreement among the Germans
themselves—taking into account the
interests of the two German states—can
the reunification of Germany be
achieved.

We start from the fact that one of
the most important problems is the
problem of disarmament. You may ask:
Why not continue examining this prob-
lem in one or other of the organs of
UN.O.? But the discussion of this
problem in the Disarmament Commis-
sion and Sub-Committee, which lasted
for eleven years, proved fruitless. In its
desire to obtain practical results, the
Soviet Union has on many occasions
accepted the proposals of the western
powers; but, unfortunately, our partners
do not have a serious attitude towards
the negotiations, and every time that
their proposals are accepted by the
Soviet side, they renounce them. That
was the fate of the western powers’ pro-
posals on fixing the level of armed forces,
on aerial photography, etc.

We finally lost faith in the possibility
of an agreement on questions of dis-
armament being reached in these U.N.O.
bodies when, at the last session of the
General Assembly, a resolution was im-
posed in which all those proposals of the
western powers, which have not furth-
ered by one step the cause of disarma-
ment and which had previously led the
negotiations into a blind alley, were put
forward as a kind of platform for fur-
ther negotiations on disarmament. Dis-
turbed by the hopelessness of further
work in the Disarmament Sub-Committee
as formerly composed, the Soviet Union
propesed that the negotiations on dis-
armament be transferred to a broad,
representative body, in which all U.N.
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member-countries would participate. But
this was not accepted. Neither did the
Soviet Unions other proposals for the
calling of a special session of the Gen-
eral Assembly, or for an international
conference to examine the question of
disarmament, meet with support from
the western powers. Albania’s proposal,
which was backed by the Soviet Union,
for the setting up of a U.N.O. disarma-
ment body, at least half of which would
consist of socialist states and of neutral
countries which have demonstrated their
devotion to peace, was also rejected
through the efforts of those same powers.

I will not hide from you, Mr. Prime
Minister, that we are very disappointed
at the way in which this question was
discussed at the last session of the Gen-
eral Assembly, for we are convinced that
acceptance of the forms of discussing
disarmament problems which we have
suggested would breathe new life into
these negotiations. We are seriously con-
cerned at the situation which has grown
up in the United Nations, whereby one
state or group of states imposes its own
resolutions on others, without heeding
their opinions, and against their legiti-
mate interests. We consider that it can-
not be permitted that the General
Assembly should go about deciding these
questions in a way not proper for this
international body, which is called upon
to help in every possible way to bring
together the different points of view of
the sovereign states, as is provided for
in the U.N. Charter.

Bearing in mind that negotiations on
questions of disarmament have now
come to a halt, and that at present there
are no conditions for raising them again
in the United Nations OGrganisation, we
suggest that a meeting of leading states-
men—a meeting the calling of which we
support—could usefully discuss at least
the most urgent problems of disarma-
ment, such as the immediate halting, for
at least two or three years, of atomic
and hvdrogen weapon tests and a re-
nunciation by the governments of the
U.S.S.R., Britain and the U.S.A. of the
use of atomic and hydrogen weapons.

At this conference, in our opinion,
the proposal. of the Polish People’s



Republic on the creation, in the central
part of Eurcpe, of a zone free from
atomic weapons, the question of the con-
clusion of a non-aggression pact between
states belonging to the North Atlantic
Alliance and the states which participate
in the Warsaw Treaty, and certain other
questions should similarly be discussed.

My colleagues and I welcome, Mr.
Prime Minister, your statement of Janu-
ary 4, supporting the idea of the conclu-
sion of a solemn pact of non-aggression
between certain countries. The Soviet
Union has many times previously
suggested that such a pact of non-aggres-
sion between states belonging to the
North Atlantic Alliance and states par-
ticipating in the Warsaw Treaty should
be concluded in the interests of ensuring
security in Europe. We therefore learnt
with particular satisfaction of the state-
ment on your favourable attitude to this,
which obviously makes the prospects of
understanding on  this question much
more hepeful.

We are coavinced that the reaching
of an understanding on these questions
which the Soviet government proposes
should be discussed at the conference,
or on some of them, would create a
favourable basis so that, at the next
stage, an examination may be made of
those important questions which, clearly,
are not yet ripe for solution at present—
questions such as the reduction of
armed forces, the complete prohibition
of atomic and hydrogen weapons and
their removal from the armaments of
states, the withdrawal of all foreign
troops stationed in other countries, in-
cluding Germany, the elimination of

foreign military bases and the establish-
ment of collective security in Europe.

If the other participants in a summit
conference express their readiness for
negotiations and a solution to the prob-
lem of radical measures for -disarma-
ment, including a substantial reduction
of the countries’ armed forces—then the
Soviet Union, as it has often stated, is
ready to take part in this and to direct
all its efforts to reaching a settlement of
these questions, even in the first stage
in the negotiations.

With regard to participation in the
conference, our ideas on this guestion
are put forward in the proposals of the
Soviet government enclosed with my
letter. We believe that if the govern-
ments express a real desire to conduct
negotiations among leading statesmen,
it will scarcely be difficult to reach an
understanding on who is o take part
in the conference, or on other questions
connected with holding the conference.

| should like to express my finm
belief, Mr. Prime Minister, that the
government of the United Kingdom—a
power which possesses nuclear weapons
and which, together with the other great
powers, bears a special responsibility for
the fate of the world—will respond
favourably to the proposal we put for-
ward on the calling of a conference and
on the tasks of that conference, and that
it will inform us of its own ideas on
this question.

With sincere respect,
N. BULGANIN

January 8, 1958.

SOVIET PROPOSALS: A Document sent to the Governments of
U.N.O. and N.A.T.O. countries and Switzerland.

THE present international situation s
marked, on the one hand, by the
continuation of the “ cold war,” intensifi-
cation of the armaments race, particularly
in the production of atomic and
hydrogen weapons, and a direct danger
to world peace, to the fate of the whole
of mankind. On the other hand, it is
marked by a gigantic growth of the
forces demanding peace and security.
The peoples are calling with increasing
determination for the *“ cold war ” to be
ended, for a halt to the frantic arms
race, for mankind to be freed from the
danger of war so that, at long last, men
and women may be enabled to rid them-
selves of fear for their lives and for the
future of their children.

Today, for the statesmen, the govern-
ment leaders who bear the primary
responsibility for the policies of their
countries, there is and can be no more
urgent or noble task than that of estab-
tishing lasting peace and removing the
danger of atomic war that is looming
over mankind.

Gravely concerned over the situation
that has arisen in the world, and desirous
of doing everything in its power to lay
the foundation for a radical improvement
in the international situation, the Soviet
government recently made a number of
proposals to the governments of the
member-countries of the North Atlantic
Alliance (N.A.T.0.), and also to the
governments of all the other member-
states of the United Nations Organisation
—proposals aimed at achieving, by joint
efforts, a relaxation in international
tension, at creating the necessary
atmosphere of trust in relations between
states. At its recent session in December,
1957, the U.S.S.R. Supreme Soviet passed
a resolution which likewise puts forward
definite proposals aimed at reducing
international tension, at putting an end
to the “cold war,” and calling on the
parliaments and governments of all
countries to take the necessary steps to
prevent events from developing along
dangerous lines, to defend peace and rid

mankind of the nightmare of an atomic
war of annihilation.

One cannot fail to point out that after
making a sober appraisal of the inter-
naticnal situation, many governments,
eminent statesmen, political and public
figures, and representatives of broad
public circles with different social
positions and different political views
and religious beliefs, are more and more
insistently demanding that an end be put
to the arms race and that the road to war
be barred.

It is becoming increasingly clear to all
that the issue today is:

Either the “ cold war ” continues, in
which case mankind is faced with the
danger  of it developing into “hot
war ”’;

Or else the principles of the peaceful
co-existence of states receive universal
recognition. In this case there will be
opened up for mankind the prospect
of the peaceful development of the
peoples along the path of spiritual
and material progress.

The Soviet government is pleased to
note that the principles of the peaceful
co-existence of states have already won
international recognition on a wide scale.
They met with unanimous recognition
and approval at the 12th General
Assembly of the United Nations, which
passed a special resolution on this most
important question. In this way, the
United Nations member-states recognised
that the basis of relations between them,
irrespective of their social systems, must
be the principles of mutual respect and
mutual benefit, non-aggression, mutual
respect for sovereignty, equality and
territorial integrity, and non-interference
in one another’s internal affairs. The
Soviet government welcomes the General
Assembly’s appeal to all states to do their
utmost to strengthen world peace and
develop friendly relations and co-oper-
ation, and to use only peaceful means to
settle all outstanding issues.

-Today statesmen and political leaders



cannbt ignore the peoples’ irrepressible
desire for peace.

As is well known, even the documents
of the recent session of the N.A.T.O.
Council have a great deal to say about
peace ; they say that the organisation
“ will never be used for aggressive pur-
poses,” and that its member-countries
“ are always ready to settle international
problems by negotiation, taking into
account the legitimate interests of
all.” If that is so, if the western
powers, and in the first place the United
States, adhere to these principles in their
relations with other countries, then there
is no obstacle to appropriate agreements
being reached by means of negotiation
in the interests of peace.

The Soviet government fully shares the
view of a number of governments and
also the ever-increasing demand of
broad international public circles that a
summit conference of statesmen wouid
be helpful in removing the danger of a
new war. Such a conference could find
effective ways for settling the problems
which are profoundly disturbing alil
peoples, and for bringing about the
necessary turn in the development of
international  relations. Experience
shows that unless there are personal
meetings between the leading statesmen
who bear the primary responsibility for
the policies of their countries, it is diffi-
cult to count on mutually acceptable
decisions being reached on pressing
international problems, especially in
view of the acute and complicated
character of these problems.

Naturally, the point at issue is not
that of the fundamental differences
between existing social systems, the
differences between socialism and
capitalism, the ideological differences
between states. Such questions are the
domestic concern of each country, and
cannot form the subject of international
negotiations. What is being dealt with
is the pressing international problems
which can and should be solved by
means of negotiations between the
states, taking into account their mutual
interests.

The Soviet government bears in mind

the fact that it would, of course, be
difficult at such a conference of govern-
ment leaders to reach agreement on all
these questions. The attention of such
a conference should be focused primarily
on the most urgent questions, whose
settiement would lay the basis for an
improvement in the whole international
situation. FExamination of other prob-
lems could be referred to a subsequent
stage in negotiations between the states.
There can be no doubt that if agree-
ment is reached first of all on a few
individual questions, this would be con-
ducive to the settlement of other out-
standing international problems as well.
Such a method of gradually solving the
outstanding problems that face the states
at the present time, when the necessary
confidence in relations between states is
still lacking, appears to be the most
realistic and most justified method.

Guided by the aim of strengthening
world peace, taking into account the
broad movement of the people in favour
of talks between the statesmen of East
and West, and also taking into con-
sideration the statement of the partici-
pants in the Paris session of the
N.AT.0. Council on their readiness to
solve international problems by means
of negotiation, the Soviet government
proposes that during the amext two or
three months of this year a summit con-
ference be held of leaders of states, with
the participation of the heads of
government. At the conference they
could first of all discuss problems whose
settlement would meet the aspirations of
the peoples and would serve as an
important beginning for a radical change
in the international situation and the
ending of the “cold war.”

1. At the conference the proposal for
an immediate ending, at least for a
period of two or three years, of hydro-
gen and atomic weapon tests should be
considered. The need for such a step
is evident. The cessation of the test
explosions of hydrogen and atom bombs
would stop the development of proto-
types of ever more destructive and
deadly weapons.

At the same time an agreement on
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this matter would demonstrate ' the
determination of the powers to take
definite steps to end the race in atomic
weapons and to reduce the danger
of an atomic war. The usefulness of
an immediate examination of this prob-
lem is also underlined by the fact that
the majority of states, including all
powers which possess nuclear weapons,
recognise the necessity of reaching an
agreement on the ending of nuclear
weapon tests. The conclusion of such
an agreeement is made easier by the
fact that it would not require any mea-
sures of control that are complicated
and hard to achieve, and would do no
harm to any of the states.

Naturally, the conference would also
provide an opportunity for exchanging
views on certain other aspects of the
disarmament problem, especially since
the disarmament talks have been sus-
pended at the present time and the con-
ditions for resuming them in the United
Nations agencies are as yet lacking,

2. The task of banning atomic and
hydrogen weapons, which are weapons
of mass destruction whose use cannot
be reconciled with the conscience of
civilised mankind, is becoming increas-
ingly urgent. The Soviet government,
for its part, invariably strives to reach
agreement with the governments of the
United States and the United Kingdom
on renunciation of the use of these wea-
pons. A pledge to this effect given by
all the powers possessing atomic and
hydrogen weapons would be of the
utmost importance for establishing con-
fidence in relations between the states
and for ridding the peoples of the fear
of atomic war. This measure, too, is
entirely feasible, since it requires
neither the establishment of any form
of control nor any material ountlay. The
viability and practicability of such an
agreement have already been proved by
historical examples in which similar
agreements concerning other weapons of
mass destruction (chemical and bacterio-
logical weapons, and others) have played
no small part in the struggle of the
peoples against aggressors.

3. The proposal by the government
of the Polish People’s Republic to
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create a zone free from atomic weapons
in Central Europe is attracting the atten-
tion of many governments and wide
public circles, particularly in Europe.
By this proposal, as we know, Poland,
Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic
Republic and the Federal Republic of
Germany would prohibit the deployment
of all types of atomic or hydrogen wea-
pons on their territories and renounce
the manufacture of these weapons.

Establishment of such a zomne would
remove from the sphere of atomic war
preparations an area in Central Europe
covering about a million square kilo-
metres," with a population of .over 100
million. Tt can scarcely be doubted that
the carrying out of this measure would
not only remove the threat of atomic war
from these countries, situated as they
are in the area in which the two main
opposing military groupings meet, but
would also be received with relief by the
pecples of other countries, for it would
be an important landmark on the road
to the total prohibition of atomic
weapons and their removal from the
armaments of the states.

It would thus be a big step in solving
the great task of using atomic energy for
peaceful purposes exclusively, for im-
proving the wellbeing of men and
women, for the further development of
science and culture, making it possible
to extend still further the boundaries
of knowledge of the laws of nature and
their employment for the good of man-
kind.

As is well known, the governments of
Czechoslovakia and the German Demo-
cratic Republic have already agreed to
take part in such a zone. It is also
known that the government of the
Federal Republic of Germany, on sign-
ing the Paris agreements, undertook not
to produce atomic weapons. The Soviet
government has already declared its
support for Poland’s proposal and would
be prepared, together with the govern-
ments of the United States, the United
Kingdom and France, to assume
corresponding commitments concerning
a zone free from atomic weapons and do
all in its power, for its part, to help

;386,0_60 square miles approx.



reach agreement among the states on this
question.

All' this' goes to show that at the
present time- there exist the necessary
prerequisites - for . making the proposal
that a -zone free from atomic weapons
be established in Central Europe, even
though it consists initially of only four
countries, the subject of urgent consider-
ation at a conference of
statesmen.

4. It would be in keeping with the
interests of ending the “cold war” and
the arms race for the conference to
examine the question of a non-aggression
treaty, to be concluded, in one form or
another, between the member-states
of the North Atlantic Alliance and the
Warsaw Treaty member-states.
Like all the other parties to the
Warsaw Treaty, the Soviet Union, bearing
in mind the great significance of such a
step, has repeafedly declared its readi-
ness to. conclude such a multilateral
agreement. The Soviet government also
proceeds from the view that neither
agreement on this question, nor, especi-
ally, absence of agreement on it, in any
way precludes the possibility of non-
aggression pacts being concluded on a
bilateral basis between individual mem-
bers of these groupings, for which the
Soviet Union expresses its readiness,
since this, too, is fully in keeping with
the need to lessen international tension
and the need to strengthen peace.

The declaration adopted at the Decem-
“ber session of the N.A.T.O. Council in
Paris states that that organisation will not
be used for aggressive purposes. Judg-
ing by this statement, the idea of a non-
aggression agreement between the two
military groupings should meet with no
objection on the part of the member-
states of the North Atlantic Alliance.
The conclusion of such an agreement,
or of similar agreements between indivi-
dual countries, would have a tremend-
ously favourable effect on the inter-
national situation and would exercise a
great restraining influence on any
possible aggressor who, if he were to
unleash aggressive war, would find him-
self in a position of international

leading -

isolation, = with = all  the . ensuing

consequences.

5. It can scarcely be denied that a

reduction in the foreign military forces
stationed in Germany, and also in the
other. member-countries of both the
North Atlantic Alliance and the Warsaw
Treaty, and all the more so, the com-
plete withdrawal of -these forces, would
be of tremendously great political im-
portance for making healthier the
situation in BEurope, and not only in
Europe. Bearing in mind that agreement
on the complete withdrawal of foreign
troops from these countries, as experi-
ence has shown, is meeting with serious
difficulties, the need arises, in the Soviet
government’s view, for agreement to be
reached between the interested states at
least concerning a reduction in the
strength of their forces on these terri-
tories, or on the territory of Germany
as a beginning. Agreement on this
question, particularly since it concerns
an area situated in the heart of Europe,
would be of great stabilising importance.
Not only would it help in settling other
questions on which there are at present
differences among the powers, but it
could also help to create conditions
favouring a rapprochement of the two
German states—the German Democratic
Republic and the Federal Republic of
Germany.

6. One should not regard as exhaus-
ted the possibilities of an agreement on
the questions connected with the pre-
vention of a surprise attack and on the
related questions of control as applicable
to the nature of steps in the field of dis-
armament, on which an agreement could
be reached in the near future provided
that the countries concerned so desire.
In this connection there arises a need
to discuss the following measures:

(a) Bearing in mind the understand-
able desire of every state to safeguard
itself against sudden attack, it would be
important to take steps to prevent any
secret concentration of troops or mili-
tary equipment which might be used to
prepare such a sudden attack. This pur-
pose. would be served by the establish-
ment of control posts at railway junc-
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tions, in big ports and on main motor
roads. The advisability of this measure,
as we know, is also admitted by other
countries which took part in the dis-
armament talks, and this indicates that
there should be no special difficulty in
reaching agreement on this question.

(b) Bearing in mind the importance
attached by certain governments to
aerial photographic inspection of the
territories of states, it is proposed that
agreement be reached on establishing an
800-kilometre® zone of aerial photo-
graphy on either side of a line dividing
the opposing military groupings in
Europe, since in this area, at a relatively
small distance from. one .another, are
concentrated big armed forces of the
N.A.T.O. member-states and the Warsaw
Treaty member-states, and this in itself
is fraught with great danger, especially
for the situation in Europe. In view
of the fact that on the territory of Ger-
many there is a concentration of armed
forces and military equipment abnor-
mally large for peacetime, and in" view
of the fact that the main military group-
ings of states directly confront one
another there, it appears advisable that
-agreement be reached between the
appropriate states, including the German
Democratic Republic and the Federal
Republic of Germany, concerning the
implementation on German territory of
wider forms of supervision over the mea-
sures on which there is a possibility of
reaching agreement already at the pre-
sent time. Such measures could be con-
cerned, for instance, with a reduction
in the strength of foreign forces on the
territory of both parts of Germany, and
subsequently with the complete with-
drawal of these forces from Germeny
and also, by agreement between the
states concerned, with an atom-free zone.

The Soviet government proceeds from
the premise that the functions and scope
of control, taking as our guide, not con-
siderations of propaganda, but the real
situation, are directly dependent on the
state of relations between the states and

‘the nature and significance of the dis-

armament measures being carried out.
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This = means that the functions and
scope of control, and also inspection,
must be regarded in close connection
with the realisation of steps' to lessen
tension in international relations and to
strengthen confidence among the states,
and particularly the great powers. To
the extent that agreement is reached on
disarmament questions, including agree-
ment on a substantial reduction in armed
forces and armaments and on the total
prohibition of nuclear weapons, the
ending .of their manufacture, their with-
drawal from the armaments of the states,
and destruction of the stockpiles of these
weapons, the obstacles to the extension
of control and inspection will disappear.
At the appropriate stage the Soviet
government, for its part, will be pre-
pared to regard such an extension with
favour.

7. It would also be advisable for the
conference to consider the question of
possible measures for expanding inter-
national trade ties, which are the natural
and most reliable basis for developing
measures for peaceful relations among
the states. The aim should be to create
a situation in which the development of
international trade is not impeded by
artificially created legal  obstacles
whereby many countries are placed in an
inequitable position as compared with
other states. This, in turn, would help
to develop broad exchanges and peaceful
competition between the countries in the
field of scientific thought, in the field of
technical progress and the organisation
of production processes. The strengthen-
ing of economic ties between the states
would create a favourable basis for estab-
lishing genuine trust between them, and
would thereby create the necessary con-
ditions for improving political relations.

No one can deny the indisputable fact
that the rupture in normal economic re-
lations between many countries is a pro-
duct of the “ocold war” and the estab-
lishment of opposed military groupings.
Hence it follows that it is impossible
to talk of ending the “cold war” and
lessening tension in relations between
states without putting an end to the
abnormal situation that has arisen in
internpational trade.



8. Although the United Nations
Organisation, as far back as ten years
ago, unanimously condemned war propa-
ganda, in some western countries such
propaganda continues to this day, and not
only does it not abate, but it is assum-
ing even greater proportions. It is com-
-mon knowledge that in certain western
countries the calls for a so-called preven-
tive war have recently increased, and the
advantages of striking the first blow are
openly being discussed. It is not difficult
to imagine what the situation would be
were similar calls to be made in those
countries against which certain western
leaders now call for the first blow to be
struck. Where is the judge to be found
who can decide where to draw the line
between the private opinion of indivi-
duals and an expression of the official
attitude of any given government? It is
sufficient. to put this question for it to
become clear that here is a case of play-
ing with fire, to-which an end must be
put if we are to display, not pretended
concern, but real concern for peace.
Yet this propaganda for aggression,
which in essence does not differ at all
from the calls made by the Hitlerites
in their day, meets with no rebuff in
those countries, and many organs of the
press readily offer their pages to spread
this propaganda. All this is poisoning
relations between the states; greatly im-
tensifies suspicion in relations between
them and thereby increases the danger
of war.

In view of this, agreement should be
reached at this oconference regarding
measures to put an end to the war propa-
ganda which is being conducted in some
countries at the present time. No states-
man who is guided by a realisation of
his responsibility for the fate of peace,
and above all no government, can fail
to raise their voice against such propa-
ganda. It is impossible, at one and the
same time, to talk of peace and yet not
take measures against those who are
calling for war.

9. A meeting of government leaders
would provide the opportunity for ex-
changing views on ways for reducing
tension in the Middle East and for
attempting to reach agreement that the
great powers will take no steps to violate

the indépendence of the countries of that
area, renouncing the use of force in the
settlement of questions concerning the
Middle East. It goes without saying that
examination of this question should have
one aim—to remove all outside inter-
ference in the domestic affairs of the
countries of that area and to help to
strengthen the sovereignty and national
independence of the Middle East coun-
tries.

In the view of the Soviet government,
the solution of the problems enumerated
above is not only timely, but urgent. At
the conference it would also be possible
to discuss other constructive proposals
conducive to ending the “cold war,”
which might be submitted by other par-
ticipants in the conference, and the need
for examining those proposals could be
agreed on by the participants in the
conference; it would alsc be possible to
reach agreement on the procedure for
examining outstanding issues the settle-
ment of which encounters certain diffi-
culties at the present time in view of
differences in the positions of the states.
An agreement could be reached on which
questions should be examined at a sub-
sequent stage in the talks between the
states, both at similar conferences and
also within the framework of the United
Nations.

1t is well known, for imstance, that
the governments of the United States and
the United Kingdom are at the present
time unwilling to agree to the prohibi-
tion of nuclear weapons and to the with-
drawal of those weapons from the arma-
ments of the states, with the destruction
of stockpiles; this, in turn, leads to a
deadlock on the question of ending the
production of fissile materials for mili-
tary purposes. In such circumstances
nothing remains but to defer questions
connected with a radical solution to the
problem of atomic disarmament to a later
stage in the talks, when agreement has
been reached on less complicated ques-
tions.

Nor, as official statements by the
governments of the western powers indi-
cate, can one anticipate, apparently, that
the countries belonging to the North
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Atlantic Alliance will at the present time
agree to the proposals:

For a substantial reduction in armed
forces and armaments and the conclu-
sion of an appropriate international
agreement for this purpose;

For the complete withdrawal of
foreign armed forces from the terri-
tories of N.A.T.O. member-states and
Warsaw Treaty member-states, and
for the elimination of all foreign mili-
tary bases;

For the replacement of the existing
military groupings in Europe by a
system of collective security.

At the present time there is little basis
for believing that discussion of these
questions by the conference would lead
to positive results. Later, after measures
agreed at the proposed conference have
been carried out, and a certain minimum
of the necessary international confidence
has thereby been created, the appropriate
cenditions will emerge for carrying out
more radical measures, including dis-
armament measures.

It goes without saying that all ques-
tions directly relating to the Chinese
Peopie’s Republic can only be solved
with its participation. The Soviet govern-
ment deems it necessary once again to
declare that the policy of preventing
People’s China from taking a direct part
in the consideration of outstanding inter-
national problems is gravely detrimental
to the international atmosphere as a
whole and to the work of the United
Nations.

The ending of the “ cold war ” and the
extension of international co-operation
would, undoubtedly, also facilitate a
settlement of the German question on the
basis of drawing the German Democratic
Republic and the Federal Republic of
Germany—two sovereign German states
—closer together. The Soviet government
is convinced that the sooner the Gernman
Democratic Republic and the Federal
Republic of Germany find a mutually
acceptable way to the peaceful restor-
ation of Germany’s national unity, the
sooner will be accomplished the process
of uniting in a single whole the two parts
of Germany which are today developing
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in - different directions. As the Soviet
government has already declared, it fully
supports the German Democratic
Republic’s proposal for the establishment
of a confederation of the two German
states, as an important step towards the
formation of a united, peaceloving and
democratic Germany. Before we can
talk of helping the unification of Ger-
many from ouiside, it is necessary first
of all to reocognise the fact that two
German states exist, and to respect the
sovereignty of each of them. The Soviet
Union will continue to try to facilitate
the reaching of agreement beiween the
German Democratic Republic and the
Federal Republic of Germany on the
ways and means for the reunification
of Germany. Such agreement would
create the prerequisites for the conclusion
of a peace treaty with Germany.

At the present time, when it is
necessary to take measures that will bring
about a turn in the development of the
international situation, what is needed
in the interests of strengthening peace is
the convening of a summit conference,
with the participation of the heads of
government. Bearing in mind the nature
of the questions to be examined, it would
be advisable for this conference to con-
sist of representatives of all the member-
states of the North Atlantic Alliance and
the Warsaw Treaty member-states. In
view of the fact that N.A.T.O. and the
Warsaw Treaty Organisation comprise
the main opposing military groupings.
and also the fact that all the countries
belonging to these groupings are deeply
concerned in the results of the talks,
and above all in questions concerning ths
situation in Europe, it would be advisable
not to deprive any of these states of the
possibility of taking a direct part in
examining the appropriate problems.

If, for some reason, difficulties should
be encountered in agreeing on this basis.
for participation in the conference, the
government of the U.S.S.R. would not
object to a narrower composition for the -
conference.

In view of the fact that it is proposed’
that the conference should consider such
questions. as the disarmament problem,
the ending of war propaganda,.



encouragement of international trade, and
certain other questions which concern
a large number of countries which belong
to neither of the groupings, the Soviet
government considers it advisable that
such countries as, for instance, India,
Afghanistan, Egypt, Yugoslavia, Sweden,
.and Austria should take part in the con-
ference. Participation in the conference
by countries not bound by military com-
mitments to either of the groupings
could play only a positive role, for it is
beyond doubt that countries which have
proclaimed their political non-participa-
tion in military blocs, countries which
have proved their allegiance to the
«cause of peace and international co-oper-
ation, could exert a beneficial influence
.on the adoption of decisions which would
help to strengthen peace.

Finally, a situation could be allowed
whereby there would take part in the
talks, at least in the initial stage, two
or three countries from each of the
aforementioned groupings, or even one
country from . each, providing the
necessary agreement is reached on this
point.

In the Soviet government’s view the
conference could be held, by agreement
-with the Swiss government, in Geneva:

As for the proposal for convening a
.conference at the Foreign Ministers’ level,
‘there is. no- confidence that such talks
would lead to positive results. Further-
more, pronouncements by certain states-
men, opposing the very idea of East-
“West talks, indicate that at the present
time talks at such a level would meet
with serious difficulties, creating further
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obstacles to convening a conference of
heads of government.

The Soviet government believes that
the ending of the * cold war,” the ending
of the arms race, the establishment cf
the necessary confidence in relations
between states, the creation of conditions
for firm and lasting peace—=ll this could
best be achieved at a conference in which
the heads of government take a direct
part.
it would be advisable to hold a Foreign
Ministers’ conference to discuss further,
on the basis of the agreement already
reached, the appropriate questions, and
to prepare the necessary agreements.

The Soviet Union is doing its utmost
to help to strengthen peace and establish
confidence among the peoples. During
the last few years it has unilaterally
carried out reductions in its armed forces
of almost two million men. In fulfilment
of the resolution of the U.S.S.R. Supreme
Soviet of December 21, 1957, providing
for further measures to reduce the armed
forces of the Soviet Union, the Soviet
government has already taken a decision
to carry out an additional reduction of
the Soviet armed forces by a further
300,000 men, including more than 41,000
Soviet troops stationed in the German
Democratic Republic, and more than
17,000 stationed in Hungary.

The Soviet government expresses the
hope that the United States, the United
Kingdom and France will, in their tura,
take. steps to reduce their armed forces,
thus contributing to the establishment of
genuine international security, to the
strengthening of world peace.

January 8, 1958

It goes without saying that later



