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Transcript Confidential
3 copies
11 January1956
To the Central Committee of
the Socialist Party of Germany
Information

About the results of comrades Khrushchev’s and Bulganin’s trip to India, Burma, and Afghanistan

During their entire stay in India, Burma, and Afghanistan, comrades Khrushchev and
Bulganin were warmly welcomed by officials and by the population of these countries. This is
especially true for India, where hundreds of thousands or even millions appeared at the meetings
and proclamations. Our comrades gained the very firm conviction that the people expressed its
high respect for the Soviet Union, and thereby for the whole socialist camp which struggles
persistently for peace and the rights of the oppressed and colonized peoples.

In their conversations with Nehru, comrades Khrushchev and Bulganin declared quite
openly our attitude towards the essential international problems: towards disarmament, towards the
German question, towards the problems of the Far East, towards the military blocs, including the
Baghdad Pact, towards the situation after the Geneva Conference between the four heads of
government and after the ensuing conference of the four foreign ministers and also towards some
other problems. Nehru, for his part, presented his attitudes towards these questions, although he
cut it short and set limits to separate comments. It can be concluded that the administration of India
shares our attitude concerning the main question, especially towards the problem of limiting
armament and the prohibition of nuclear arms, towards the question of military blocs, towards the
assessment of the situation and the prospects after the above-mentioned Geneva Conference.

Nehru gave no definite statement about the German question, but he intimated to us that
concerning this question and also on the question of European security in general, he understands
us. Within this context, it must be emphasized that Nehru approved our proposal to conclude a joint
communique to foster “collective efforts” as a counterweight to the military blocs. This thesis was
also expressed in the joint Soviet-Burmese and Soviet-Afghan statements.

In the conversations, Nehru firmly supported the Chinese claims for Taiwan and other
Chinese islands near the coast and also gave support to the demand that the People’s Republic of
China shall take its legitimate seat in the UN. Nevertheless, it must be stated that the delegates of
India (Pillai and others) in the preparations of the joint statement insisted persistently that Far
Eastern questions must be solved through peaceful means. It is clear that we cannot approve such
a formula corresponding to the American position concerning Taiwan. This question was the
subject of an extensive exchange of views between comrades Khrushchev and Bulganin with
Nehru at the final agreement of the declaration. As a result of this conversation, the reference to
the necessity of solving the Far Eastern problems by peaceful means—among them the Taiwanese
question—was deleted. Instead, there is just an agreement about hoping that the foregoing
problems could be settled with peaceful means.

As the Burmese, within the preparation of the joint Soviet-Burmese declaration, either
proposed the formula of the necessity of solving problems in the Far East, including Taiwan, with
peaceful means, we concluded, that both Nehru and U Nu—probably after mutual arrangement—
wanted to add a formulation to the text, which is objectively of use to the Americans.

Nehru asked about the meaning of the Cominform and the relationship between the



Communist Party of India and the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. He explained that he
knows about the personal relationships of some leading official of the Communist Party of India with
employees of the Central Committee of the CPSU and about the great financial efforts of the
Communist Party of India.

To give an example, he referred to the 1951 visit of four Indian communists, among them
comrade [A.K. (Ajoy)] Ghosh, to Moscow, and he mentioned that this trip was of an illegal
character. During the conversation he explained: “Why did they have to travel illegally? The
communists could either have travelled to the Soviet Union legally asking for a visa. We would
have given them the visa for the trip to the Soviet Union.”

Further, Nehru explained: “We recognize that the Communist Party of India spends more
money than it has. It deals with big investments. So we pose the question: “What is the source that
the communists take the money from for their big efforts?”

Nehru mentioned the source of his information and stated that it was persons who were
informed by the leaders of the Communist Party of India who had returned from Moscow.

Nehru also mentioned the newspaper Flir dauerhaften Frieden, fiir Volksdemokratie! [ For
Enduring Freedom, for People’s Democracy!] and explained that the essays published in this
newspaper were viewed as instructions by the communists in other countries for their activities.

Though not talking frankly about it, the background of Nehru’s question about the
Cominform extended to a proposal to liquidate both the organization and the newspaper “Flir
dauerhaften Frieden, fir Volksdemokratie!”

Our comrades rebuffed Nehru’s arguments in an appropriate way. As a reaction to Nehru’s
statement about the ties of the Indian communists with the Central Committee of the CPSU and
their ties with the newspaper, our comrades told Nehru that the CPSU doesn’t hide its sympathies
towards communists from other countries and told him that this is absolutely no news. Concerning
the activities of the Cominform, we stressed the idea that communist parties and workers parties
have a sincere right to found their own organizations; for example, the socialist parties founding the
so-called “Socialist International” or the capitalists also founding their international organizations.

Nehru listened to our comrades’ arguments, stating that he can understand our position but
nevertheless stressing that we get to know his opinion regarding those questions.

As Nehru’s questions about the Cominform were obviously arranged in advance with the
officials of the Western countries, and as the Western countries also often pose those questions,
we thought it would be quite useful to express in public our point of view concerning this question.
This happened within the press conference given by comrades Khrushchev and Bulganin on 14
December in New Dehli, and particularly comprehensively within comrade Khrushchev’s speech at
the last meeting of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR.

During their stay in India, comrades Bulganin and Khrushchev expounded the Soviet
government’s attitude towards the Goa question and the Kashmir question, supporting the position
of India in both questions. This generated a very favorable impression—particularly in comparison
to the position of the US, recently stated in the Dulles-Cunha declaration, which supported
Portugal’s claims towards Goa.l

Not all of our comrades’ public declarations were favorably received by Nehru and by
Indian officials in general. We know that the speeches affecting the future of communism and
capitalism and other social questions, and also speeches including the condemnation of the
colonial policies by Western countries—especially England—were not always in the favor of those
officials. But those speeches were always welcomed with applause by wide sections of the public
as well as in India and Burma.



One must say that during the stay of comrades Khrushchev and Bulganin in India there
were no attempts by the officials to express dissatisfaction in any way because of the delivered
speeches. There were no such attempts by Nehru either. Nehru'’s prestige and his authority as a
statesman were considerably strengthened by the stay of comrades Bulganin and Khrushchev in
India due to our favorable statements towards India’s foreign policy and towards Nehru as a
statesman.

During the talks with Nehru and other Indian officials, some agreement was achieved
concerning the coordination of economic questions. Those agreements were also mentioned in the
joint communiqué. At this point it must be stressed that we agreed to the Indian request of
delivering one million tons of sheet iron, and we agreed also to some other requests. We took into
account that the US and England persistently try to disturb the development of India’s relations with
the Soviet Union, with the People’s Republic of China and with other countries of the socialist
camp, and that they also use economic leverage for this purpose (pressure on India by stopping
the sale of oil products; the promise to give economic aid if India makes sacrifices [by] not
strengthening its cooperation with countries from the socialist camp).

During the stay of comrades Khrushchev and Bulganin in Burma, there was an exchange of
opinions with U Nu and other Burmese leaders both on international problems and on Soviet-
Burmese relations (particularly trade relations). The Burmese leaders expressed their opinions
relating to the essential issues (disarmament, including the ban of the atomic weapon, attitudes
towards the military blocs, assessment of the Geneva Conferences), which correspond with our
positions or come close to them, which then found its expression in the joint declaration on 6
December 1955. Anticipating the possibility that U Nu would talk about the inner situation of Burma
in relation with the activities of the communists, we initially stated that we don’t intend to influence
the internal situation in Burma and that the regulation of internal questions is up to the Burmese.
Neither U Nu nor the other officials afterwards mentioned the question of the internal situation in
Burma.

U Nu paid great attention to the question of selling Burmese rice to us. We in principle
agreed to buy the complete amount of rice dedicated for export on the condition that the rice
consignment covers the value of the goods bought in the USSR. There was agreement that one
should continue the negotiations between experts about concrete questions of economic relations,
e.g. the guarantee of technical aid for Burma.

Comrades Khrushchev and Bulganin in the name and on behalf of the government of the
Soviet Union offered as a gift for the people of Burma to build and equip a technological institute in
Rangoon. U Nu accepted the gift with gratitude, and he offered as a gift to the Soviet people an
equivalent amount of rice to cover our costs to build the institute. In essence this is an exchange of
equally valuable gifts.

During the stay of comrades Khrushchev and Bulganin in Afghanistan, an exchange of
opinions took place with Prime Minister Mohammed Daoud and other leaders about international
issues, in particular about the question of Soviet-Afghan relations.

The Afghani leaders, concerning the essential international issues, took up positions similar
to those of India and Burma.

The following fact needs to be stressed: For the first time within a joint Soviet-Afghan
communiqué, the Afghans declared the will to pursue a policy of neutrality. This fact without doubt
has a positive meaning, as Afghanistan accepts the commitment not to join military alliances like
the Baghdad Pact.

Concerning the issues of the Far East, one must stress the fact that the Afghans initially
didn’t want to mention the People’s Republic of China, and they proposed to confine themselves to
a general reference about the necessity of regulating the unsolved problems of Asia and the Far



East. Not until the final agreement on the wording of the joint declaration did they accept our
proposal to mention the People’s Republic of China and its rights explicitly.

The Afghans persistently stressed the difficult situation of Afghanistan in relation to the
questions of rebels and to the strained relations developing between India and Pakistan. They
pointed out that their position becomes even more difficult because, after Iran joined the Baghdad
Pact, relations between Iran and Afghanistan worsened and that the frontier with Iran is now
viewed by the Afghans as an “enemy” border. We spoke about supporting Afghanistan on the
question of rebels.

The Afghan statesmen posed the question of whether it would be possible to deliver Soviet
weapons to equip six or seven Afghan divisions, one tank brigade and one aircraft brigade. We
gave them our agreement in principle. As the Afghans were not able to present exact orders
towards us (which weapons and which amount), we agreed that the concrete negotiations should
not start until we receive the order.

We agreed in principle regarding some questions about Soviet-Afghan trade, which was
mentioned in the joint communiqué about economic questions.

Essentially after the visit of comrades Khrushchev and Bulganin in Afghanistan, one can
conclude that the leading Afghan statesmen are aware of the meaning of maintaining good
relations between Afghanistan and the Soviet Union. This fact was given expression through the
prolongation by 10 years of the signed 1931 treaty of neutrality and mutual non-aggression, now in
effect until 1966.

Drawing conclusions regarding the trip of comrades Khrushchev and Bulganin to India,
Burma, and Afghanistan, one can definitively state that it had a greatly positive meaning. This
positive meaning consists of

1) The immediate result, the agreement about a range of questions of political and economic
relations between the USSR and those countries, and either speeches or joint declarations
containing the general views of the governments of the USSR and the relevant countries
concerning the most important international issues.

2) The support [given] by the Soviet Union—representing the socialist countries—and its leading
statesmen to the countries in Asia and Africa in their struggle to gain and to consolidate their
independence. These factors have a great, positive influence towards the policies of the Asian and
African countries, strengthening their aspirations to become independent politically and
economically from the Western powers, particularly from the US and England; and these factors
consolidate the position of those groups in the countries of Asia and Africa, which want to express
the national interests of those states and resist attempts to integrate their countries in various
aggressive military alliances. Essentially, the results of the trip of comrades Khrushchev and
Bulganin to India, Burma, and Afghanistan contributed to the broadening and joining together of the
peace-loving countries, which is in accord with our joint task: the struggle for a further reduction of
international tensions and for consolidating peace.

Central Committee of the CPSU

1n December 1955, India reacted strongly to reference in a communique issued by Portuguese Foreign Minister
Paulo Cunha and US Secretary John Foster Dulles that made reference to “Portuguese provinces in the Far East.”
Nehru was concerned that this might include a hidden reference to Goa’s status, but was reassured by the American
ambassador summoned to explain that the US had always and continued to be against colonialism.
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liber di¢ Ergobnisse der Reise der Genossen Chruschtschow und Bulg
nach Indien, Burma und Arsganistan JOS Itiu~_

Wihrend des ganzen Aufenthalts 1ﬁ Indieh;:ﬁurmérhh&”A;ghaniéian
trmrde den Genossen Chruschtschow und Bulganin sowohl von.seiten der_;
offiziellen Xreise als auch von seiten der Bevilkerung dieser Lander
¢in gsehr herzlicher Empfong zuteil. Das trifft besonders auf Indien
zu, wo zu den Begesnungen und Xundgebungen oft Hunderttausende und
socar Millionen Menschen erschienen. Unsere Genossen gewannen die

feste Uberzeugung, daB des Volk spontan seine Achtung fur die SOWJet-

union und damit fir das ganze sozialistische Laser zum Ausdruck;

brachte, das konsequent fiir den Frieden und fﬁr(die RechteLGSerb-
hiingigen und koloniulen Vilker eintritt.




dnis entgegenbringt Es muB in diesem Zusammenhc.ng bastont .cidlen,
daB Nehru sauf unseren Vorschlag einging, sich in einem gemeinscmen
Kommunique fiir "kollektive Bemiihungen" der Staaten als Gegengcwicht
-zur Politik der Bildung von Milit&rblocks auszusprechen. Dicse Ti.nc
fand auch in den geaeinsamen sowjetisch-burmesischen und sowjctisch-

"afghanischen Erklirungen ihren Niederschlag.

Rehru sprach sich in den Unterredungen entschieden fiir dic Untcr-
stiitzung des Anspruchs der Volksrepublik China auf Taiwan und cuf dic
anderen chinesischen Kiisteninseln sowie zuch fiir die Unterstitzung
der Forderung aus, da8 die Volksrepublik China ihren rechtmiifiigen
Platz in der UN einnehmen soll. Es muB allerdings festgestellt werden,
daB die Vertreter Indiens (Pillai und andere) bei der Vorbereitun:
der semeinsamen Erklaruns ‘hartnickig au.t‘ einer Formulicrung bestanden,
1n er es hieB, da.B die. fernd s‘blichen Fragen "mit friedlichen Mitt¢ln"

gel t werden missen. Es vorsteht sich, daB wir eine solche Formu-
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‘ " Gy & Chruschtschow und Bulganin mit Nehru
g > tine P‘ L K

ei der endgdl‘b:lgen Verein'baning der Erklaruns Als Ergebnis dieser




mulierung in den Text der Erklérung hineinbrinsen wollten, die den -

Ameriltinern objektiv niitzt

Nearu stellte dic Fragz des Kominform und der Vérbiﬁdungen der
Kormunictischen Partei Indicns mit der Kommunistischen Partei der
Sow/jatunion. Er erklirte, daB er von den persdnlichen Verbindungen
¢iniger 1.itender Punktionire der Komministischen Partei Indiens mit
Uitarbeitern des ZK der KPASU sowie von dem grofen finanziellen Auf-

wand der Kommunistischen Partei Indiens Kenntnis habe.

Als Bceisniel wies er auf den 1951 erfolgten Besuch von vier

indisclhicn Kommunisten, 2crunter des Genossen Ghosch, in Moskau hin
und bemaericts dabei, ihm cei bekannt, daB diese Reise 1llegalen
Cherakter trug. Er erkldrte dazu wihrend des Gesprichs: "Warum muBten

ste ill:gal foahren? Die Rommunisten hédtten auch legal nach der' Union

fahren und um cin Visum ersuchen konnen. Wir hhtten ih.nen?' dae}"fisum

fir die Reise nach der Sowjetunion seseben.?’

Ferner erklirte Nehru: "Wir sehen, daB die. Kommunistiache Partei
Indiens iiber ihre Mittel lebt. Sie macht, gro.rse-Anacharrunganﬁ E5,.
entsteht bei uns die Frage: woher nehmen die Kommuniate@di:sﬁitt'e

flir dlesen grofen Aufwand?®



Nehru sprach zwar nicht offen davon, aber der Sinn seiner Froage-
stellung iiber das Kominform lief auf den Vorschlaz hincus, di. Jr-
'/ ganisation wie auch die Zeitung "Fiir dauerhaftsn Fricden, fir Voliki-

demokratie!" zu liquidicren.

Unsere Genossen wiesen dic Argunmcente Melirus in cntoorichond.

Porm zuriick. Auf dic Auferunien Nehrus lber die Vervindun -n .x in-

dischen Komrunisten nit dem ZK der KPASU sowie {iber cice Zeitun  in-
gehend orklérten sie, def3 die KPASU ihre Sympathic Ritym:di= cit & n
Hommunistsn dem anderen Linder nicht verheimlicht und doll d=s aurch-
aus keine Neuigkeit ist. Dicse Sympathic beruht beksonntlich: cufl idoo-
logischer Grundlage. Was ciec Titigikeit des Kominform betrifft, oo
vurde unsererseits besonders der Gedanke betont, daf dic Xommunisti-
schen und Arbeiterparteicn ein nicht geringercs Recht auf dic Bil:in;
ihrer eilgenen Organisationen haben vie zum Beispiel die soziclisti-
schen Parteien, die dic sogenennte "Sozialistische Internctionalce'

- grindeten, oder wie die Kapitalisten, die auch ihre internationclcn
L:Organisationcn schaffen.

Nehru hoérte die Argumente unscrer Genossen an und erklirte, <8
'j er unsere Position versteht, aber trotzdem Wert darcuf legt, deB wvi:

seinoe Meinung zu diesen Fragen kennenlernmen.

) Da die Fragestellung Nehrus iiber das Kominform offenbar auch nit
.den offiziellen Kreisen der westlichen Linder abgestimmt war und

fdicse Frnge in den wostlichen Lindern oft unfgeworfen wird, hielten




Wihrend ihres Aufenthalts in Indien lesten di- Genoasen Bulga-__
nin und Chruschtschow ¢ic Einstellung der Sowdetregierung zur, Goa-
frase und zur Kaschmirfrage dar, wobal sie die Position Indiens in
beiden Fragen unterstiitzlen. Das crvieckte einen sehr glinstigen Ein-
drucic, busonders bei der Gegeniiberstellung mit der Position der USA,

di¢ in der kiirzlichen Brklidrung Dulles-Cunha zum Ausdruck kem, in

wclehsr dic Anspriiche Portugals auf Goa unterstiitzt werden. i

i Micht alle offentlichen Erkliirungen unserer Genossen wurden von
Nehru und ibeirhuunt von den offiziellen Kreisen Indiens wohlwollend
mul wnom:'en. Uns ist belkernt, daf die Reden, in denen die Zukunft
Ados orruniomus und des Kepitalismus und zndere soziale Fragen be-

AT

ot vawden, sowie tuch die Reden, in denen die Kolorialpolitik der

wzoetlichion Linder - besonders Englands -~ verurteilt wurde, diesen
Kroiloen nicht imrer reficlen., Dafiic vurden diese Reden aber stets
beifiilliz von den bruiten freisen der Offentlichkeit sowohl in Indieng.

als zuch in Burmoe sufiencmiczn.
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() Bs mul feotiestellt weinden, dal xx wihrend des Aufenthalts der ;
i

Genossen Chruschyschow und Bulganin in Indien von seiten der ofﬁ.—

zicllen Pcrsénlichiceiten Zeinerlei Versuche unternommen wurden, in

e

dieser oder jener Form ihre Unzufriedenheit aus AnlaB dieser o‘der

dsner Rede zu Hubern. Auch von seiten Nehrus geb es keine ‘solchen |/

Vorsuclie., Mehrus Progtize und Autoritiit als Stastsmann hat sich 1m

T

Ergebnis des Aufenthzlts der Genossen Bulganin und Ghruachtachow 1n

Inticn angesicihts unserer wohlwollenden Erklarune;en uber die 'Y‘Au.Ben
2 L.tik Indiens und iiber Nehru als Staatsmann wesentlich ges 'tigt

Bova st Ce g ,.eam




die anderen offiziellen Persdnlichkeiten haben dann in der Folge

.

In"den Besp

rechungen mifyﬂbhrﬁfuﬁd éhderen offiziellen Persdn-

'1iéhkeiten Indiens wvurde ein Ubereinkommen iiber die Koordinic:ung

wirtschaftlicher Fragen erzielt. Dieses Uberetnkommen wurde dcnn
auch im gemsinsaren Kommmunique erwihnt. Es mu8 an dicser Stolle oy
vorgehoben werden, da8 wir der Bitte Indiens um Lieferung von .inar
Million Tonnen Eisenwalzgut sowie einigen andercn Winschen ottt e-
geben haben. Wir zoren dabei in Betracht, daf die USA und in_l.-nd

immer wieder versucuen, die Entwicklung der Besiciunon In"i rno sis
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der UdSSR, der Volicrepublik China sowie den cndiren LI
sozlalistischen Ligers zu stéren und zu dicsem Zoccl ouel Lo = Tl
liche Hebel ansebzzn (der Druck auf Indien durch oi.. sin-' Llan 0 5
Verkaufs von Erd6lproduikten, das Verspilechen, wirtschaftlicl.. "ill.
zu leisten, wenn Inlicn ouf 2ic Verstiziung, der Tasomenoeh 1400 1
den Lindern des soniuzlistiuchisn Lagers verzsiszhit b, w.u.).
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Wihrend des Aufenthinlts der ©nossen Chrucci.tochow und Tel - ni
in Burma fand mit U Nu und ander:n barmcesicchen Tl.iorn cia P oit. -
austausch sowohl iiber iie internationnlen Probleme als zuchr "bor i
Fragen der sovijeticch-burm:sischen Bezichun: en (haugtsﬁchlic; o
Handelsbeziehunsien) statt. Die burmcsiscihen Fihrer duwilcrten ihoe
Meinung zu den Grundproblemen (Abristung einscilig:ilich J.c 7. xbhour
der Atomwaffe, Einstellung zu den Militidrblocks, Zinschiitzun:: dur
Genfer Konferenzen u.a.), die mit unserer Position iibercinstim. t
oder ihr nahekommt, was denn seinen Ausdruck in der :ereinsemcn or-

klirung vom 6. Dezember 1955 fand.

In Voraussicht der Moglichkeit, daf U Mu aul die inncre Lage
Burmas in Verbindung mit dem Wirken der Kommunisten zu sprechein
komnt, eriklérten wir von Anfeng an, dzff wir die Fpa;cn der inn-ren
Lage in Burma nicht beriihren wollen, duf die Regelung der inncren
Fragen eine Angelegenheit der Burmesen selbst ist. Weder U Nu noch




Aufirrz der

Yohammed Daud un“__




Bagdad-Paktos

sof verdient dic
die Vol'isrcpublil:

auf einen allzzmeinen Hinweis auf dic Hotwendigkeit deo Ro_clung dox

ungeldstuen Fragen Asicns und ées Fernen Cstens suw Doools
bei der cendgiiltisen Vereinbarung des Wortlouts der . oiitinsinmoan si-
klarung akzcpti.rten sie unscren Vorschlag, direkt von dum Volioo: u-

blik China und ihren Reci:t n zZu zir:iciien.

Dic Afshaner betontzn irmver ~di:der Si. colvdl i Loeso ALY »lo-

tens im Zusairminhong nit der Puscihtunistinly Do unt it oo o0 n-

ten Reziociminsen, :lie sich zwiscliem Afzhanisten wnd Poiii-trn o
haben. Sie wiceon datei darauf nin, daol cicl: ihire Lize nocii 2’y

kompliziert, daf =zich ncch derm Boitritt & 5 Iven zus Po_'nl-P i och
die Bezichun;cn zwisciicn Afjlicnistan und Irun vereochl chtistun wn:
die Grenze mit Iran jstzt von den Afghanzrn ols "feindlichs" Cooonze

- ~

betrachtet wird. Wir cprichen uns fir dl. Usteoetitoun, o Porition

Afghanistans in der Puscrtunistanfrege cus.

Die afghanischen Staatsminner stelltcn die Pruge, ob os mi lich
sel, sowjetische Waffen fiir die Ausriistung von 6-7 ofyhanischen Divi-
sionen, einer Panzerbrigade und 2ines Luftuaffcnverbandes wu Lli.Zeon.
Es wurde ihnen eine prinzipieclle Zusicherung Zczeben. Da jedoch :ic
Afghaner keine genauen Bestellungen vorweisen konnten (vielche Waftfen
und in welcher Menge sie brauchen), so vurdc vereinbart, daf die kon-

kreten Verhandlungen nach Erhalt dieser Bestellung stattfinden sollen.

Es wurde eine »rinzipielle Vereinbarung zu cirigzen Fragen der

Entwicklung des sowjetisch-afghanischen Handels crzielt, wus dann such



renden afghonischen Staatsminner der Bedeutuns bewuﬂt sind, die die ¥
Aufrechterhaltung guter Beziehungen zwischen Afghanisten und der ; .
Sowjetunion het. Das fand insbesondere seinen Ausdruck in der Ver-
lin;erung des 1931 zbgeschlossenen Vertrags tiber Neutralitdt und
eienseitigen Nichtangriff um weitcre 10 Jahre, d.h. bis zum Jahr
1266,

“onn ran elso dac Fazit der Reise der Genossen Chruschtschow
und Pul;:nin nrch Indicn, Burme und Afghanistan zieht, so kann mit
N.ctinmtloit ges..;t -orden, dalr sie eine :;rofe jrositive Bedeutung
hotte. Disse Pedeutuns wird bestimmt: 1) Durch das unmittelbsre Er-

sbniz, durc: des (bereinkommen in einer Reihe Fragen der politischen
un’ it chiz ftliclien Bezichungen der UdSSR mit dicsen Ldandern, sovie
cucii durch <ic R:den und scmeinsamen Erklarungen, in denen die all-

reinen Auficscun. cn dcr Resieruns; der UAS3R und der Regierungen
Aor Jeeili_cn Linder zu den vichtissten internatioralen Problemen

Doat 3w lton sind; 2) Durch die Unterstiitzung, dic die Sowjetunion,
uilche Lls Rupriisentaht dsr soziclistischen Staczten Gberhaupt auf-
tret, durch ianre filhrenden Stectsminner den Lindern Asiens und
Afvikes in ihrem Xempf flir die Erringung oder Fectigung der Unab-
hiniizskeit zuteil werden 1liefi. Des alles iibt einen grofen positiven
EinfluZ cuf cis Politik der Linder Asiens und Afrikas aus, verstdrkt
iLr Steben nwch Befreiuns von der politischen und wirtschaftlichen
Abiinzizlicit von den Westmichten, vor allem von den USA und En-land,
ant I.ostist die Stelluny jener Kreise in den Liéndern Asiens und Afri
zas, dic die nction<len Interessen dicser Staaten zum Ausdruck
brinzen und siclhi den Versuchen widersetzen, ihre Lénder in aggressiv

Militirblocks der verschicdenen Art hineinzuziehen, Inssesamt gesehe
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_fbnieso dea Monthalta der Genossen Ohruachtschow und

Zusam'n'e'ﬁschluB der Front der friedliebenden Staaten beci, was im
Eihklana mit unserer gemeinsamen Aufgabe stelt: mit denm Kampf {ir
d_ie weltere Minderung der internationalen Spannungen unc fiir dic
L Festigung des Friedens.

Zentralkomitee
der KPASU




