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Relations with the West:
The Cold War

BEFORE AND AFTER THE PEACE TREATY WITH AUSTRIA

fter Stalin’s death we were left with an unsigned peace treaty with Austria.

Austria itself had not fought against us—that is, Austria in the sense of
the country that had previously existed. It had been annexed to Germany
before Hitler started the war against the USSR. After the defeat of fascism
Austria was reestablished as an independent country, and consequently a
separate peace treaty should be signed with it. I remember that, when Stalin
was still alive, negotiations on this matter were being conducted with the
Austrian government. All questions had been agreed on, so that the treaty
was ready for signing. But at the time when the draft treaty was prepared,
our relations with Tito became strained. More precisely, the question of
Trieste becoming part of Yugoslavia had not been resolved.

I don’t recall all the details now. But no peace treaty was signed with
Austria while Stalin was alive. It was left to us to resolve the problem. What
has stayed in my memory is that the difficulties connected with the signing
of the treaty had to do with Trieste. We thought that Trieste should become
part of the Yugoslav state, but the Western countries insisted that it should go
to Italy.! Then they agreed to make Trieste a “free city,” but still as a protec-
torate of Italy. Stalin would not agree to that, and so the peace treaty with
Austria was not signed, although there were no other problems that might
have prevented us from signing.

The outdated relations between Austria and the USSR were burdensome
to us. Our two countries were still formally in a state of war. As a result, con-
tacts between us could not develop normally. We didn’t have an embassy in
Vienna. Of course we didn’t especially need to have one because our troops
were present in Vienna. We still occupied a substantial part of Austria (one
fourth of the country, as I recall). Austria had been divided into four occu-
pation zones just like Germany. It was divided among the four occupying
powers—the United States, Britain, France, and the USSR. Berlin and Vienna
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RELATIONS WITH THE WEST: THE COLD WAR

were also divided into sectors [each under the control of one of the four
occupying powers].

We also owned property in Austria. These were factories that we managed
and where economic production went on. They had previously belonged
to German capitalists and were confiscated after the war. That also com-
plicated matters. We had to decide what to do about this property. Quite a
few workers were employed at these factories, although as a rule they were
not large factories, but more medium-sized or small. The technology and
equipment in these factories was outdated, and without modernization we
could not carry on production at a high economic level in order to earn
profits and guarantee the payment of high wages for labor. But as a socialist
country, owning property where Austrians were working, we had no alterna-
tive. It wouldn’t do for those workers to earn less than others who worked at
capitalist factories. So a fairly serious problem had arisen for us. We couldn’t
squeeze enough out of the antiquated machinery, and it was hard to compete
with the capitalists on that basis. They had experience in management, and
they had highly qualified and trained managerial, engineering, and technical
personnel. We brought the best people we could to those factories, but the
most prominent specialists left us to go work for the capitalist employers
because they were personally opposed to the socialist system.

We also encountered slowdown strikes. The Communist Party of Austria
did everything it could to smooth over relations between the workers and
our management if strains or conflicts arose. We succeeded in avoiding any
serious clashes over the question of piece rates and pay scales. But in general
the situation remained abnormal. We had to try to present a model of
economic activity at the socialist factories, to try to achieve a higher pro-
ductivity of labor on the basis of the most modern technology with a
smaller number of workers and less intensive physical labor. The problem
was that we could not run these enterprises sensibly at the existing technical
level. They had to be updated and modernized. New equipment needed to
be installed in the factories. They had to be reequipped with new machine
tools and with new, updated technology in general.

Doubts arose in our minds. Did we really need to have our own property
in Austria? After all, public opinion might form a negative impression,
comparing the conditions of labor at factories belonging to a socialist govern-
ment with working conditions at modern capitalist factories equipped with
the latest technology, where the conditions existed for production at a high
level. We were not in any hurry to invest capital in reequipping our factories,
because we had doubts about the expediency of such actions. Perhaps it would
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BEFORE AND AFTER THE PEACE TREATY WITH AUSTRIA

be worth our while to get rid of these properties altogether, to sell these
factories to the Austrian government. I don’t remember who this idea
occurred to first, but gradually we were all won over to this point of view,
and we leaned more and more toward selling our factories in Austria.

We were also concerned about the continued presence of Soviet troops in
Austria. After all, we were engaged in an intensive campaign to promote
peaceful coexistence among countries with differing social systems. And that
meant we also advocated the withdrawal of troops from foreign territories.
Yet it turned out that we ourselves had troops in Austria, which had not
been an initiator of the war. The victorious powers—including the Soviet
Union—had a special attitude toward Austria. But there was no peace treaty,
our commandant was sitting in Vienna, and we were maintaining the insti-
tutions of occupation. This gave rise to disputes with the population and
with government officials, although on the whole the population treated us
well. T don’t recall receiving any reports of hostile attitudes on the part of
Austrians toward our Soviet troops. And our troops conducted themselves
properly; they didn’t interfere in the internal affairs of the Austrian republic,
but simply went about their business. Their activity provoked no objections
and caused no strains. Nevertheless we understood that the presence of
foreign troops on someone’s territory was not viewed as a gift from God. It
was a measure we had been forced to take as a result of the war. But the war
had been over for quite a few years; still, we couldn’t seem to solve this problem
of officially acknowledging the end of the war and concluding a peace treaty.
We had no substantial reasons not to sign the peace treaty with Austria.

Stalin himself had raised this question quite a few times. No one could
bring up such questions other than Stalin—except perhaps Molotov, as long
as he remained foreign minister of the USSR, that is, before Vyshinsky?
replaced him in 1949. Stalin said: “There’s no point in our not signing a
peace treaty. Why have we put off signing it? To act this way because of
Trieste makes no sense, because, after all, that no longer exists as a problem.”
Stalin no longer wanted Trieste to become part of Yugoslavia because he
was incredibly embittered and angry toward Tito. He was even ready to
start a war against Yugoslavia. I think that he had already thought up
something or other along those lines, although I never heard any direct
conversations about a military attack on Yugoslavia. But immediately after
the break with Tito, Stalin began sending our agents into Yugoslavia and
making a show of force. There were discussions on this subject at Stalin’s
dacha among Politburo members, but these matters were not discussed at
any official session.
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RELATIONS WITH THE WEST: THE COLD WAR

In that period of Stalin’s life no major official sessions were held. What
did we mean by an official session? One where a secretariat was elected,
where minutes were kept, where questions were brought up and discussed,
where there was an exchange of opinions, and a decision was made or a
resolution adopted. There was nothing like that. Stalin was the omnipotent
God, surrounded by archangels and angels, to whom he might listen if he
decided to. But the main thing was that they should listen to him and do
what he said, whatever he wanted. That’s how all questions were decided,
and everyone in our country had become accustomed to that, both in the
“upper echelons” and among the people. There were no complaints. Now
and then, on one or another question, someone would express his own
opinion. Stalin might take that opinion into account, but usually he would
bark at the person rather rudely, as much as to say: “Who do you think you
are, getting into this? You don’t understand anything about this question!”
He decided everything as he thought necessary, and his decisions were made
official through the apparatus of the USSR Council of Ministers or the
party Central Committee. All international questions were handled in the
same way and were passed along through the Ministry of Foreign Affairs via
Molotov and later via Vyshinsky. The result would be that some note or
official statement would be issued by the foreign ministry or a campaign
would be “whipped up” in the newspapers through TASS [the telegraph
agency—that is, news service—of the Soviet Union]. In short, the levers of
government were put into operation to influence events in the necessary
direction in the light of Stalin’s understanding of any question, and documents
would be prepared to address a chosen subject or to address a particular
country that Stalin wanted to attack or defend.

When Stalin died, our ship of state was sailing along the same old course,
even though all of us felt that it was not normal. In regard to the peace treaty
with Austria, the idea also occurred to me that it was time to put an end to
the matter. Molotov, who again became foreign minister [in 1953 after
Stalin’s death], displayed no initiative on this question, and I decided to take it
on myself. But first I had an exchange of opinions with Mikoyan® because I
considered him an experienced and intelligent man. It was interesting to
exchange ideas with him and sometimes to argue on questions of international
politics or domestic problems.

I asked Mikoyan: “Anastas Ivanovich, what’s your view of the question of
signing a peace treaty with Austria?” It turned out that he was thinking
along the same lines as I. I don’t remember if I consulted with Malenkov
then, but a conviction was formed in my mind that we could no longer limit
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BEFORE AND AFTER THE PEACE TREATY WITH AUSTRIA

ourselves to mere talk and keep dragging things out, that the abnormality
should be eliminated, that a peace treaty with Austria should be signed
quickly and our troops should be withdrawn from that country. That would
untie our hands and free us to develop a campaign at the top of our voices
against the military bases of the United States, which had sent its troops to
all the different continents and countries and was pursuing an aggressive
policy as world policeman in relation to countries within its sphere of
influence, maintaining military bases on their territories. For us to speak at
full volume and seek to organize public opinion throughout the world to
fight against this situation, we ourselves needed to withdraw our troops
from foreign territories. This meant Austria first of all. Germany was a special
situation. Austria had been dragged into the war, whereas Germany had
taken the initiative in going to war.

I approached Molotov, asking him: “Vyacheslav Mikhailovich, what’s
your view of signing a peace treaty with Austria? It would seem that we
ought to start negotiating with the Austrian government, work out the
details, and sign such a treaty.” I didn’t expect the reaction I got. Molotov
reacted very sharply against my proposal. He argued that we could not sign
a peace treaty as long as we had differences with the United States over
Trieste. I said to him: “We need to come to some sort of resolution and
remove these obstacles. You know that yourself. There’s no point referring
to Stalin, because during the last year of his life he frequently raised the
question of signing a peace treaty with Austria.” Stalin had raised this ques-
tion at a time when Molotov was no longer one of the people constantly in
Stalin’s presence.

After the Nineteenth Party Congress Molotov was generally excluded
from Stalin’s inner circle. Stalin not only refused to talk to him, but in general
would not tolerate his presence. At first Molotov continued to show up at
Stalin’s dacha, of his own accord, without being invited, as though out of
force of habit. Some of us, older members of the Politburo, helped out in
this, and we wanted to reconcile the two of them, but Stalin warned us
harshly that we should stop pulling our tricks and not make these arrange-
ments any more. How else could Molotov have known when and where we
were meeting and come without an invitation [if we weren’t informing
him]. So we stopped letting Molotov and Mikoyan know where and when
we were gathering with Stalin. They stopped coming to his place, and a
complete break occurred between Stalin and them. That’s why I assumed
that Molotov might not know about Stalin’s new point of view in regard to
the peace treaty with Austria, a view he held during the last months of his
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RELATIONS WITH THE WEST: THE COLD WAR

life. My guess is, however, that even before the Nineteenth Party Congress,
when Stalin was still communicating with Molotov, he probably commented
on the need to eliminate the state of war between the USSR and Austria.

So then, Molotov objected sharply. It’s generally known that he was a
harsh, abrupt person. When he was convinced that he was right, he could be
not only sharp but unrestrained. His harshness was never expressed in an
insulting form, but in the impassioned attitude he took, the conviction that
he was right. Things should be decided precisely the way he thought! Was it
possible that he was still thinking in the old way, that other people were
sticking their noses into his business, into foreign policy? It was as though
he were saying: “I was a political leader long before you stepped onto this
path. I have traveled a long road as minister of foreign affairs. How many times
have I met and conducted negotiations with major government leaders
from other countries on all sorts of questions decisive to the life of our
country? And now after Stalin’s death, you won’t listen to me, and you’re
trying to impose your ideas, which are incorrect and harmful.”

I said to him again: “Vyacheslav Mikhailovich, try to listen calmly. I don’t
understand your arguments. They’re not convincing to me. I repeat, we have
to think about signing a peace treaty with Austria” At that time I was
already first secretary of the party’s Central Committee, and what I had to
say carried a lot of weight. My very position obliged me now to show some
initiative, and I began to insist: “I don’t understand the delay. There’s no
longer any question of obstacles now.” By then the problem of Trieste had
been worked out with Yugoslavia. Tito had abandoned his claim to Trieste,
agreeing that Trieste should become part of Italy. As I recall, Yugoslavia
had already signed some sort of treaty to that effect.* Thus for all practical
purposes the problem had been solved. There was no longer any basis for
the argument we had once used for not signing a treaty with Austria. The
governments chiefly concerned in this matter had made an agreement
among themselves. And of course Molotov knew that. But such behavior
was typical of him. He was like a clockwork mechanism. Once it had been
wound up it would keep going as long as the wheels and gears kept turning,
until the entire wound-up spring had unwound. He was a very stiff and
awkward man, quite inflexible in his thinking.

I continued: “Comrade Molotov, you can’t take this kind of approach to
solving problems! It looks as though we’re being as stubborn as an ox on
this question. But there is no problem. The problem has been removed; it no
longer exists. The countries that had an interest in this question have come
to an agreement among themselves. How can we now take the kind of posi-
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BEFORE AND AFTER THE PEACE TREATY WITH AUSTRIA

tion we did in Stalin’s time, saying that we wouldn’t sign a peace treaty with
Austria unless Trieste became part of Yugoslavia? Yugoslavia has dropped
any claim to Trieste, and are we supposed to be against that?” But none of
this helped. We had to solve the problem in spite of the position taken by
the foreign minister of the USSR. This sounds so unbelievable nowadays
that people, when they read my memoirs, might have their doubts, but I
swear on the Bible, as religious believers used to say when they were assert-
ing the truth of their words. I am not a religious believer, and the Bible is
not an authority for me. I never did recognize it as an authority even before
I joined the party. I always was an atheist. But among the people it was cus-
tomary to use this as an expression of the truth of their words.

But it’s not a question of how convincingly I swear to my arguments. Any
person with common sense could simply say: “Khrushchev apparently has a
poor memory and that’s why he’s attributing this sort of heresy to Molotov.
But Molotov was no fool. How could he defend a heretical position like
that?” Unfortunately, everything was as I have said. Previously I had a great
deal of respect for Molotov. When Stalin was alive, Molotov was, in my eyes,
a courageous and principled person who sometimes raised his voice in
opposition to Stalin’s views, and in doing so he more than once sided with
me when Stalin vented his hot temper against me. And the opposite also
happened [that is, I spoke up in defense of Molotov].

Also, in 1939 when I was working in Ukraine, Vyacheslav Mikhailovich
[Molotov] tried to persuade me to come work for the USSR Council of
People’s Commissars as his deputy. He had been working for a number of
years as chairman of the Council of People’s Commissars. I tried to persuade
him against that proposal. He turned to Stalin and convinced Stalin. Stalin
agreed with him. My final argument then was the only one that had an
effect. I said that it didn’t make sense to transfer me because war was
approaching and could break out at any time. I was already familiar with
Ukraine and Ukraine was used to me, but if a new person came, what would
be the sense of it? Difficulties would arise for someone who didn’t yet know
the republic. Stalin agreed with me and said: “All right, drop it. Khrushchev
is right. Let him stay where he is.” That’s what relations were like between
Molotov and me. Later, after the Twentieth Party Congress, our relations
took a different turn, but [ was not the initiator; I am not to blame for that.

Within our circle, over the course of time, working together with Molotov,
we had already become accustomed to the harshness of his opinions. But
I would be cautious about using the term tupost (dimwittedness, thick-
headedness). Stalin tried to foist this characterization of Molotov on us. He
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RELATIONS WITH THE WEST: THE COLD WAR

would fly into a rage when he had verbal skirmishes with Molotov, and that
word would come up as his final argument [that is, he would call Molotov
thick-headed]. Sometimes we agreed with Stalin to some extent. Of course
such a question was never discussed openly between Stalin and us, but
sometimes Molotov really did display incredible stubbornness almost to the
point of thick-headedness. And that’s how things were on the question of
Austria. I realized that I was not going to succeed in reaching agreement
with Molotov, so I made this proposal: “Let’s present the problem to the
Central Committee Presidium. We’ll discuss it and consider your point of
view. You should state it there. But we must decide the question because we
can’t keep putting it off. It will only do us harm to postpone signing the
treaty. That would not benefit our international policy, nor would it help
improve our relations with Austria and the Austrian people.”

Molotov again began to argue that we should continue our former policy.
But for how long? Until when? He no longer mentioned Trieste. That argu-
ment had fallen by the wayside. After all, people would have said to us: “Please,
what business is this of yours? The question of Trieste concerns two countries,
Italy and Yugoslavia. They have reached agreement, so why are you sticking
your nose into this business?” And we would have had nothing to reply.

I asked Molotov: “Do you think it’s necessary for us to maintain our posi-
tions in Vienna and on Austrian territory for the purpose of starting a war
more easily?”

He said: “No, that’s not what [ want.”

But the only possible remaining objection would have been preparation
for a war. If we were preparing for war, of course we should not sign a peace
treaty with Austria. Thus our troops would remain on Austrian territory,
and from Vienna we would be close to Italy and the borders of other West-
ern countries that formerly had been our allies but now had become our
adversaries. Such arguments would have had some weight. Why withdraw
our troops and then have to shed blood to regain those positions? We
already held good positions from which to strike a military blow.

But Molotov’s reply was: “No, I don’t want a war.”

I said: “Well, if you don’t want one, and I don’t want one either—since
neither of us is posing such an objective—I suggest we sign a peace treaty.”

In the draft treaty both we and our former allies in the fight against Hitler
undertook to withdraw our troops from Austrian territory. In doing this we
hoped to create a milder climate in international relations, to strengthen our
positions in the international arena in the struggle to preserve the peace, the
campaign for peaceful coexistence. By displaying initiative and demonstrating
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good will, we wanted to win over more supporters and allies in the struggle
against aggressive forces. Our main opponent then was the United States. I
would not say that the French, for example, displayed such aggressive zeal.
The United States used the so-called Soviet bogeyman to frighten French
public opinion and to frighten people in other countries, claiming that we
supposedly wanted to conquer the world. I repeated to Molotov: “If you are
not pursuing the aim of starting a war, the most intelligent thing to do is put
an end to the surviving remnants of World War II, if only on the territory of
Austria, and sign a peace treaty.” But he would have none of it!

We presented the question at a session of the Central Committee Presidium
and discussed it from all angles. Molotov expressed his point of view, and I
expressed mine. I had spoken about this earlier more than once with other
members of the Presidium. Molotov had, too, and therefore our different
points of view were well known. But I had had a more detailed exchange of
opinions with Mikoyan before the session, and he was the first to support
me. | have already said that I respected Mikoyan’s penetrating mind. On
problems of relations between states, he had accumulated a great deal of
experience. Stalin had sent him abroad many times. For my part, I had no
experience of international contacts. Both I and many others, after Stalin’s
death, found ourselves in the position, if one may put it this way, of the
character Dunka in the play Lyubov Yarovaya. In that play she was getting
ready to make her first trip to Europe.®> Within our circle Mikoyan was the
Dunka who had already been to Europe, and to America. That’s why I con-
sidered it necessary to take his opinion into account on one or another
question. Most often his views and mine coincided.

At last we all came to agreement that a peace treaty should be signed. The
appropriate documents were drawn up. Discussions were begun with the
Austrian government. Before we spoke out publicly, we coordinated our posi-
tion with leaders of the other socialist countries through diplomatic channels.
The signing of a peace treaty with Austria was a matter of interest to all of
them, although it directly affected only Hungary and Yugoslavia. We no
longer had fraternal contacts with Yugoslavia. Stalin had broken them off.°
As for Hungary, it was our ally and friend, but on the other hand there were
no territorial disputes between Hungary and Austria. There were, however,
territorial disputes between Yugoslavia and Austria concerning certain small
territories claimed by Yugoslavia.” In our foreign policy we had taken account
of these Yugoslav claims against Austria—before the conflict with Tito—and
of course we had supported those claims. However, that did not concern us
now, because Yugoslavia no longer looked to the USSR to defend its interests.
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I forgot to say that we also informed the Communist Party of Austria on
this matter. We told them our considerations in detail, so that the Com-
munist Party of Austria would be thoroughly prepared for the withdrawal
of our troops and for the full attainment of independence by Vienna. We
assured them that we were signing the peace treaty and withdrawing our
troops only on the condition that the other countries, which, like us, were
occupying powers on Austrian territory, would also withdraw their troops.
Not only did the leadership of the Communist Party of Austria have no
objections; we found a complete understanding of our position by them.
The Austrian Communists said to us: “After the withdrawal of Soviet troops
from Austria we will be stronger. Right now we are being blamed for all
sorts of things. We are accused of relying on the armed forces of the Soviet
Union and not really being a party of the working class that takes its own
independent position, that we serve only as agents of the USSR, carrying
out its orders.” We were pleased with this reaction because we wanted the
Communist Party of Austria to understand that we did not want to strike a
blow that would hurt it politically.

We took the measures I have mentioned through diplomatic channels
and entered into negotiations with the Austrian government to prepare for
the signing of the treaty. Some time went by between our raising of the
question and our finally coming to agreement on all points. But eventually
all paths were cleared of obstacles and we got down to specific negotiations.
I don’t remember now what the minor details of the matter were. Such
things always occur when a document is being agreed to point by point.
The only thing I remember is a question that was fundamental for us: that
Austria should undertake the obligation to pursue a policy of neutrality, of
nonalignment with any military bloc, not allowing its territory to be used
for any kind of military bases. We referred to the examples of Switzerland
and Sweden, stating that Austria should declare that it would follow their
example in adhering to neutrality. I cannot say now whether that formula-
tion was written into the document or whether there was just a personal
understanding that the example of those two countries would be followed.

Austria did not accept this position immediately. Its representative
argued that the Austrian republic was not about to go to war and had no
thought of such a thing, that in its policies it would be guided by peaceful
aspirations and would establish good relations with all countries, but it did
not want to take on an official obligation. In the early stages of the negotia-
tions the Austrian side displayed a reserved attitude. It was not so much that
they were openly opposed, but they were being cautious. Finally Vienna
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agreed, and then a text was drafted that was mutually approved by the two
governments through their foreign ministries.

The Austrian government at that time was headed by Julius Raab,? leader
of the main capitalist party, but it was not a homogeneous government; it
was a coalition government that included the Social Democrats. The Social
Democrats had fewer seats in the Austrian parliament, but they were a sub-
stantial force. The Social Democrat Bruno Kreisky® was the vice-premier. I
met with him more than once. He came to Moscow when we were com-
pleting the negotiations on the peace treaty, but Raab was the one who
signed the peace treaty in Moscow. Here in Moscow, when we met with the
government delegation from Austria at the highest level, the final “pressures
were put on” regarding the question of neutrality. Raab agreed, and the
Social Democrats, through their vice-premier, had already expressed support
for this position earlier.

In general the Social Democrats took an understanding attitude toward our
position. I don’t remember any opposition from them; not even a negative
nuance has remained in my memory. Apparently they had talked everything
over among themselves ahead of time, and they presented a united front in
discussions with us. There was no sense of any disagreement among them.
In the personal conversations that I and other leaders of the Soviet govern-
ment had separately with Raab and his vice-premier, we also had a sense of
their complete unity on the question of signing a peace treaty. Our discus-
sions proceeded in a friendly atmosphere. My attitude toward Raab was one
of respect. He was a capitalist, but he had a flexible mind. He not only
understood the necessity of tolerating the existence of the Soviet Union as
a socialist state (and of course that didn’t depend on him), but in general
he didn’t display the kind of intolerance that Churchill and other big shots
of the capitalist world displayed. Of course he remained a capitalist, and his
sentiments were opposed to Communism and to Marxist-Leninist theory;
however, he had reconciled himself to the existence of differing social
systems and took a fairly flexible approach in the negotiations in regard to
solving problems that were of interest to both governments. When we
finally came to agreement, Raab and his vice-premier were literally beaming.
At last they had achieved full independence, and all foreign troops would be
removed from Austria.

Before we met with the Austrian delegation we had to conduct negotia-
tions with the United States, France, and Britain about their adherence to
this peace treaty. They should also agree to remove their troops and, most
important, to recognize Austria’s commitment to neutrality. That was our
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fundamental demand. Negotiations began. It has stuck in my memory that
in the early phase not everything went smoothly. As I recall, the United States
took the position that the commitment we were demanding [on neutrality]
was an imposition on the Austrian government, as though we were depriving
Austria of its independence in making governmental decisions. However, we
argued that a neutrality clause would be useful because Austria was a small
country and its geographical position was such that it would find it more
advantageous to maintain neutrality and thereby preserve its independence.
A neutral Austria could create conditions for contacts with all countries that
wanted to have diplomatic relations with it,'* and it could establish economic
relations on a commercial basis. Furthermore, the neutrality clause would
protect Austria from making any other agreements that actually might
violate its sovereignty, transforming it into a springboard for foreign armed
forces. Raab and other members of the Austrian government were quick to
understand this point, and since they agreed with us, that made it easier to
defend our point of view in negotiations with the United States, Britain, and
France. Finally our former allies also agreed.

I thought then, and I still think today, that this was a great victory for us
on the international arena. We leaders of the Soviet government were very
pleased that it was precisely on our initiative that an agreement had been
reached among the great powers on such a complicated and important
question. So that those who read this text will better understand my per-
sonal feelings, they should keep in mind that Stalin, at the first opportunity,
and whenever conversations about relations between the USSR and the
capitalist world came up, kept telling us that we were like little kittens or
helpless calves; we didn’t understand anything, and the foreigners would twist
us around their little fingers; we would give in to their pressure. He never once
expressed any confidence that we could represent the socialist state in a
worthy manner and defend its interests in the international arena, stand up
for our interests without doing any harm to ourselves, and establish relations
between governments on an equal basis so as to strengthen peace.

Austria turned out for me, and for all of us, to be a trial balloon, a demon-
stration of the fact that we were capable of conducting complex negotiations
and carrying them through successfully. We defended the interests of the
socialist countries and forced the capitalist countries that were pursuing
an aggressive police to agree with our position, sign the peace treaty with
Austria, and withdraw their troops from that country. As a result it became a
neutral country and officially proclaimed its neutrality. This commitment
was undertaken not only by a declaration of the administration in power; the
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declaration was also approved by the Austrian parliament. Inwardly my
colleagues and I celebrated our victory. Dunka’s trip to Europe had proved to
be a success. It was a demonstration that we were capable of orienting ourselves
in international affairs without Stalin’s guidance and instructions. To put it
in a colorful way, in our international policy we had now changed from the
short pants of boyhood into the trousers of grown men. Our successful
debut was recognized not only in the USSR but in other countries as well,
which was also of great importance. We were feeling our strength.

But that was not all. There was another aspect. After all, things that had
happened under Stalin were regarded as manifestations of wisdom, including
Stalin’s abuses of power and the snuffed-out lives of so many honest people,
as well as our lack of preparedness for war. During Stalin’s lifetime and
immediately after his death, all that was considered a manifestation of
wisdom. Even the killing of people was considered a work of “genius.” Here
this man of genius had been able to detect enemies of the people, while
others, who were some sort of poor sucklings, wet behind the ears, were not
able to detect them. We even thought of ourselves that way under Stalin. It
was only later that we found out in full measure that what was involved was
really not wisdom at all but the carefully calculated measures of a despot,
who had managed to instill in the minds of many, many people that Lenin
didn’t really understand, that he didn’t know how to pick people, and so
virtually everyone who headed the country after Lenin’s death turned out to
be an enemy of the people. Unfortunately, we believed this nonsense. Even
today some hardheaded people remain who hold the same position, who
pray to the idol of Stalin, the murderer of the flower of the Soviet people.
Molotov reflected this point of view from the Stalin era most distinctly and
prominently. If all that is kept in mind, the signing of the peace treaty with
Austria [in May 1955]'! was at the same time a step toward reexamining our
own positions on the question of Stalin’s role. And as everyone knows, we
did reexamine that question.

I am now dictating my memoirs and reviewing in my thoughts all the
events that occurred. From today’s standpoint, many things that happened
seem simply unbelievable. If I had not been a participant in those events,
and often an initiator of events, it would be hard for me to imagine how
things went. But I am not exaggerating one bit. I am only telling what I
saw with my own eyes and stating it literally. I want our descendants to
understand how we lived, what difficulties we encountered, and how we
overcame them, and I want to illustrate this with particular individuals and
particular facts.
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Of course minor and insignificant facts or details remain in my memory
together with the most important ones. For example, I remember the following
episode. After our negotiations with the Austrians, we were all sitting together
at dinner. Raab was sitting next to me. After dinner an announcement was
made that coffee would be served. According to the European tradition,
liqueur or cognac was always served with coffee. Raab was a corpulent man
with a large face and a round head. We conversed about trifles over coffee. The
important things had already been agreed on. I said to him: “Mr. Raab, this is
the first time in my life that I have had the occasion to sit next to a capitalist.
When I was a worker I did meet with representatives of the capitalists. We had
strikes at the companies where I worked. And I enjoyed the confidence of my
fellow workers and was included in the committee that led the strikes and
negotiated with the management. And so I did meet face to face with repre-
sentatives of the capitalists. The owners of the companies were too important
to participate. They lived in Saint Petersburg or somewhere else and we never
saw them. But now here I am sitting at the same table with a real live capitalist.
And, as they say, ‘T can reach out and touch him.”

Raab laughed. He and the others present understood that I was joking. He
answered: “Mr. Khrushchev, what you say is right. Of course I am a capitalist,
although a small one, a very small one.”

I said: “Yes, you're a Kleinburger, a small capitalist, but still you are a capitalist.
You employ workers. They work for you. And I, too, am a worker. If I was an
Austrian, maybe I'd be one of your workers.”

Raab said: “But look at this, even we can arrive at an agreement. The
capitalist and the worker have come to an agreement, and together they are
doing a good thing.” It all ended with a friendly toast.

I was also pleased by the conversation with Raab’s vice-premier, Kreisky.
You could talk simply with him. He himself came from a working-class
background, as I recall, but he was what you call a skilled worker, from the
“aristocracy of labor.” I also remember him joking.

I said to him: “I support the ideas of your boss, the small capitalist
Mr. Raab!”

He replied to me: “Comrade Khrushchev (he was addressing me of course
as a comrade in the working-class movement), do you know what a Raab is?”

I said: “No.”

“Do you like Raab?”

“Yes, together with him we’re doing a good thing, one that is useful for
our nations and the entire world.”

»

“In Russian Raab means vorona [that is, ‘crow’]
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Raab looked at him and smiled.

I responded: “Well, what of it? We’re doing a good thing with this ‘crow.
Won’t you join us?”

Kreisky replied: “Of course, I fully support you both.”

These jokes demonstrated our mutual sympathy and the relaxed nature
of relations that had been established. In general Raab left a good impres-
sion as a capitalist who understood Austria’s position and the importance of
the Soviet Union and its role in world affairs and evaluated that correctly.
That too was of importance to us. After all, it’s always more pleasant to deal
with a person who understands you.

After signing the peace treaty with Austria we felt more than ever the
need to eliminate the properties we had there. This was further complicated
for us by the fact that we had to consider the interests of the Communist
Party of Austria (CPA). Some of its activists worked at our factories, and
naturally they enjoyed influence there and had our support. We didn’t
know what attitude the Austrian comrades would take toward our inten-
tions, whether they would understand us correctly, whether they might
insist that we maintain our properties there as a base from which they
could expand their activities. We told the leadership of the CPA about our
intentions and what prompted us to make such a decision: maintaining
those factories at the existing level of technology would make it impossible
to ensure payment of appropriately high wages. If wages at our factories
were lower than at those working on a capitalist basis, that would tend to
discredit the socialist system and do harm to the political activity of the
CPA. On the other hand, we could keep running those factories at a loss to
ourselves, which was also unacceptable. We asked that the Austrian comrades
understand us correctly. The representatives of the CPA agreed with our
arguments and supported our decision.

Then we established contact with Austrian government bodies and began
negotiations on selling the factories. What would the Austrian government’s
attitude be toward this? In my opinion, it took an ambiguous attitude. On
the one hand, it was interested in our selling the factories and in general
wanted to see us disappear from Austrian soil, including the people on our
staffs who ran the factories. I'm talking about the representatives of the
bourgeois parties. The Social Democrats also had an interest in acquiring
our factories in Austria. But in this case they had their own special reasons.
As we found out later, the Social Democrats wanted these factories to
remain state-owned, and not be privatized. I find it hard to draw any con-
clusion as to what advantage they could derive from this. It’s possible that
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they expected Social Democratic managers to be installed in those factories
and that their people would be employed there. Possibly they thought they
could derive some material advantages for their party from these factories.
All this is just supposition on my part. At any rate, the Social Democrats also
expressed an interest in buying the factories from the Soviet Union.

I don’t remember now what sum we agreed on, but it was not large. And so
we sold those factories and liquidated the property we formerly owned in
Austria. No property of ours remained in Vienna other than the building
where our embassy was located, a solid, high-quality building. Besides that,
our ambassador had a place in the country, also a nice place. Later when I was
a guest of the Austrian government, on a day off I visited our ambassador
there, a very polite man who was also a skilled diplomat and a firm Com-
munist.’> When we relinquished our control of these factories in Austria, this
action brought even more public sympathy toward us, including from those
who took a capitalist view of things. They regarded this as a sign that the
Russians were serious about leaving and had no desire to interfere in Austria’s
internal affairs. Yet we never had engaged in anticapitalist activity in Austria,
either organizationally or propagandistically. After all, the form of govern-
ment and the social order in any country is the internal affair of its people.
Meanwhile the Communist Party continued to exist there. We withdrew
from Austria, confident that Marxist propaganda would not cease, but the
promotion of Marxist ideas would not be done by us but by the Communist
Party that had its roots in the Austrian people.

We received information from the CPA through our embassy. The leaders
of that party had no regret that we had sold the factories. They now had the
opportunity to develop their propaganda more broadly at those factories
from a purely class standpoint. Previously they had been in an ambiguous
position. For example, if the workers were dissatisfied, should they lead them
in a strike? Or if the bureaucratic factory managers were acting like fools?
Bureaucratic distortions exist in the factories or businesses of all countries.
I remember in 1931 when I was working in Moscow as the secretary of the
party’s Bauman district committee, we had some really serious strikes. And
later on there were slowdowns at a number of factories, even after the Great
Patriotic War, including some that were quite unpleasant. They were brought
about either by low wages or by bureaucratic distortions and occurred most
often when new piece rates or wage scales were being introduced. Such cam-
paigns [setting new piece rates and wage scales] are carried out in our country
every year, and they always cause tensions and strained attitudes among the
workers toward the management. I don’t think such changes are introduced
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smoothly everywhere even today. Everything depends on the intelligence of
the leaders or managers and the influence of the party organization.

Of course it’s no longer 1931 now! But back when we first introduced the
NEP [in 1921 and after] many strikes occurred. New piece rates were set, and
it seemed as though the former egalitarianism'® was being abolished, and as
a result workers with large families ended up receiving practically nothing.
It was a difficult time, especially for those with many children. There was
one incident where the workers of the Trekhgornaya textile mill'* went on
strike. Mikhail Ivanovich Kalinin'® went to talk with them. They themselves
had demanded that he come. They cried out: “Send Kalinych!” I personally
know what that was like. After the civil war, when I returned to the mines
where I had previously worked, [Yegor Trofimovich] Abakumov'® and I
also went to talk to the miners who had gone on strike. They gave us hell
[literally, “put us under a hail of nuts”] even though they knew us inside
out. They knew Abakumov and me thoroughly, like they knew themselves.
After all, we had worked with them before the revolution at that very mine.
Anyhow, the striking workers greeted Kalinin with a great racket and
uproar: “You don’t know what our lives are like. Nowadays you’re the ‘village
elder’ of the Soviet Union.!” That’s how things are for you, but how about
us? You should be in our shoes for a while!” Others said: “What’s the use of
talking to him? Look at him. His boots have no holes or scuffs, his shirt is
new, and he has everything he needs. Probably he’s had lunch and he’s had
something to drink.”

Mikhail Ivanovich didn’t lose his head. He said: “Yes, I’ve had lunch, and
I had a little glass of something, and my boots are new. But what would you
prefer? Would you want me, a man who represents the Soviet Union, the
village elder of our country, to walk around in pants with holes in the seat
and my rear end showing through? You want me to walk around in bast
slippers instead of boots? Wouldn’t you be ashamed then? You can’t afford
to feed and dress one leading representative of your country, its village
elder? What kind of government would that be?” Other voices began calling
to order those who had been shouting complaints and insults. They said:
“What Mikhail Ivanovich says is right.” But the others wouldn’t subside, the
ones being called to order. They said: “But what about this, Mikhail, our
families are not on an equal footing. It’s one thing for a bachelor and
another for a man with a family. I have so many mouths to feed, and there’s
only one of me working!” That was a very severe problem at the time. I also
encountered that problem frequently, especially in 1922 when I returned
from the Red Army.
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Kalinin answered: “Well, after all, that’s your business. Those are your
children. You fathered them, so you’ve got to feed them!” Some of the workers
began to laugh at that point, but others got angry. One worker refused to
give in. He said: “You say I fathered them. Well, everybody does that. There’s
no kerosene for lamps. It’s dark at night, and so that’s what I do. You can’t
read in the dark. And then children are the result. You have to feed them,
but we aren’t paid hardly anything” Again everyone laughed. Mikhail
Ivanovich kept up his end in this exchange of fire, defending himself against
his attackers. Another worker yelled: “Hey, what are you trying to reason
with him for? He’s an old man. What does he understand about these
things? We’re young still, but for him that’s all beside the point!” Kalinin
said: “What do you mean-—old? Who says I don’t understand these things?
I still know my way around when it comes to that.” Again there was general
laughter. Finally Kalinin convinced the workers, and they agreed to go back
to work. [He explained that] not enough goods were being produced to
satisfy the needs of all blue-collar and white-collar workers. Therefore it was
necessary to work harder and better so that in the future there would be
more goods and then wages would go up.

When problems like this arose among the Austrian workers at the factories
we owned, the CPA was put in an awkward position. On the one hand, it
supported the Soviet management, but on the other hand, for them to take
such a position went against the interests of the Austrian workers. When we
sold all the factories'® the CPA was able to speak up in defense of the working
class at the top of its voice. The question then arose of selling the factories to
private individuals. Naturally the capitalists had a greater hankering for
profitable factories. But debate arose in the Austrian government, and the
votes were divided. The Social Democrats were in favor of maintaining
state-owned property, and the Communists supported them, but the capitalist
parties took a different position. I don’t remember how the dispute was
resolved. But we had untied our hands.

We also withdrew our troops from Austria. That became a great event for
the Austrian people to celebrate. All the Austrians, including the workers,
were pleased that we had withdrawn our troops. After all, it was not only
our troops, but also the American, British, and French troops that withdrew
[in October 1955].% As a result of the withdrawal of the foreign occupying
troops, Austria in fact regained full sovereignty and now took full respon-
sibility for the state of affairs in its own country. The Communists now had
the chance to raise their voices and hold up the peace-loving policy of the
Soviet Union as an example and to publicize and promote the ideas of
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Communism. In short, we were all satisfied. I have already said that Molotov
objected to the treaty with Austria. So then, how did he conduct himself
afterward? He too was satisfied. He saw that he had been mistaken and began
to take an active part in the negotiations with Austria, working out the
terms of the peace treaty.

After some time, Vienna began putting out feelers to find out what our
attitude would be toward an invitation for a Soviet government delegation
to make a friendship visit to Austria. We arrived at the unanimous opinion
that such a visit would be useful, and we agreed. The chairman of the USSR
Council of Ministers [Soviet equivalent of prime minister] was to head the
delegation. When these negotiations were going on [in 1960] I had already
become prime minister [in 1958]. Our foreign minister, Gromyko, was part
of the delegation, along with other high-ranking officials. As I recall, my
deputy in the government, Kosygin,” accompanied me, but he traveled
there separately. We were curious to have a look at Austria. I was personally
attracted by the possibility of sniffing the atmosphere in this capitalist
country and getting the feel of it, firsthand, for myself. I wanted to look at
the state of their industrial production, travel around the country, and get
to know the living conditions of the peasants. In general I developed an
interest in seeing other countries, especially this one in which we had for-
merly been an occupying power.

I had been in Austria before. In 1946 I asked Stalin to let me go to Germany,
where our troops were deployed, and from there to travel through Czecho-
slovakia to Vienna. The commander of our troops in Austria then was
Colonel-General Kurasov.! He impressed me as an educated and cultured
military man who knew his business. He also understood his political role
well and made proper use of the authority delegated to him as representative
of the Soviet Union and commander of our troops in the Soviet occupation
zone. Kurasov made arrangements so that I could become acquainted with
Vienna. I was particularly interested in the municipal economy and certain
factories that produced consumer goods.

All this happened shortly after the war. We had hardly anything in our
country, and we wanted to see how everything was done in Austria. I was also
interested in their ceramics production, especially that of hard-burnt brick
(and the Austrians made a fine kind of ceramic brick of this type). In our
country we needed to pave our roads, and a discussion had developed among
our road builders as to which type of paving was more durable, cheap, and
long-lasting. It was well known that granite paving blocks, or paving stones
(bruschatki), were the most long-lasting, but they were very expensive. Some
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specialists proposed that we organize production of hard-burnt ceramic
brick, because that type of pavement was good-looking and long-lasting. In
this connection I visited many brick factories, but I didn’t find a high-quality
product of this kind in Austria after all. T did see excellent ceramic brick in
Hungary, though. I was thrilled by it, and even today I have nothing but good
things to say about the production of that ceramic brick in Budapest. [In the
end] we never did use that type of brick in our country. We estimated the
costs, and it turned out that, given our conditions at the time, it would not
be economically advantageous. It would be better and cheaper to make
reinforced concrete slabs to pave the roads. The quality of cement in our
country was improving, and concrete was making a way for itself everywhere.

I was also interested in laundry facilities. We didn’t have modern, up-to-
date laundries. Everything was organized in the style of cottage industry, the
way our grandparents used to do. In Austria mechanized laundries were
operating. I took a look at them and I was enraptured. But at that time we
were not yet able to organize such things in our country. Our technology
was not yet at a high enough level. I was also shown all the delights of
Vienna. Then Kurasov suggested we go to some famous ravine not far from
the capital city. Kurasov said, “There you will see a funicular railway or
cable-car that the tourists use.” It was in operation, but the commander
tried to dissuade me from getting on it. He said: “I don’t advise you to go up
in that. It’s an old system. There’s been a war on. It’s had breakdowns. There’s
no guarantee of safety.”

I told him: “Don’t go up with me. I'll go up by myself. After all, other
people are using it.”

He felt ashamed, and we rode up together to the top, where there was a
scenic overlook, a very beautiful place. Of course it couldn’t have been
otherwise; there would have been no point building the cable-car system to
take people up there. The site that had been chosen dominated the locality
and was surrounded by beautiful mountains covered with green foliage.

Then Kurasov showed me the Schonbrunn Palace, a very rich and splendid
structure. I had once seen a remarkable American film called The Great
Waltz. Tt tells the story of how “Tales from the Vienna Woods” [by Johann
Strauss] was composed.?? I liked that film a lot, and Strauss’s music is just
wonderful. The action in the movie takes place right there in the Vienna
Woods. The point is that the Schonbrunn Palace is located right next to a
wooded park. T also visited a luxurious palace of the Austrian emperors
from the Baroque era and viewed a park filled with fountains. The delight I
felt at its beauty stayed with me a long time.
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British and American troops were stationed there already. I remember
as we were passing by a British barracks some unit was doing military
exercises, the training of new recruits. That was the first time I saw Scottish
soldiers in their kilts. Architects and engineers who worked on the municipal
economy in Kiev were accompanying me. We watched this spectacle with
pleasure and joked for a long time afterward about those soldiers in skirts.
It was all new and unusual for us. I was traveling incognito then; my identity
papers said I was General Petrenko. I wore a military uniform so as not
to attract special attention to myself. Our military men were everywhere
around Vienna at that time, and among them I was simply just one more
Russian general.

We had entered the American zone in that area near the imperial palace.
We were looking at our surroundings through binoculars and some people
began taking photographs. The American troops had set up some platforms
and other temporary structures. I was told they were getting ready for their
national holiday. When our people began taking photographs, the American
military police immediately showed up on motorcycles. But they didn’t
come right over to us; they stopped at some distance away and observed our
actions without interfering. The fact that our commanding officer was with
us evidently restrained them. They saw this person who had diplomatic
immunity, and they saluted him. Thus we had a chance to get a good look at
everything. I also went to the Vienna opera, where the voices of the singers
were excellent. I liked that very much. The opera theater was located in the
American sector of the city, but representatives of all the victorious countries
had free access to all the zones, and no one tried to stop us.

I remember some kind of structure in the Vienna woods similar to a
restaurant. Our commander showed me names that had been carved into
the walls. Some of those names were familiar to me. Those who participated
in the storming of Vienna had made these inscriptions. After entering the
city, apparently, everyone considered it his duty to leave his autograph on
the walls. I don’t know how the authorities in Vienna acted subsequently:
whether they left the autographs on the walls or removed them. But many of
our “Ivans” had left their names there. On the whole, Vienna, green and
beautiful, left a powerful impression on me [from back then in 1946]. Now
[in July 1960] I was going there as head of the Soviet government and as a
guest of the Austrian government, no longer on the same level. The Austrian
government made all the necessary arrangements, so that we felt as good as
can be and had a chance to see more and find out more, as well as to have
useful meetings and conversations.
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We traveled to Vienna by train through the city of Bratislava [capital of
Slovakia]. The welcome was splendid, in keeping with our position. Then
the official receptions and discussions began. They proceeded in the usual
manner. The communiqués in such cases say that the meetings proceeded in
a cordial atmosphere of complete mutual understanding. But that’s actually
how things were. We didn’t have any complaints or claims to make against
Austria, just as Austria had none against us. Our meetings took place in the
shadow of the treaty that had been signed between our two countries, and
our desire to ensure peace had been made clear in that document, as well as
our desire for peaceful coexistence. All the speeches—at the banquet tables
and at public meetings—expressed that same spirit. Then a trip through the
country was organized for us. I don’t recall the route we took, unfortunately,
but it was very interesting. We gladly accepted the proposal to make that
trip, and lovely recollections of my stay in Austria have remained with me.
It’s a fairyland country. The roads are excellent; the hills and mountains very
beautiful; the forest glades overgrown with greenery; the landscapes and
views of nature pleasing to the eye.

We also made a trip on a bus that had been specially made for excursions.
I said later that it would be good if we could borrow Austria’s experience in
this regard because such buses were not built in our country. The bus was
designed to allow riders a full view, 360 degrees around. Everything was of
glass except for the small stanchions between the windows that held up the
roof. It was easy to roll the windows up and down, to provide ventilation.
An electric stove had also been installed, on which snacks were prepared. In
short, you had everything you needed for a trip. The bus was earmarked for
our delegation only, and there were not very many people on the bus. Our
visit to Salzburg especially stayed in my memory. The mayor was a left-wing
Social Democrat. They told me he had an understanding attitude toward
the position of the Communists, had taken part in the antifascist resistance,
and had been a partisan. A left-wing person in the Western style is not the
same as a left-wing person in our Communist understanding. But at any
rate he proved to be better than many other Social Democrats.

I remember a public meeting held in his city. It seemed that the entire
city had turned out. We spoke from a balcony, and the people gave our
delegation a splendid greeting and responded well to our speeches. I also
gave a speech, although it was standard fare: peace, security, the struggle
against aggression and for peaceful coexistence, the right of each nation to
decide its destiny for itself, and the idea that revolution cannot be exported.
That’s approximately what I talked about. This was a standard kind of speech
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we had worked out, but it was a correct one. The Austrians greeted our
words with understanding and evidently took a trusting attitude toward our
speeches, especially because they sensed our sincerity, and that strengthened
their confidence.

I also remember visiting a metallurgical works not far from Vienna.?
Austria is not a large country, so that all our destinations were reached quickly.
The factory was small by comparison with the scale of things in the Soviet
Union, but I was very much drawn to this factory because steel was made
being there by a new type of converter.

I had read a lot about this new type of production and heard the arguments
of our engineers and the advocates of this process. I was interested in seeing
how the converters worked and how complicated the equipment was. In
showing us the factory, the deputy prime minister, a Social Democrat, who
accompanied us, displayed great zeal. His behavior was determined by the
fact that the Austrians were interested in our purchasing a license to pro-
duce steel with this new process and to purchase the equipment for that
production. I was strongly in favor of making that purchase. This was the
first time I had seen steel refined in such a converter, and I was delighted.
Later I thanked the engineers and advocates of this progressive method of
production who had reported to me about it and urged me to have such
equipment purchased.

I don’t remember the size of their converters. By contemporary standards
the size was not great. Later I read that we now have converters that are
much more powerful. And that’s how it should be. After all, time has gone
by. Apparently Austria also produces much more powerful converters today.
I don’t know the details because now I am a retired person. Back then I was
strongly of the opinion that we should purchase that technology. However,
it was not so easy to accomplish, even in my official position as chairman of
the Council of Ministers. When Kosygin and I returned to Moscow and
reported on our trip, we encountered (and even today it makes me angry
when I remember this) a solid wall of resistance. Some said: “Yes, you're
right, it really is a progressive method for producing steel, but we are
working along the same lines ourselves, and after a certain length of time we
will have our own more sizable and more powerful converters, and so why
waste the money?” The Ministry of Ferrous Metallurgy made the objection
that the Austrian converter was not a progressive method at all. The statistics
showing relative economic efficiency were accurate, and this type of steel
was cheaper, but on the other hand the variety of steels produced was limited.
And we needed to refine many different types of steel for various purposes.
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To obtain steel with the required qualities it was better to use open-hearth
furnaces, they argued, and therefore it would not be expedient to introduce
these new converters in our country.

Today, when I am reduced to being nothing but a reader of the newspapers,
I dictate my memoirs without making use of any special information. Still,
now and then, I hear about the advantages of [Linz-Donawitz] converters.
The newspapers say over and over again, with a single voice, that this is the
most progressive method, that it is precisely the converter that allows us
to obtain steel with the specified qualities, and I feel indignation seething
inside me. Here were these people, standing at the head of the metallurgical
industry, experts in their field, with long records and a great deal of experience,
and they took a conservative position. Life itself has now demonstrated this
irrefutably. Now these engineers themselves have taken a new orientation. In
their speeches and in their practice they themselves are refuting their former
position. Back then we didn’t buy the license [from the Austrians]. Negotia-
tions over it were dragged out for a very long time. But in the end, after a
great deal of time was lost, the production of steel [by the basic oxygen
process, with Linz-Donawitz converters] has now been recognized as the
most progressive. Well, all right! They didn’t have sense enough, as the saying
goes, to evaluate what others had seen right away, but over the course
of time anything progressive will drill through the thickest foreheads and
overcome all opposition.

We also visited the death camp at Mauthausen, a small town where
prisoners of war were held behind barbed wire, both our people and those
of other countries. It truly was a death camp. The Austrian interior minister
accompanied us on the visit there; he was a Social Democrat who always
took a positive attitude toward friendship with the USSR. He was a heavy-set,
good-natured, and mild-mannered man, with a correct political orienta-
tion. We also saw the place where Soviet General Karbyshev was tortured to
death. The fascists froze him alive. They soaked him with water and turned
him into a statue of ice.”® He accepted death by torture rather than become
a traitor, showing the strength of spirit of one loyal to the Soviet system. You
might think, what did Soviet power matter to him? He had been a military
man under the tsar. But this tsarist officer became a Soviet general, and the
honor of being a warrior of the Red Army did not desert him. Glory to him!
They showed us the cells where the prisoners had been held and the gas
chambers. We saw with our own eyes this whole technology for killing
people invented by the fascist minds. The interior minister who accompanied
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us also showed us a cell in which he himself had been a prisoner and from
which he had been freed by the Allied forces.

We were also shown an ancient hunting palace of the Austrian emperors
with a remarkable museum displaying hunting trophies.?® Although I myself
was a hunter, I had never seen anything like this! We also very much liked
the dancing drills of specially trained horses.?”” Vienna holds first place in
this field, as they say. The horses are extremely well trained, and the riders
wear beautiful uniforms as they skillfully perform the figures and drills.
This spectacle made a big impression. Later I saw the same thing in a movie,
but it looks better in real life.

In conclusion I want to say a few words about Kreisky as an individual.
As deputy prime minister of a coalition government and leader of the Social
Democrats, Kreisky held the second most important position in Austria, if
we leave aside the president of the country. He showed an understanding of
the necessity for friendship and agreement with us, took a position in favor
of peaceful coexistence, and sought to improve and alleviate relations
between the socialist and capitalist countries somehow. Although he was an
opponent of the Communists, you can have a dialogue with a person like that.

Somewhat later Kreisky tried to organize a meeting between Willy Brandt
[a leading figure in the German Social Democratic Party] and me.?
Unfortunately, it did not take place. It became known from information
published in the press that I was getting ready to go to Berlin for some sort
of ceremony and that Moscow had received information from Austria
through our embassy, information transmitted from Kreisky, that Brandt
wanted to meet with me when I was in Berlin. Brandt and Kreisky were
friends. Their paths had crossed in Sweden. When the Germans occupied
Austria, Kreisky emigrated to Sweden from Austria and Brandt went there
from Germany, both being Social Democratic leaders, and they both lived
there as exiles. After the war they maintained their friendly relations. I gave
my consent for an unofficial meeting, agreeing that no information about
it would be published in the press. However, the press got wind that a
meeting was in the works, and pressure was put on Brandt accordingly. At
the last minute, when I was already in Berlin, he canceled the meeting.

I did want to meet with Brandt, expecting that such a meeting could be
useful. He has now become the leader of West Germany.?” He has taken
positive steps and shown an understanding attitude toward the necessity to
improve relations between West Germany and the USSR and East Germany.
What this dialogue will lead to, and whether Brandt will have the courage to
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resist the forces that oppose any relaxation of tension, only the future will
tell. If he displays firmness of will and keeps working in this direction, it will
surely prove to be in the interests of both our peoples and of all countries
that favor peaceful coexistence. I have learned from the press that the Social
Democrats have now won a majority in the elections in Austria [in 1970].
They have earned the right to form the government there. Very good!

1. Since the fourteenth century the city of
Trieste most often belonged to Austria. Following the
defeat and disintegration of the Austro-Hungarian
empire in World War I, the city became part of
Italy in 1919. From 1943 to 1945 Trieste was under
German occupation. After World War 1I, it was
under Anglo-American military administration
until 1947, when together with the surrounding
area it became the free territory of Trieste under
the same administration. [MN/SS]

2. Molotov was people’s commissar (minister)
of foreign affairs from 1939 to 1949 and from 1953 to
1956, Vyshinsky from 1949 to 1953. See Biographies.

3. At this time Mikoyan was minister of foreign
trade. See Biographies. [SS]

4. The Italian-Yugoslav treaty of 1954 divided
the free territory of Trieste into a western part
(including the city), which went to Italy, and an
eastern part, which went to Yugoslavia. The border
between the two was established by the Italian-
Yugoslav treaty of 1975.

5. The play Khrushchev mentions was written by
the Russian and Soviet writer Konstantin Trenyov
(also spelled Trenev; 1876-1945) and was first staged
in 1926. Its setting is a small town on the Crimean
peninsula during the Russian Civil War; and its
heroine, Lyubov Yarovaya, is a Bolshevik activist,
whose husband, pretending to be a Red Army
fighter, turns out to be a counterrevolutionary White
officer. In the end she rejects him. The play came to
be considered a model of “socialist realism”; it was
produced by the Moscow Art Theater in 1936 and
awarded the USSR State Prize in 1941.

Dunka is a minor character in this play. The
name “Dunka” is a slightly pejorative form of
Dunya, a nickname derived, in this case, from a
typical Russian peasant woman’s name, Avdotya.
At first Trenyov’s Dunka is one of the poor people
who have been “liberated” by the revolution, but
in fact she is selfishly grabbing everything she can,
while working as a housemaid (gornichnaya) in the
small Crimean town that is under Bolshevik rule.
After the counterrevolutionary White Army takes
the town, Dunka becomes a speculator, supplying
defective goods at high prices to the White Army.
She has to bribe a White official to earn the right to
go to the area near the front lines where she can sell
her goods. The bribed official says, “Our patriotic

Avdotya Fominishna is dying to go to the front,
captain” ([ona] rvyotsa na front; the verb rvyotsa
suggests that the subject is desperately eager for
something, “just bursting” for it). Later, when the
counterrevolutionary Whites, who had occupied
most of the Crimea under General Wrangel, are
facing imminent defeat, everyone is desperate to
escape from the small town. But there are not
enough seats in departing vehicles that will take
them to ships leaving for Europe. A priest and his
wife say they have reserved seats in a departing
car, but Dunka has taken a seat and refuses to
leave. A White official, Professor Gornostayev,
rushes up and orders: “Let her go! Let Dunka go
to Europe!” (Pustite, pustite Dunku v Yevropu!) A
blend of these two lines from the play entered into
the Russian language. The phrase Dunka rvyotsa v
Yevropu (“Dunka is just bursting to go to
Europe”) was said of anyone who had a great
desire to go somewhere or do something, but
actually knew little or nothing about it. [SK/GS]

(For an English translation of the play, see
“Lyubov Yarovaya,” in Konstantin Trenev, In a Cos-
sack Village [London: Hutchinson International
Authors, 1946], 254—335. For the Russian original,
see Konstantin Trenyov, Izbrannye proizvedeniia v
dvukh tomakh [Selected Works in Two Volumes]
[Moscow, 1986], 2:72-160.) [GS]

6. The break in contacts took place in 1949.
Contacts were restored in 1955—56.

7. The main territory to which Khrushchev here
refers is Carinthia, which had belonged to Austria
since the fourteenth century and was divided
among Austria, Yugoslavia, and Italy in 1919.

8. Julius Raab (1891-1964) was vice chairman of
the Austrian People’s Party from 1945 to 1951 and its
chairman from 1951 to 1960. From 1953 to 1961 he
was federal chancellor of Austria. See Biographies.

9. Bruno Kreisky (1911-90) was vice chairman
of the Socialist Party of Austria from 1959 to 1967
and chairman from 1967 to 1983. He was foreign
minister (not vice premier) in Raab’s cabinet from
1959 to 1966 and federal chancellor from 1970 to
1983. See Biographies. [SS]

10. Ivan Ivanovich Ilyichev (1905-83) was the
first ambassador of the USSR to postwar Austria
(in 1955-56). See Biographies. Prior to this he was
deputy political adviser to the Soviet Control
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Commission in Germany (1949—52), head of the
Soviet diplomatic mission in East Germany
(1952-53), and supreme commissar of the USSR in
Austria (1953-55). In 1956 he was appointed head
of the Department of Scandinavian Countries of
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and in 1957 head of
its Third European Department. [MN/SS]

11. Khrushchev here refers to the signing in
Vienna on May 15, 1955, of the State Treaty
Concerning the Restoration of an Independent
and Democratic Austria. The Austrian parliament
adopted the law on permanent neutrality on
QOctober 26, 1955.

12. Khrushchev met the recently appointed Soviet
ambassador to Austria, Viktor Ivanovich Avilov
(1900-2), during the visit he made to Austria
between June 30 and July 8, 1960. [SS]

13. The Russian word used here (uravnilovka)
means literally “leveling.” It acquired a negative
connotation in the context of Stalin’s campaign to
widen wage and salary differentials. [SS]

14. The Trekhgornaya Manufaktura Textile Mill,
situated in the Presnya district, is one of the oldest
factories in Moscow. Before the revolution it
belonged to the Prokhorov merchant family. The
last owner was Ivan Prokhorov (1890-1927). [SS]

15. Mikhail Ivanovich Kalinin was chairman of
the All-Union Central Executive Committee of the
Soviets, that is, he was titular head of state, despite
the fact that he was not one of the most powerful
of the top leaders. See Biographies. [GS/SS]

16. Yegor Trofimovich Abakumov should not
be confused with his namesake, the NKVD chief
Viktor Semyonovich Abakumov. [SK]

17. This colloquial expression for Kalinin
referred not only to his position as titular chief of
state but also to his peasant origin. [GS/SS]

18. The USSR transferred to the Austrian state
former German assets, a number of firms, oil-
fields, and the property of the Danube Shipping
Company.

19. The last of the occupation forces left Austria
on October 25, 1955.

20. Kosygin was a deputy chairman of the USSR
Council of Ministers from 1953 to 1956 and from
1957 to 1960 and its first deputy chairman from
1960 to 1964. See Biographies.

21. General Vladimir Vasilyevich Kurasov
(1897-1973) served in Austria after World War 1II as
deputy commander in chief and commander in
chief of the Central Group of Troops. At the time
of the signing of the State Treaty with Austria, he
was head of the General Staff Military Academy.
See Biographies.

22. Khrushchev saw the first production of this
musical, released in 1938, with lyrics by Oscar
Hammerstein II. A new production of The Great
Waltz was released in 1972. Johann Strauss, Jr.
(1825—99) composed over 170 waltzes as well as
many polkas. The waltz that is the subject of the

film was composed in 1868; its name is actually
“Tales from the Vienna Woods.” [SS]

23. This was the Fest metallurgical complex in
Linz. [SK]

24. Khrushchev is probably referring here to the
Linz-Donawitz converter, a type of converter used
in the making of steel that came into general use
in the 1950s. Apparently this type of converter was
first developed at Linz, Austria’s third largest city,
which is the site of a major metallurgical complex,
as mentioned above. (Donawitz is a town near
Linz, on the Danube, or Donau.) The process
involving the Linz-Donawitz converter is called
the basic oxygen process, and in the 1950s became
the most widely used method for making steel.

The Encyclopedia Britannica (“Macropedia,”
21:448) states: “The Linz-Donawitz (LD) process,
developed in Austria in 1949, blew oxygen through a
lance into the top of a pear-shaped vessel similar to
a Bessemer converter. . . . With this process, which
became known as the basic oxygen process (BOP),
it was possible to produce 200 tons of steel . . . [in]
60 minutes.”

As Khrushchev indicates, this process greatly
speeded up steel production. Another source
states that a Linz-Donawitz converter could refine
a batch of steel in 45 minutes, whereas the open-
hearth furnace required five or six hours. With the
Linz-Donawitz converter also came greater ease of
control as well as lower costs.

In the 1950s this new type of converter generally
replaced the open-hearth furnace, which used the
Siemens-Martin process. Open-hearth furnaces had
dominated steel making for nearly a century. In
Russian, an open-hearth “Martin oven” is called
martenovskaya pech. The first word in the phrase is
derived from the name of the French engineer, Pierre-
Emile Martin (1824-1915), who in 1864 improved the
open-hearth process first developed in 1856 by the
German-British firm headed by Sir William Siemens
and his brother Ernst Werner von Siemens. [GS]

25. General Dmitry Mikhailovich Karbyshev
(1880—1945) was a tsarist and later a Soviet military
engineer. He was taken prisoner at the beginning
of the war, passed through thirteen German
prisons and camps, and (together with some 200
other Soviet prisoners of war) was murdered at
the Mauthausen concentration camp during the
night of February 16, 1945. The memorial erected
in his honor resembles a block of ice with a
human face. See Biographies. [SS]

26. Khrushchev may be referring here to Schon-
brunn Castle, which originally held a royal hunt-
ing lodge. The lodge was burned down by the
Turks in 1683. [SS]

27. The dancing horses were probably Lipiz-
zaner stallions. [GS] These stallions are trained
and kept at the Spanish Riding School. [SS]

28. At this time Brandt was chairman of the
Social Democratic Party of West Berlin and the
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city’s mayor. [MN] Kreisky tried to organize a
meeting between Brandt and Khrushchev not
after but before Khrushchev’s visit to Austria, during
Khrushchev’s visit to the Leipzig Fair (March 4-12,
1959). The meeting was scheduled to take place in
Berlin on March 9. However, at the last moment
Brandt declined to meet with Khrushchev, and

(1901-63), chairman of the German Social Demo-
cratic Party. As mayor of West Berlin, Brandt was
afraid that he would be suspected of negotiating
the “surrender” of the city. [SK]

29. That is, when he became federal chancellor
of West Germany in 1969. He remained in this
office until 1974. See Biographies.

instead Khrushchev met with Erich Ollenhauer

THE FOUR-POWER SUMMIT MEETING IN GENEVA (JuLy 1955)

fter World War II our relations with Great Britain became very strained.

The tension arose as the result of a policy proclaimed by Churchill.
Churchill put forward the slogan of “containment” of the Soviet Union. In
his Fulton, Missouri, speech Churchill called on the capitalist countries to
organize themselves to resist the alleged threat from the USSR.! Although a
Labour government was in power in Britain, it was pursuing an unfriendly
policy toward the Soviet Union. Our commercial and trade ties hardly
developed at all. It can’t be said that they were in a totally frozen state, but the
British [Labour] government did nothing to promote commercial relations,
to bring them to the level they should have reached.

After Stalin’s death, British Labour Party leaders came to visit us, and
we established contact with them to a certain extent. But by that time the
Conservatives had replaced them in the government, with an administra-
tion headed by Anthony Eden.? We had a positive attitude toward Eden. We
considered him a progressive figure among the Conservatives. We had
good memories of him and the position he took before the war. He had
been the British foreign minister for a number of years and, according to
the information we had, was in favor of signing a treaty with the Soviet
Union against Hitler’s Germany. When Baldwin took a sharply anti-Soviet
line, encouraging Hitler to move against the Soviet Union, Eden submitted
his resignation.® This was conducive to our having a good attitude toward
Eden and allowed us to hope that he would somehow succeed in improving
relations between the Soviet Union and Great Britain.

During the war I had met Eden in passing. He had flown to the Soviet
Union, and coincidentally I had been summoned by Stalin from the front
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lines at the same time. I met him at a dinner at Stalin’s place. But the only
thing that happened there is that I saw his face, as they say, and heard his
voice. I had no conversation with him. If Stalin invited someone from the
leadership, a member of the Politburo or the government, it was only to sit,
eat, and look on. The main thing was to take up space. We were not allowed
to enter into questions of policy. Each of us was supposed to know his
proper place.* To some extent this was correct. It was necessary that the
person who had a determining role in the policies of the Soviet Union should
be the only one to speak. A range of different voices was not acceptable in
such cases. But I also think it’s not proper to limit your colleagues, especially
as you get on in years, as was true of Stalin at the time. It was necessary for
him to start training his associates, just as a hunter trains a young dog. But
that was an idea Stalin didn’t want to admit for consideration. He understood
the whole situation, but he couldn’t bear to admit such a notion.’

The idea of the Geneva meeting came, as I recall, from Churchill. He felt
it was necessary to establish contacts with the new leadership of the USSR
before it was too late. Churchill suggested that the death of Stalin should be
taken advantage of. The new Soviet leadership had not yet solidified, and it
might be possible to come to an agreement with the new leaders, to put
pressure on them, to force them to agree to certain conditions. A lot of
material began to appear in the foreign press to the effect that the leaders of
the four great powers ought to meet. We were also in favor of such a meeting.
As it turned out later, we had a somewhat exaggerated notion of the pos-
sibility of arriving at a mutual understanding. Our thinking was that after a
war with such terrible bloodshed, which we had fought together with our
allies against Germany, we ought to be able to come to some agreement on
rational foundations.

What did we mean by rational foundations? To sincerely support peace and
not to interfere in the internal affairs of other countries. Peaceful coexistence
was the foundation of our policy. But the Western leaders held a different
position. They wanted, as is only natural, to force us back, so that the countries
that had been liberated by the Red Army would develop on a capitalist basis.
This had to do above all with Romania, Poland, and Hungary. Most of all
they hoped somehow to tear Poland free, as they put it, from the Soviet bloc.
There were other questions of a political nature that concerned the West.
For example, the Near East, including Egypt and Syria. Leanings toward
socialism were intensifying in those countries, and the traditional influence
of Britain and France had declined sharply. The latter two countries wanted
to save and restore their influence and somehow come to an agreement with
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the Near Eastern countries on their terms, without taking into account the
role of the Soviet Union and the other socialist countries.

Through diplomatic channels we made contacts, held consultations,
agreed on a date for the meeting (July 1955), and chose Geneva as the meeting
place. At that time the chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR
was Bulganin.® I would say that the preparations for the meeting in Geneva
had some relevance to the fact that Malenkov was relieved of his post as
chairman of the Council of Ministers. We became more closely acquainted
with Malenkov’s practical abilities after Stalin died. Malenkov proved to be a
man totally lacking in initiative, and in that sense he was even dangerous.
He was weak-willed and gave in too easily to the influence of others. Not
just to pressure from others but simply their influence. It was no accident
that he fell into Beria’s clutches. Beria was smarter than Malenkov and was a
cunning man of strong will. That’s why Beria got hold of Malenkov and
took complete control over him.

I said to Molotov: “We could find ourselves in rather painful circum-
stances. Malenkov would head our delegation, but during the meeting it
would become obvious to everyone that Malenkov was not really capable of
standing up to our adversaries. He’s the kind of person who likes to smooth
over the rough edges. He’s always smiling. He isn’t capable of parrying
blows from an opponent, and he’s even less capable of taking the offensive
in the discussion of various questions. But we can’t do without that kind of
thing. If the only thing we did was defend ourselves, it would be an encour-
agement to the enemy. It’s necessary to attack. [That is, the best defense is
offense.] That military tactic is true of politics as well.” Molotov answered:
“Of course if a meeting takes place, Malenkov will not be the only one
to go.” He was hinting at himself. As foreign minister he would go there
without fail and stand up for the interests of his country. That’s true. I had
no doubts about that. Molotov would defend the interests of the Soviet
Union. But Molotov was foo rough around the edges. He was the opposite of
Malenkov. Sometimes it’s necessary to show some understanding, even
some tactical flexibility. He was not capable of that. He was harsh and
abrupt to an extreme degree. When he objected to something even his face
became distorted. His presence in the delegation would not be conducive to
the search for an agreement. I doubted that his participation would help
constitute a delegation that could be relied on, about which you could be
confident that it would make use of all possibilities to arrive at an agree-
ment, a delegation that would display both firmness and elasticity.
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At that time we felt we should not give anyone grounds to think that we
still stood on the old positions of the Stalin era. But Molotov was the very
personification of those old policies. We began to display a critical attitude
toward him. Needless to say, an even more critical evaluation of his actions
was widely held outside our country. As long as Molotov was defending
the interests of the Soviet state his firmness and stubbornness were good
qualities, but he didn’t have enough of the elasticity that is necessary for a
diplomat. That was a weakness in Molotov’s diplomatic work. The search
for an appropriate candidate to head our delegation also served as one of
the reasons (of course, not the most important by far) for the replacement
of Malenkov. We were forced to replace Malenkov. There were other reasons
for that, but I won’t go into them now. We needed a firm person, a strong
person, for the discussions at Geneva. We promoted Bulganin. It’s true that,
later, it turned out that on questions of international politics Bulganin was
also incapable of displaying the necessary understanding and proved to be a
person not suited to diplomatic negotiations.

We began deciding the makeup of the delegation that would go to
Geneva. Of course Bulganin as head of the government had to be included
first. After all, this was a meeting of heads of government. The head of the
government of the United States was President Eisenhower.” Other Western
leaders were also heads of government. Eden was the British prime minister,
and France was represented by Prime Minister Edgar Faure.® At the Central
Committee Presidium, when we discussed the composition of our delega-
tion, we decided that Molotov should go to Geneva as foreign minister. The
prime ministers of other countries were also accompanied by their foreign
ministers as part of their delegations. That was normal.

During the discussion of the composition of our delegation some members
of the Presidium spoke to the effect that I should be included as well. I
objected, since I thought that such a step would be difficult for our counter-
parts to understand. After all, I did not hold a government post; I only
represented our party. However, Molotov objected that it was our business,
and no one else’s, who we selected to include in the delegation accompanying
the chairman of the Council of Ministers. “Besides,” he said, “you’re a member
of the Presidium of the USSR Supreme Soviet, and so you would not be
going as secretary of the party’s Central Committee, but as a member of
the Presidium of the supreme governing body of the Soviet Union.”

I don’t know if we acted correctly or not. It’s late in the day to have an
opinion about that now. I will not hide the fact that I did want to participate
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in this meeting, to get to know the representatives of the United States,
Britain, and France, and become acquainted somewhat with world politics
at the highest level. Then we learned that Eisenhower was including his
secretary of defense among the people that would be accompanying him. I
then proposed: “Let’s include our minister of defense in our delegation as
well.” Zhukov was our defense minister then. My thinking on this matter
was as follows: during the war, Zhukov had maintained very good relations
with Fisenhower, and that could contribute to better contacts between our
delegation and the U.S. representatives. Zhukov’s personal contacts with
Eisenhower could be useful for us. And so that is what we did.

We arrived in Geneva. The impression given by our arrival at the Geneva
airport was not entirely favorable for us. The U.S., British, and French dele-
gations had arrived in four-engine planes. That made a strong impression.
We arrived more modestly, in a twin-engine IL-14. This somewhat reduced
the solid impression made by our delegation, if I can put it that way, because
our airplane was not a good indication of the high level of development of
aeronautics in the Soviet Union. The Western leaders were obviously trying
to make us look bad in this respect, especially the United States. Eisenhower
arrived in a magnificent four-engine plane. The arrival of each delegation
was accompanied by the usual ceremony: an honor guard marched and
formed up in front of the head of the delegation, after which that person
inspected the unit and exchanged greetings with the honor guard. At that
time we were not accustomed to such things.

Eisenhower got into his car, after going through all the ceremonies, with
the purpose of driving off to his residence (each delegation was housed in a
special building that had been rented by its embassy), and the members of
his guard ran along on foot behind his car. This also seemed unusual to us
and somewhat theatrical. We didn’t understand what all this was for. After
all, people couldn’t keep pace with the speed of an automobile. Later, on the
occasion when we arrived in Washington and rode together in the same car
with Eisenhower, I saw the same practice followed in Washington. These
hefty fellows from Eisenhower’s personal bodyguard ran along behind the
car for some distance until the car picked up speed.

Here’s another humorous incident connected with our arrival in Geneva.
When we landed we were led to a prearranged place, and Bulganin read
aloud a previously prepared statement. Then (or perhaps it was before that)
Bulganin was supposed, like other heads of government, to review a parade
and walk along the ranks of the military unit as it was lined up and say hello
to them. And at the moment when Bulganin was supposed to step forward,
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together with a representative of the Swiss government, to walk along the
ranks of the honor guard, suddenly the chief of protocol of the Swiss govern-
ment placed his broad back right in front of my nose. I was about to get him
out of the way, but then I realized that he was doing this on purpose, having
been given the order to prevent me from possibly walking forward together
with Bulganin. The Swiss apparently thought that Bulganin might not
review the honor guard alone and that I would go out there with him.
But since I held the post of first secretary of the Central Committee of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union at that time, from their point of view,
it was inadmissible that I take part in this official procedure. That’s why they
blocked me off so rudely with the back of this man who was the chief of
protocol for receiving delegations. But there was no point to all their efforts,
because it had never occurred to us that anyone besides Bulganin should
take part in this ceremony. The Swiss evidently had their own opinions on
the subject and had made provisions to forestall any eventuality.

We made Eisenhower’s acquaintance. It’s true that we had met him once
before when he came to Moscow right after the war. I met him in person on
top of the Lenin mausoleum when we were reviewing the victory parade [in
June 1945]. But it was a different kind of acquaintanceship back then. Both
he and I were on different levels. What kind of meeting was it? It was like
this: Stalin beckoned me with his finger and introduced me. We said hello,
and that was it. Now we were officially representing our respective countries,
both Eisenhower and I. Eisenhower gave a very good impression when he
interacted with you in person. He is a man who easily wins people’s con-
fidence. He is easygoing in his dealings with people, and his voice is not the
kind to make the person he is talking with tremble, as the commanding
voices of military men are usually described. No, he had a human voice and
he treated people humanely. I would even say that there was a magnetic,
attractive quality about the way he treated people.

We found out that Eisenhower was being accompanied by [Nelson]
Rockefeller.” We didn’t fully understand why Eisenhower had chosen Rock-
efeller as an adviser. After all, what questions were facing us? The main
question was to improve relations and ensure peace. Besides that, we wanted
somehow to come to agreement on the possibility of obtaining credits in the
West to eliminate the consequences of the terribly bloody war [World War
II] and the ruin and destruction it had brought on us. We thought that the
United States might give us credits (and in the first few days after the end of
the war some hints to us were made to that effect), something on the order
of $6 billion. To judge by what I heard from Stalin, that was the figure being
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discussed. Naturally we would have liked to obtain a loan like that. Of
course, by then a legal dispute had been going on between the Americans and
ourselves for a long time over the question of our repaying them for the aid
they had delivered us under the lend-lease program. We had refused to pay,
stating that we had paid enough with the blood our people had shed during
the war. However, during the negotiations at Geneva we agreed to pay part of
the sum the Americans were demanding of us on the condition that they
grant us new long-term credits amounting to $6 billion. We felt that under
those conditions we could repay the Americans for their lend-lease aid.

Our meetings and conversations went fairly well, but things didn’t really
move from dead center. Things couldn’t move ahead because this meeting
of heads of governments of the four great powers was a venture that
Churchill had undertaken with the aim of simply feeling us out. He based
his thinking on the notion that after Stalin’s death new people had come
into the leadership, and evidently, as he saw it, we were not very competent
in matters of world politics; we had not yet solidified. So he decided that it
would be good to test us, to put pressure on us and try to achieve concessions
that the imperialist powers wanted. That’s how the representatives of
Britain, America, and France behaved. They sought to put pressure on the
new leadership of the Soviet Union to try to extract guarantees that they
considered necessary.

What in fact were they trying to achieve? What were their chief goals?
The main problem was the unification of Germany. They wanted to remove
the beginnings of socialism from the German Democratic Republic (the
GDR, or East Germany) and decide the question of unification of the two
German states in their own way, that is, on the basis of eliminating the
beginnings of socialism, whose first shoots had sprung up in the GDR. They
wanted to have a unified capitalist Germany, and one that would be part
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). We, of course, were
pursuing different aims. We wanted to sign a peace treaty with Germany
recognizing the existence of two German states and giving each of them the
chance to develop on the basis chosen by the people of each of the two
republics. Actually we were seeking to obtain assurances of nonintervention
in the internal affairs of the GDR by the Western powers and the signing of
a peace agreement precisely on that basis. That was the only way to establish
the conditions for peaceful coexistence. Ensuring peace was the most
important question, but our Western counterparts were far from wanting to
agree to the measures we were proposing. And they set conditions that we
could not agree with. Therefore the Geneva meeting was doomed to failure.
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The results of the meeting were literally described that way—as a failure. In
terms of the practical content of the documents that were signed, the
Geneva meeting did in fact turn out to be unsuccessful.

But you couldn’t say the meeting was totally useless. There were benefits.
After the official sessions, as was customary according to the international
rules of diplomatic courtesy, each delegation invited another delegation to
come visit for lunch or dinner on a particular evening. There the exchange
of opinions continued after the official negotiations were over. At the plenary
sessions an exchange of opinions of course went on among the delegations
of the four powers [based on a schedule previously agreed to], with each
delegation stating its point of view. But during the dinners, one delegation
would sound out another on all the questions it was interested in. Although
we reached no agreements about anything, we understood [better] what we
could talk about at the negotiating table.

This was the first time in the postwar period that the heads of the four
great powers had met. The so-called spirit of Geneva arose at that time, and
the peoples of the world breathed more easily. Everyone felt that the war on
whose threshold we had stood was no longer imminent. It was at Geneva
that the long and difficult road began that has led us to détente, to the con-
clusion of agreements banning nuclear weapons testing, and to the signing
of other important documents. This road has not been simple or easy, and
much still remains to be done in the future. But it is good to know that
we were at the very beginning of that road and took the first step into the
unknown in search of ways of guaranteeing peaceful coexistence. We moved
along a narrow path that began there at the Palais des Nations [former
headquarters of the League of Nations] in Geneva.

[At this point I will make] some comments on the United States of America.
The conversations with the U.S. delegation and its president were fairly
friendly in character and proceeded under normal conditions. But the phrase
“normal conditions” does not mean that they were making any concessions.
The United States was not able to make concessions at that time. After all,
John Foster Dulles'® was still alive, and it was he in particular who was deciding
U.S. foreign policy, not President Eisenhower at all. I want to tell about a scene
I witnessed at a plenary session. The heads of the delegations took turns
chairing the sessions. When Eisenhower was chairing, Dulles sat on his right
side, and I was sitting to the left of the head of our delegation, Bulganin. Thus
I ended up being right next to Dulles, with only the translator between us.

The scene I observed was a surprising one, and it made a powerful impres-
sion on me. During the course of the session Dulles would write something
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down in pencil in his notebook, tear off a sheet, and put it in the president’s
right hand. As the session went on Eisenhower was taking these small sheets
of notepaper and reading them. It isn’t as though, once he read them, he
drew some conclusions for himself and presented his own position. No, he
very conscientiously, like a pupil in school, read out the notes from Dulles.
It’s hard for me to say whether he was reading them literally or was just
using them as notes to which he added his own comments. But the impres-
sion given was that he was reading them word for word. And I felt sorry for
him. He shouldn’t have behaved that way in front of all the delegations. The
president of the United States lost face. He gave the impression that he was
seeing the conference through the eyes of his secretary of state. And that’s
the way it actually was.

That brought us no joy, because until then we had felt a certain confidence
in Eisenhower. Our confidence in him came about as a result of his behavior
during the war. I am talking mainly about the last stage of the war when the
Germans were removing many of their troops from the Western front,
where they were fighting against the Allies who had landed [at Normandy].
The Germans were taking them from the Western front and sending them
against our forces. Hitler wanted to hold us back and not let us take Berlin.
Stalin said that he appealed to Eisenhower, pointing out that this would be
unjust. In effect the Germans had ceased any active resistance against the
American and British troops. Eisenhower then held back the offensive of his
forces, Stalin told us. I remember that very well. Eisenhower’s reply was that
the Russians should be given moral satisfaction. The Russians had taken the
heaviest casualties in fighting the Germans, and they were the ones who
rightly should enter Berlin with their troops. Stalin attributed what we won
in battle [the taking of Berlin] to the chivalry and nobility of Eisenhower,
and I agreed with Stalin’s assessment.

Another detail. When our troops had smashed the Germans, broken their
resistance, and were heading in the direction of Vienna, and when the
Germans saw that they could no longer put up any resistance to our forces,
instead of surrendering to Soviet troops, they turned westward and wanted
to surrender to the Americans. Stalin again addressed Eisenhower, pointing
out that it was we who had smashed the Germans, but they were laying
down their arms and turning themselves over to others. Eisenhower ordered
his troops not to accept the defeated Germans as prisoners but to tell the
commanders of the German forces in that area to surrender to the Russians,
to lay down their arms and turn themselves over to our forces.
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Here’s another incident. Because the Germans did not put up much resis-
tance on the Western front, the troops of the Allies were able to advance
beyond the positions assigned for their forces under the agreement made at
the Yalta conference [in 1945]."!

I remember that Stalin expressed alarm (in my presence). He was concerned
about whether the Americans and British would withdraw their forces again
to the lines specified at Yalta or whether they would demand recognition of
the status quo, setting the lines of demarcation between our forces on the
basis of the positions actually occupied by their troops. When the Germans
surrendered, the Americans did return to the lines specified by the Yalta
conference. And when the Americans did that, the British followed suit.

All these things disposed me favorably toward Eisenhower then, and
they still do—regardless of the strained relations that developed later. We
nourished certain hopes that once he had become president he would main-
tain his former worldview and that we could “get somewhere with him,” as
the saying goes—that we could reach an agreement on a rational foundation.
That is, in such a way that the interests of the United States, of course not
class interests but state interests, would not be infringed on, but at the same
time the interests of the Soviet Union and a number of other countries would
be taken into account. A good agreement like that would ensure peace and
noninterference in internal affairs.

But when I saw that Eisenhower was reading aloud whatever notes Dulles
slipped into his hand, all my hopes immediately faded. The Eisenhower we
remembered was a different man, an outstanding military leader, but now
what we encountered was a run-of-the-mill politician. He was not taking his
own position on international questions but was relying totally on Dulles.
And we considered Dulles a man lacking in common sense, intoxicated and
paralyzed by hatred. He did not want to look at the future realistically, a
future in which a different relationship of forces was taking shape and
which would become more clearly defined as time went by. He could not
correctly evaluate what was going on or foresee the course of events from a
proper angle. Dulles, Eisenhower, and our other Western counterparts in the
negotiations of course stood on capitalist positions. Nevertheless, politi-
cians who are not lacking in reason even from their capitalist class positions
ought to be able to weigh facts in a sound and realistic way and understand
that the balance of forces had changed and would continue to change to the
disadvantage of the capitalist world. The strength of the socialist countries
was growing, and the forces of the proletarian Communist working class
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movement were increasing. That’s what Dulles should have looked for as a
foundation for his policies. Dulles, however, wanted to put all his energy into
trying to stop the increase in the strength of socialism, and of the progressive
movement, that had occurred and is still occurring now in the world.

Despite all of Dulles’s blind hatred for Communism and for the progres-
sive forces, when it came to the possibility of war being unleashed he
remained a sober politician. He invented the term “brinkmanship,” referring
to the policy of going to the brink of war, and he based his policy on going
to the brink. But he knew that if he crossed over the line, he would get it in
the teeth but good. And no matter how much Dulles shouted about war and
about containing Communism, we knew that he would not cross that
boundary and would not rashly plunge the world into a new war. His sober-
mindedness as a politician was displayed in this respect. In a certain sense it
was easier for us to deal with him than with politicians who were hotheads,
people about whom it would be difficult to say what they would do when
under the influence of some impassioned mood of the moment.

But it was impossible to come to agreement on anything with Dulles. The
mere thought of the possibility of establishing friendly relations with the
Soviet Union simply drove him wild; he was beside himself at the very
thought. And so the brightly colored image of Eisenhower that I had painted
for myself faded right before my eyes. Zhukov did meet with Eisenhower on
the basis that they were old acquaintances. I observed Zhukov’s first meeting
with Eisenhower. It was very warm, and you could even say friendly. I felt
that Eisenhower greeted Zhukov with great respect. Then Zhukov went by
himself to visit Eisenhower, and they sat together an entire evening and had
a conversation. Later Zhukov told us about it. Of course the conversation
couldn’t go beyond the bounds of the negotiations that we were engaged in.
It couldn’t go further and it couldn’t become too intimate. But I don’t think
they focused especially on such matters [under discussion at the conference].
They mostly reminisced about the war, their roles in it, and all sorts of military
episodes. In that respect they did indeed have something to talk about. When
Zhukov returned he only said: “Look, the president gave me a fishing reel as a
gift.” Eisenhower also presented some gifts for Zhukov’s daughter (she had
just been married) and some souvenirs for Zhukov’s wife. That was all. We
had thought that Zhukov somehow might be able to convince the U.S. dele-
gation to take a more favorable position toward the relaxation of military
tensions and establishing conditions for peaceful coexistence. But everything
was limited to merely military reminiscences.
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Even with this result, I don’t think we were wrong to take Zhukov along,
including him as one of the people accompanying our chairman of the
Council of Ministers to the Geneva negotiations. The U.S. delegation of
course had every reason to take the leadership in the negotiations, because
the United States was the leading power among the capitalist countries.
Neither France nor England could determine the course of Western policy.
But blocking the path toward a relaxation of tensions was John Foster Dulles.
He was like a watchdog, the way he sat down right next to Eisenhower and
directed his every action. He was a fervent anti-Communist, and an aggres-
sive. man who could not agree to peaceful coexistence with the Soviet
Union. Thus neither the conversations we had during a dinner in honor of
Eisenhower, nor the meetings and one-on-one conversations between Zhukov
and Eisenhower, could produce any results. They were nothing but polite
formalities. Eisenhower personally didn’t want to engage in any political
negotiations [in those private meetings].

During the breaks between sessions, when free time was available, our
delegation traveled around in an open car to see the city. We drove along
the shore of Lake Geneva and into the suburbs of Geneva. People were
surprised that we conducted ourselves so freely, having no fear that some
terrorist attacks might occur. I didn’t notice any displays of hostility from
the onlookers, of whom there were not that many. People looked at us
with curiosity, as if to say: “What kind of people are these? They seem to
look the same as everyone else.” We noticed curiosity but not hostility. But
there were also no special displays of sympathy toward our delegation.
Apparently the public in Geneva was accustomed to all kinds of foreign
delegations and took a rather calm view of the fact that one more delega-
tion had arrived, one more series of international meetings was going on.
That’s why our stay in the city didn’t provoke any great hullabaloo. And
actually we didn’t expect anything like that.

When we gathered for the first meeting Eisenhower proposed: “Let’s
follow this procedure: after each session let’s go into the barroom (prikhodit
v bufet)'? and have a martini in a small glass to remove the aftertaste of our
quarrels.” And that’s what we did. As soon as the session ended, we all went to
the bufet, and each poured himself a small glass. Of course while doing that
we joked a little and then we went our separate ways. Dulles and Rockefeller
usually accompanied Eisenhower. I remember he introduced me to the latter.
He said: “Here, Mr. Khrushchev, Mr. Rockefeller.” This banker’s appearance
made no special impression on me then. He was dressed “democratically,”
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with no similarity to the image of a millionaire that I had previously created
in my imagination. I looked at him and said: “So this is the Mr. Rockefeller
I’ve heard so much about!” I went up to him and gave him some pokes in
the ribs with my fists. He took it as a joke and responded in kind. After that
our relations were totally relaxed.

The conversations at dinner with the British delegation, headed by Eden,
were more interesting than the others. Eden turned out to be a handsome
man. Tall, with a mustache. He reminded me somewhat of a Georgian, if
you will. He was a pleasant man. The British foreign minister, Selwyn Lloyd,
accompanied him. Our conversations with them were not actually on a
friendly basis, but still it was a warm atmosphere. Eden was a very likable
man who tended to win favor with people. He was an experienced politician
and personally directed the policy of his government and of the Conserva-
tive Party, unlike Eisenhower. In our meetings Eden was a model of British
politeness and polish. His delicacy and democratic manners were expressed
in everything he did.

After the meetings with Fisenhower and Eden I noticed that neither of
them had a passion for drink. They drank in moderation. They were more
inclined to joke and engage in conversation.

Our relations with the French delegation were especially good. Edgar
Faure was a very witty person who was very easy to be around, if I can put it
that way. He knew how to win people over. It was pleasant to talk with him.
During our conversations we often joked. I remember I began calling him
Edgar Ivanovich. He understood my jokes and responded to them. But the
French delegation did not have a leading position at Geneva. I would say,
it didn’t even have the position it should have had, the position that France
should have held in principle. The government changed very frequently
in France and therefore its policies were unstable. As a result it was not
customary to take a serious attitude toward France’s position. If Faure’s
government had grown stronger, there could have been hopes for improve-
ment in our relations and for the development of trade. We could hardly
expect more than that in those days.

So the conference continued, but essentially no problems were solved. In
opposition to us stood the three other delegations, who held a unified posi-
tion against us. The fact that Eden formulated the very same policy line in a
softer way by no means changed the situation. It was the same line that the
United States and France were pursuing. At dinner Eden asked us: “What
would your attitude be if we invited you officially to make a visit to Great
Britain? It would be useful for both of our governments.” We answered that,
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yes, of course it would be useful and we would gladly take up such a
proposal if we received it. Perhaps we didn’t answer in such categorical
terms as I am now using, but nevertheless we virtually agreed that London
would send an invitation and that this invitation for our delegation to visit
Britain would be accepted. All the meetings were the same, dinner followed
dinner. These meetings simply took up time but essentially solved none of
the problems we had gathered to seek solutions to.

Later when I met Mr. Nehru of India®® (as I recall, it was in 1960, when I
headed the Soviet delegation to the UN General Assembly) he was always
smiling and had such a gentle expression on his face. He was quite prepos-
sessing. He asked me: “Mr. Khrushchev, I am interested in how your talks
with Dulles went.” I understood that he was particularly interested in this.
He knew our uncompromising position in regard to the policies Dulles was
pursuing, and he knew that Dulles’s policies were absolutely uncompro-
mising toward the Soviet state.

I answered: “Yes, we met during our dinner with Eisenhower. We met in
unofficial circumstances, and Fisenhower sat us next to each other.”

“Well, what happened?”

“We talked about which dishes he liked, or I liked, comparing the ones
that we had just tasted. That actually was the entire content of our conversa-
tion. Nothing more.”

Dulles was a man of dry personality. In the conversations at dinner he
was more restrained than others; he was not at all talkative, like the French
or even the British. In this sense Edgar Faure was far more hospitable and
polite. When we talked with him at dinner he invited us with great warmth
to make a trip in the evening, going from Geneva to France, to a place
nearby that was especially famous for its good wine. He wanted to treat us
to this wine. We replied that we were agreeable to his invitation, thanked
him, and were ready to make the trip. Of course we weren’t seriously getting
ready for this outing. I think that Faure also assumed that we wouldn’t be
going. It was simply a demonstration of politeness. He knew very well that
we would not put him in an awkward position, making him take us to a
place that was not provided for by the diplomatic protocol.

When we began to draft the final document of the conference the
irreconcilability of our positions became evident. Our position was based
(and this continues to be true) on the recognition of the borders that had
actually been established after the war. It followed from this reality that
Germany should be divided into two separate states, the Federal Republic of
Germany (FRG, or West Germany) and the German Democratic Republic
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(GDR, or East Germany), and this needed to be recognized. We also considered
it necessary to ban nuclear weapons. Those were the two key questions.
Resolving them would contribute to relaxation of tensions and increased
mutual trust. That’s what we were striving for.

The West said that it was also in favor of peaceful coexistence, but without
the recognition of two separate Germanys. They regarded the existing situa-
tion as a leftover result of the war. They accused us of not wanting a single
unified Germany, and they continued to insist on their rights as occupying
powers until a peace treaty was concluded with Germany. But they could not
sign a peace treaty because of the existence of two separate Germanys. They
would only recognize one Germany: West Germany, headed by Adenauer.
And so we tossed this ball back and forth on the playing field, or rather over
the table separating our delegations that had gathered in Geneva.

In regard to Germany we sought some sort of compromise, so that a
common text could be issued in the name of the four powers. The formula-
tions in the text made it possible for each delegation to interpret them in its
own way. Four delegations were meeting, but really there were only two
sides: the Soviet Union and the three countries of the capitalist world. In
order not to mislead public opinion, we prepared a statement that we
planned to issue separately, and immediately after the signing of the docu-
ment we organized a press conference at which we read out our special
statement as to how we understood the declaration adopted in Geneva. As a
result both sides remained in their former positions.

I think that ultimately our opponents will be forced to recognize the
German Democratic Republic and establish diplomatic relations with it.
That would contribute to the normalization of relations between peoples
and governments. But for this to happen, effort is required—and, I repeat,
patience. Of course, patience by itself is not enough. We must seek oppor-
tunities for negotiations and be persistent in trying to reach agreement and
achieve normalization of relations. Today the GDR has all the conditions
necessary for development as an independent state. It has its own governmental
structure, army, and borders. It controls its borders and defends them itself. It
has strong friends in the form of the socialist countries, and so the capitalist
powers will not be able to solve the problem “from positions of strength.” The
problem can no longer be approached that way. The enemies of Communism
understand this and are forced to take this reality into account.

I don’t know who asked me if I was acquainted with Adenauer (whether
it was Eisenhower or Eden). I said that I was not personally acquainted with
him, but I knew him fairly well from the press. I was quite familiar with his
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position and the policies he pursued. His policies promised nothing good
for us. The person I was talking with looked at me and made a kind of
“well-meaning” face and said: “You know it would be useful for you to meet
with him. He is not at all the kind of person who I see you imagine him to
be. He is a good old fellow. He’s a person you can talk with.”

I replied: “As for good old fellows, that is a question of each person’s
approach in evaluating his goodness. Our position is opposite to the one
you are taking—with your ‘good intentions’ and ‘well-meaning expression’
on your face.” The conversation was going on at the dinner table, and I didn’t
really phrase my remarks all that sharply. I knew that for the time being we
were divided by a deep abyss. We were people from different camps, and
that’s why for them he was good but for us he was bad.!*

But I have digressed. I don’t want to try to say now how the questions
discussed at the meeting in Geneva were formulated exactly. I am speaking
from memory and am not making use of any specialized literature. Besides,
this stage of the political struggle has already been bypassed. What I want to
talk about here is the spirit and character of our meeting, which was useful
in spite of everything. The capitalist countries were feeling us out. They
apparently decided that it no longer made sense to try and talk with us
“from positions of strength” on fundamental questions. I don’t know if they
definitively came to that conclusion at that time. But at any rate they
became aware that we would not just give in. We demonstrated to the world
that we were seeking peaceful coexistence, but without concessions that
would indicate that we could be forced back from our positions by threats
and intimidation. We also felt that although we honestly and sincerely
expressed our desire for peaceful coexistence, stating that we had no desire
to conquer the world, as we were accused by the press in the capitalist world,
nevertheless, we were not able to convince the Western countries to agree to
an improvement in relations.

What we thought at the time was that in the first stages it would be good
to agree to expand commercial relations. We especially wanted trade with
the United States. They had passed a law restricting trade with the Soviet
Union. We also wanted increased trade with France and Britain. However,
as I have already said, the question of questions remained the German
problem. This was where the critical contact points were located, in our
opinion. This was the question that would decide whether the political
temperature would rise to a critical level or would remain normal, neither
cold nor hot but warm—all that depended on these points of contact. If a
warm atmosphere could be maintained, it would be mutually beneficial
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and would create favorable conditions for peaceful coexistence of the two
systems, capitalist and socialist.

We were seeking peaceful coexistence on the governmental level. On the
question of ideology and philosophy we always made a clear distinction,
and we stated openly that peaceful coexistence between socialist and capitalist
ideology was not possible, that they were incompatible as long as each side
remained on positions of principle, from which neither side could back
down. In that area the battle had to be fought through to the end, and it was
clear to every sound-thinking person that ideological questions could be
solved only through struggle and would only be decided in the end by the
victory of one side or the other. If we are Communists, Marxists, Leninists,
then our belief has been and still is that victory will go to the new, more
progressive system, to Marxism-Leninism. And if that is so, how can there
be any talk of peaceful coexistence with capitalist ideology?

That’s how the Geneva conference went. We returned from Geneva with-
out achieving the desired results. But it is not quite accurate to say that. In
spite of everything there were some results: in a certain sense we broke out
of isolation, the isolation that had existed around us previously. This found
expression, if nothing else, in the fact that we were invited to visit Britain,
and we accepted this invitation. This represented a kind of breakthrough on
the front lines for those days.

Actually the Geneva meeting produced a lot of results. First of all, it gave
us the opportunity to become personally acquainted. We got to know one
another’s positions better. The meeting took place after Stalin’s death, and
the Western countries in turn had a chance to meet the new leaders of the
USSR. They were able to weigh what kind of people we were, what we were
capable of, and what could be expected of us. They were able to see whether
or not they could win anything from us by using pressure. We also were able
to picture our opponents more concretely and realistically. The document
we mutually adopted also had quite a bit of significance. Of course it revealed
disagreement on the fundamental question [of Germany], but to make up
for it, we reached a certain understanding about where we were not yet
ready to decide questions through negotiations. Things still remained at the
beginning stages.

I think the Geneva meeting was very useful for us. If I am to speak only for
myself, I viewed it as a test for us, as our going out into the world, measuring
ourselves against others shoulder to shoulder—that is, against our counterparts
representing other countries. It was a chance for us to compare our under-
standing of questions with theirs. This has great importance, very great
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importance, for leaders. Especially for us, people who had lived for such a
long time under Stalin’s wing. Stalin had decided all international questions
on his own. He had always set the direction of Soviet foreign policy, and
suddenly we were left without Stalin.

It was necessary to see the world and show ourselves to the world, as the
saying goes. We wanted to get to know the personalities of these other
people better, and their approach to solving governmental problems, and
other qualities that it’s necessary to know about any political figure. You
have to know your counterpart, your adversary, in order to do a better job of
constructing your own policy. This kind of meeting allows you to under-
stand on what questions and on what basis you can come to agreement and
on what questions you cannot come to agreement. Once you know people,
it’s easier to understand how to arrange relations with countries with which
you have disputes. This has great importance. Opposing sides always seek
various ways to resolve problems: sometimes they roll out the welcome
mat or spread out soft rugs on which they walk quietly on cats’ feet, treading
ever so gently, and then suddenly they start to bellow and make other
threatening sounds. In politics everything should be balanced and measured
(sorazmereno). There’s a saying that if you raise your voice half a note too
high, you can end up soiling your pants [from straining yourself too much].
On the other hand, if you don’t make use of such half notes [that is, if you
keep your voice too low, seeming to be weak], you may show that you don’t
understand what’s going on, and then your opponent will either come down
hard on you or disregard you altogether.

In short, we were sniffing one another out and walking around one another
at these official and unofficial meetings. Especially when we met at dinners, we
acquired a great deal of knowledge of our counterparts, getting to know the
leading figures in international politics and the heads of government with
whom we had to live either in peace or in war. At any rate we had to live.
After all, we all live on the same planet, and unresolved problems disturb
everyone. You have to try things out to contrive how to live and how to
arrange your mutual relations. I think that a very useful meeting was held in
Geneva. It had great importance for our Soviet government and for our
leadership. I think our delegation emerged with honor from this mutual
probing. We carried out the tasks that had been assigned to us by our Soviet
government and our Central Committee.

I am telling about everything from my own point of view. Some people
might say: “What is this? Weren’t there other people there?” Especially since
the head of the delegation was Bulganin. Molotov was there, and Zhukov,
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and a supporting apparatus from the Central Committee department of
political information. I am speaking in my own name because I am dictating
my memoirs. Of course all the others carried on conversations, expressed
themselves, and had their own opinions. But the general political direction
we all took was the same, without any shadings of difference. And so the
position that I have laid out was the united position of all of us. Strictly
speaking, that was the position of our government and the position of our
Central Committee. There were no differences of opinion in our delegation
at all. I would like to be understood correctly by those who read the tran-
scripts of these memoirs. When we were having conversations at the dinner
table the heads of delegations addressed themselves to me personally most
often. Of course they addressed everyone and made it appear as though
they were addressing everyone equally. But I sensed that both Eden and
Eisenhower, not to mention Edgar Faure, addressed me more frequently.
When questions came up that I thought the head of our government should
respond to, I held back and hid behind Bulganin. But Bulganin frequently
encouraged me, as though giving me a push with his shoulder. “You answer,
you answer,” he would whisper to me, and I would answer. I did not decline.

What about Molotov? Molotov was the most experienced of us all in
political negotiations. He had already participated in similar conferences
many times in the Stalin era. But he had already acquired a certain reputa-
tion. He was the man who said “Nyet”—that’s what they used to write about
him." It may be that Western leaders thought it would be easier to come to
an agreement with Khrushchev. It’s more likely that they understood that
the structure of our government rested on Marxist-Leninist doctrine and
therefore the role of the party and the role of the Central Committee and
consequently the role of the first secretary [that is, Khrushchev] was very
great. I will not conceal the fact, to put it briefly, that it fell to my lot more
than to others to reply to questions. At the official sessions, all the talking on
behalf of our delegation was done by Bulganin and no one else. The rest of
us only listened and looked, paid attention, observed—nothing more.

We wanted our delegation to give the appearance of solidity, and we didn’t
want the head of our government to look like Eisenhower, who was openly
displaying his subordinate position by following the prompting given to
him in the form of Dulles’s notes. We came to agreement ahead of time on
all questions, and Bulganin on the whole answered all questions confidently.
If during the course of a session it was necessary to react to some unexpected
comment from our counterparts, we would whisper together a little bit—that
was entirely permissible—and again Bulganin would give the answer. I want
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to be understood correctly. Not only did I not infringe on the dignity of
the head of our government but on the contrary I sought to protect and
preserve his dignity.

When the meetings ended and the delegations began to disperse (I don’t
remember now in what order the various delegations left Geneva), we had
arranged in advance that on our way back to our country we would stop in
East Berlin, where we would hold consultations and issue a joint statement
with the government of the GDR, and that is what we did.

We arrived in Berlin. We were met there with great honors. Crowds of
people came out to meet us and met us very favorably. I visited Berlin many
times after that, but that first meeting remains especially vivid in my memory.
It seems to me that that was my first official visit. I had been in Berlin in
1945 after the signing of the Potsdam agreement, but I went there incognito,
as a private individual. I wanted to familiarize myself with the municipal
economy of Berlin. But now we were officially representing the Soviet
Union, and therefore the welcome that was organized for us was splendid,
even sensational.

I was surprised by it. I would have thought that after the bloody war of
mutual annihilation, which the German people and the peoples of the Soviet
Union had gone through, we could hardly expect to be greeted with much
warmth. I even assumed that there might be some displays of hostility. Of
course, rather sour expressions were noticeable on some faces, but we didn’t
encounter a great many people like that. For the most part the people we
met were friendly toward us and behaved in a fairly upbeat manner. As I saw
it, that testified to the fact that the Germans had had their fill of war and
sincerely wanted to build friendly relations with us. The negotiations we had
with the leaders of the GDR were good and were conducted in the proper
spirit. The documents we adopted corresponded to the desires of both sides,
and those documents were published.'¢

We took that step so that public opinion would understand things
correctly. After all, the declarations signed by the four delegations at Geneva
allowed for different interpretations on some points. We interpreted them
in our way and the other side did so in their way. Only as a result of that
kind of compromise were we able to sign a document at all, but we didn’t
want to leave without anything to show for the meeting. We also didn’t want
those [ambiguous] points to be interpreted as a concession in principle on
our part. That’s why we made a public announcement in Geneva and
repeated it in the bilateral statement signed by representatives of the USSR
and the GDR.
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Thus ended our first trip abroad in our capacity as leaders of the land of
the Soviets. We met with the heads of the capitalist governments, looked
them over, and let them see us.  would say that to a certain extent we passed
the test as to whether we could represent our country worthily without
giving in to intimidation and without displaying excessive hope, but taking
a sober approach to the existing situation. I say this because before his death
Stalin would constantly repeat, whenever he got angry: “I'm going to die,
and they’ll wipe you out like so many partridges—the imperialist powers will.
You don’t know how to defend the Soviet state.” He would always reproach us in
that way, but we kept quiet because there was no point arguing with him, and
he wasn’t asking for any response from us. Now it was interesting for us to go
abroad, meet the representatives of the capitalist countries, and feel them out.

We needed to do that because we didn’t think Stalin always approached
his assessment of the international situation soberly. He exaggerated the role
of our armed forces. He thought that by threatening and intimidating the
imperialists we could maintain the peace, however shaky it might be. He
was expecting a new war at any moment. The antiaircraft artillery around
Moscow was kept on constant alert. Stalin didn’t assess the postwar inter-
national situation correctly when he assumed the imperialist powers would
attack the Soviet Union. In fact no such situation existed. Apparently he
frightened himself with the thought of a possible attack on the USSR and
thought that after his death we wouldn’t be able to defend the country, that
the capitalist powers would crush us.

Our trip to Geneva convinced us once again that no pre-war situation
actually existed at that time and that our likely enemies feared us as much as
we feared them. That was why they too rattled their sabers and tried to put
pressure on us to obtain an agreement that would be advantageous to them.
On the other hand, they also knew the boundary that they should not cross,
and they conducted themselves circumspectly, taking our resistance into
account and recognizing that they could not get what they wanted by force
or extortion. They understood that they had to establish relations with us on a
different basis. That’s why the trip to Geneva was useful even though it didn’t
produce any actual results. The mutual probing during our meetings also
had positive results, if only in the sense that people abroad saw that we were
worthy representatives of our country, that we were prepared to defend the
gains of our revolution and defend the agreements made as a result of the
defeat of Germany, so that they were not successful in extracting what they
wanted and revising the Potsdam agreement to the advantage of the West.
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What else have I forgotten? What else is there that deserves attention?
Our delegation worked harmoniously when we gathered together, held our
meetings, and exchanged opinions. No disagreements appeared on our
side. Absolutely none. That made me happy and created all the conditions
necessary for us to work out a common position of our own and to go on
the offensive against the opposing side. We sought to defend our point of
view and to achieve the maximum in the effort to preserve the peace. We
encouraged our counterparts to recognize that only peaceful coexistence, and
the acceptance of that, could help us avoid a confrontation. The opposing
sides were already armed to the teeth, and the dangerous stockpiling of nuclear
weapons was continuing.

At Geneva, at the same time that we put pressure on the opposing side and
attacked them, we spoke in favor of the withdrawal of troops from occupied
territories. It could not be permitted that someone’s troops should remain
deployed on the territory of other countries. Otherwise we could not succeed
in establishing normal conditions, removing tensions, and ensuring noninter-
vention in the affairs of those countries. That’s when I began to think that we
ought to untie our own hands, to give ourselves freedom of action, to be the
first to withdraw our troops from those countries where to do so would not
harm us. Our troops were stationed in Finland. We had a military base there.
It was literally right on the edge of Helsinki, their capital city.!”

Why does a recollection about that base come to me now? Our ambassador
in Finland reported to us, back then, that when the train from Helsinki passed
through the area occupied by our military base, the curtains on the railroad
cars were closed and people were warned not to leave their coaches, not to go
outside, and not to look out. Also the lights were turned off. Naturally this
caused upset and irritation for the Finnish passengers. If we wanted friend-
ship with Finland, and to strengthen such friendship, there was no reason to
expect it on a basis like this. Our military base threatened Helsinki with its
cannon, and we were causing painful pinpricks to Finnish pride and self-
respect every day. What could we do that would be worse?

Every day several hundred people were being reminded in a way that was
impossible to misunderstand that our military base was right there on top
of them, right next to their capital city, and they had to obey our orders. All
sorts of misunderstandings also occurred when our officers traveled on
Finnish roads. This is totally understandable and inevitable. After all, this
was a military base, and these were not some trade-union delegates making
a visit. It was a military base, military personnel were stationed there, and
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they were manning their fortifications. In short, they were doing what military
men are supposed to do.

I was troubled by this thought: “How could we call on the Americans
to withdraw their troops from foreign territories if our base existed in
Finland?” It was performing the same function as the American bases, for
example, in Turkey and other countries. I wanted to untie our hands in
foreign policy, so that people could not throw accusations in our faces, and
so that we could freely and at the top of our voices speak out, appeal to, and
mobilize public opinion against countries and politicians who advocated
placing their military bases on foreign territory.

I had an exchange of opinions with Bulganin. He agreed with me. Our
foreign minister, Molotov, thought differently, and knowing that, I didn’t
exchange opinions with him on the subject, because I foresaw his reaction in
advance as a person who did not have flexibility of mind. It was only with dif-
ficulty that he could make a sober reassessment of the international situation.

One day, during a break between sessions, when Zhukov and I were alone
together, I asked him: “Listen, Georgy . . "—our relations were that friendly
and close that I used to address him by his first name—*“tell me, does our
base in Finland have any value?”

He frowned and looked at me sternly: “You know, to tell the truth, it has
none. What could this base actually do?” He even spread out his hands [in a
sign of helplessness].

I asked: “And if that base didn’t exist, could a threat develop against us
from the direction of Finland?”

“None whatsoever,” he said.

I understood that myself. But I wanted to have confirmation from the lips
of a military man, especially from Zhukov, who had already become defense
minister of the Soviet Union. I was providing myself with verification. I
didn’t want distorted interpretations going around, saying that we had
established this base under Stalin, then as soon as Stalin died we eliminated
the base and weakened our position. “I agree with you,” I replied to Zhukov.
“Shouldn’t we then eliminate that military base? That would be very much
to our advantage politically, and even more so economically. We’re pouring
money into that base. What for? We’re maintaining an army there. And that
costs us millions. Plus there’s the fact of the deployment of our troops on
Finnish territory. That is not the way to win the respect of the Finnish people.
That’s an insult to their national dignity, and it could become a catalyst giving
rise to hatred toward the Russians and the Soviet state. And after all, so much
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combustible fuel has built up after two world wars and other military conflicts.
I don’t think that’s the best way to win the confidence of the Finnish people—
by holding a knife to their throat in the form of our military base.”

Then I said to Zhukov: “When we return, write down your thinking on
this subject.” (I wanted the initiative to come from the military.) I added:
“Then I will bring the question to the Central Committee Presidium.”

That’s what we did. Of course we discussed the question before the
document was submitted. I told the others about Zhukov’s opinion. The
memorandum from Zhukov arrived and we made the decision. Then we
invited the Finns to Moscow. We wanted to give them something to gladden
their hearts. They correctly understood the measure we were taking, which I
would call magnanimous and sensible. Immediately tense muscles relaxed
and the bitter taste left over from the wars that had been waged was wiped
away. Trust and sympathy toward us grew. Not only in the leadership, but
also among the people.

So many years have gone by since then. I look back over the path we have
traveled, and I am very pleased that this was done. We now have the very
best relations with the Finnish people. I met with the president of Finland
many times and traveled to that country myself. Our meetings were of
various kinds, and at one time I even sat in his private sauna, and we drank
beer there. The Finns invariably take steam baths in their saunas and invariably
drink beer while they are doing that, and if they are in a good mood, they
sing songs. President Kekkonen came to visit us several times. I conducted
negotiations with him. Our talks led to the very best results. And I see now
that Finland seeks our friendship and wants to expand good relations with
us, relations whose foundation was laid in those years when we withdrew
our troops from their country.

Of course we had signed a peace treaty with Finland even earlier, and then
we signed a friendship treaty, and so on and so forth. But what if foreign
troops are right next to your capital city, and your neighboring country is
demanding that representatives of your country agree to certain unpleasant,
even repulsive measures, and you have to agree to it all because of your
weakness? That is no testimony to friendship; it only attests to weakness.
You cannot arouse any inner sympathy that way. But with a display of good
intentions you can. Our good intentions were expressed in the withdrawal
of the troops that had been stationed there under Stalin. I am sure that if
this kind of policy is continued, the Finns will continue to be our good
friends. And that has great importance. Of course Finland is a capitalist
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country. But we were also a country of capitalists and landlords at one time,
and we became a socialist country. We Communists believe that the entire
world will come over to our point of view and begin building socialism.

When will that happen? It’s impossible to predict. Each country and each
people will do this in its own time and with its own hands. Socialism cannot be
imposed. We have to remember Lenin’s statement that the revolution cannot
be exported. But also the counterrevolution must not be exported. That is
the position we took back then, and even now I am deeply devoted to these
principles. I find it pleasant to recall the correct way we acted in relation to
Finland. We did a good thing and at the same time we untied our hands.

Of course, none of the capitalist governments followed our example. But we
have gained many supporters in the capitalist countries. Perhaps the capitalist
states are pursuing a policy based on “positions of strength.” But our strength
is also growing. A good example finds imitators and wins sympathy. With

that I will end this section of my memoirs.

1. This is a reference to Churchill’s famous
“Iron Curtain” speech (March s, 1946) at West-
minster College in Fulton, Missouri, in the home
state of U.S. President Harry Truman. Truman
invited him there after Churchill had been
defeated in the British elections of 1945. [GS]

2. The Conservative government headed by
Anthony Eden held office from April 6, 1955, until
January 9, 1957. See Biographies.

3. The Conservative government of Stanley
Baldwin, in which national Liberals and national
Laborites took part, held office from June 7, 1935
until May 28, 1937. However, it appears that
Khrushchev has in mind not Baldwin’s govern-
ment but that of Neville Chamberlain, which had
the same political complexion and held office
from May 28, 1937, until May 10, 1940. It was as a
result of disagreements with Chamberlain that
Eden resigned from the position of minister of
foreign affairs in 1938. [MN] This happened after
the Munich agreement with Hitler. [GS]

4. Here Khrushchev uses an expression that
comes from a Russian saying, Kazhdy sverchok
znai svoi shestok, which means, “Every cricket
should know its place under the stove.” [GS]

5. It was not that the other leaders were trying
to become more involved in foreign policy. They
would never have dared even to try. Stalin was
incapable of changing his dictatorial nature, and
therefore could not admit to himself the need for
training other leaders in making foreign policy
decisions. [SK]

6. Nikolai Bulganin headed the Soviet govern-
ment from 1955 to 1958. See Biographies.

7. Dwight D. Eisenhower (1890-1969) was pres-
ident of the United States for two terms, from 1953
to 1961. See Biographies.

8. From February 23, 1955, to January 24, 1956,
Edgar Faure headed a coalition government in
France consisting of the radical and social repub-
lican parties, the Popular Republican Movement,
the Democratic and Socialist Resistance Union,
Republican and Social Action, the peasant group,
and independents. See Biographies.

9. This was Nelson Aldrich Rockefeller, grand-
son of the founder of the Rockefeller financial
dynasty, who in 1955 was special aide to the presi-
dent on foreign policy. See Biographies.

10. John Foster Dulles (1888-1959) was U.S.
secretary of state from 1953 to 1959. In 1954 he put
forward the doctrine of “massive retaliation”
against the countries of the socialist camp in
the event of international military conflict. See
Biographies.

1. The Yalta conference was held February
4-11, 1945, when it was obvious that Germany
would soon be defeated. Accordingly, lines of
demarcation were agreed upon, specifying exactly
which part of German territory each Allied power
would occupy and where the lines between each
occupying force would be drawn. Joint policy
toward postwar Germany, coordinated by an
Allied Control Council based in Berlin, was also
agreed upon, but that arrangement did not with-
stand the test of time.

The conference was held near the Crimean
resort town of Yalta, with the delegations being
housed mainly in two former palaces and a former
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nobleman’s villa outside the town, including the
former tsar’s Livadia palace, where conference
sessions were held. The heads of government of the
three Allied powers, Stalin for the Soviet Union,
Roosevelt for the United States, and Churchill for
Great Britain, presided at the conference. They were
accompanied by their foreign ministers and chiefs of
staff, along with many other advisers. The U.S. and
British delegations each had about 350 members.

Because so much has been written about the
Yalta conference, including by three participants—
Churchill, U.S. Secretary of State James Byrnes, and
U.S. Undersecretary of State Edward Stettinius—it
is not necessary to go into detail here. Among the
many points taken up at the conference were the
following: founding of the United Nations, with a
Security Council on which the chief Allied powers
each would have a veto; postwar reparations; the
character of the governments to be established in
Poland and Yugoslavia; maintenance of the status
quo for Mongolia; and agreement by the Soviet
Union to declare war on Japan within three
months after the end of hostilities in Europe—
with the Soviet Union obtaining southern Sakhalin
and the Kurile Islands, as well as the right to
occupy northern Korea down to the 38th parallel
and rights to Port Arthur, Dalian (Dairen), and two
Manchurian railroads. [GS]

12. The bufet was a refreshment room or area with
a table or counter where drinks were available. [GS]

13. At this time, Jawaharlal Nehru (1889-1964)
was prime minister and minister of foreign affairs
of the Republic of India. See Biographies.

14. In the next chapter, Khrushchev recounts
Adenauer’s visit to Moscow, in September 1955,
shortly after this July 1955 meeting in Geneva. [GS]

15. U.S. newspaper headlines and stories in the
late 1940s and early 1950s often quoted the Russian
word Nyet (meaning “No”) in an effort to ridicule
the frequent Soviet use of the veto in the United

Nations Security Council. It was in this connec-
tion that Molotov was often depicted as “the man
who said ‘Nyet.” At the founding of the United
Nations five countries were given veto power, the
right to say “No,” in the Security Council—the
United States, Britain, France, China, and the
Soviet Union. [GS] Molotov was also given the
nickname “Stonebottom.” [SS]

16. The treaty on relations between the USSR
and East Germany was officially signed on Sep-
tember 20, 1955. Its main provision was that Soviet
troops deployed in East Germany would not inter-
fere in the country’s domestic affairs. At the same
time, letters were exchanged between the two
governments, the main provision of which was that
East Germany would guard and control its own
borders as well as lines of communication between
West Germany and West Berlin.

17. The Soviet base was at Porkkala Udd, a penin-
sula about 400 square kilometers (160 square miles)
in area in southern Finland, not far from Finland’s
capital city, Helsinki. In September 1944 the penin-
sula and adjacent waters were leased by the Soviet
Union for use as a military and naval base for a
fifty-year period. When Finland withdrew from
World War II, in August-September 1944, breaking
its former alliance with Nazi Germany, a Soviet-
Finnish armistice agreement was signed on Sep-
tember 19, 1944. The leasing of Porkkala Udd for
use as a Soviet military base was included as clause
8 of that agreement. This agreement was confirmed
by a 1947 peace treaty signed in Paris. (Five peace
treaties were signed in Paris in 1947—Dbetween the
World War II Allies, on one side, and, on the other,
Finland, Italy, Romania, Bulgaria, and Hungary,
each treaty being a separate document.) Under
Khrushchev, the Soviet government withdrew from
the Porkkala Udd base in the latter part of 1955,
and an official document restoring the territory to
Finland was signed on January 26, 1956. [GS]

MEETING WITH ADENAUER (SEPTEMBER 1955)

will now express a few thoughts about the reception in the USSR of a
delegation from the Federal Republic of Germany (West Germany). The
delegation was headed by Adenauer.! The only meeting I had with Adenauer

was that one—in Moscow in September 1955. We were very pleased by the

This part of the memoirs was tape-recorded in 1969.
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initiative taken by Adenauer when he proposed that there be a meeting in
the Soviet Union. Both sides wanted such a meeting, and it was beneficial
for both. The situation in Germany had remained abnormal (it still is today
[in 1969]). That’s why there naturally arose a desire to normalize it.

After Stalin’s death, Adenauer and his party [the Christian Democratic
Union, or CDU] thought it would be possible for them to achieve their
maximum goal of absorbing the German Democratic Republic (East Ger-
many), thus creating a unified German capitalist state. Adenauer and his
supporters—our former allies—felt that West Germany had already built
up enough economic strength. Now it was able to offer credits to other
countries. The USSR needed credits to buy modern equipment on the
Western market. Credits would allow us to obtain equipment that we needed
but were not yet able to produce in our country, nor could we obtain it in
the other socialist countries.

As far as | remember, the government of the FRG (the initials used for
West Germany, the Federal Republic of Germany) said at that time that it
was ready to offer us credits by way of compensation for postwar repara-
tions that had not been paid—reparations due to us under the Potsdam
Agreement.? The FRG had not paid them on time. I don’t remember the
amount. A figure something like 500 million West German marks keeps
running through my head. The West German mark had a high value on
Western markets. Adenauer had imagined incorrectly the position we might
take in regard to the GDR (East Germany). First, we could not at all agree to
the question being posed: whether East Germany was to be or not to be.
After all, that was a question for the [East] Germans themselves to decide—
that is, those who had established this new republic. We had an interest, not
in eliminating, but in strengthening East Germany. It’s hard to imagine
how this idea could have occurred to Adenauer—that we might agree to the
elimination of East Germany. Our ideological, political, and economic contacts
with East Germany were mutual, not unilateral.

We insisted on the preservation of an independent German state of the
workers and peasants that would be our ally. Besides, our military-strategic
interests also lay in the direction of strengthening East Germany. As for West
Germany, as I have said, it was seeking to achieve a unified German state on
capitalist foundations. If that had happened, we would have been forced to
retreat immediately to the borders of Poland. Thus, if we had given in to
threats or persuasion like that, it would have meant a political and strategic
retreat, a renunciation of East Germany and of its socialist path of develop-
ment. That would have inspired aggressive forces in West Germany to apply
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even more pressure, to try ultimately to move the Polish border farther
east—a goal the West Germans had been trying to achieve even before that,
and they’re still trying to [at the time this was taped, in 1969], despite the
fact that borders have already been firmly established. If that happened
[that is, if the Polish border were moved], it could set off a chain reaction.
There was no way we could agree to that. We could not even imagine that,
or think such a thought.

But strong desires sometimes have a blinding effect on sound thinking,
and ideas arise that make it seem possible for the unattainable to be realized.
Apparently such ideas inspired Adenauer and his circle to make the decision
to come visit us, so that through personal contacts, in the course of discussion,
they could tempt us with the offer of credits, that is, to create for themselves
conditions in which they could achieve the desired goal without war. The
people who accompanied Adenauer then were as follows: Kiesinger (who
later became chancellor),’? [Karl] Arnold (the head of the trade unions, who
later died),* Schmidt,> and one other Social Democrat. These are the names
that have stayed in my memory. I don’t remember whether Hallstein was
there.® It seems that he was. In those years the Hallstein doctrine was making
a big splash.” Today it no longer has such prominence, but at any rate it has
not been abandoned. In their debates and in practice the West Germans still
adhere to the Hallstein doctrine.

The main question was the signing of a peace treaty [that is, between the
Soviet Union and Germany]. Adenauer had been expressing himself in favor
of that. However, in our view, such a peace treaty could be arrived at only if an
agreement was signed between the two German states, with West Berlin set
apart as an autonomous “free city.” The West Germans, however, were pro-
posing a united Germany with its capital in Berlin, which did not coincide
with our interests at all. We had no moral right to try to influence the GDR in
that direction. For the GDR, such a solution would have meant renouncing its
independence and dissolving itself into capitalist West Germany. On the other
hand, what we wanted to focus on in our negotiations was officially putting
an end to the technical state of war that still existed—that is, not so much to
sign a peace treaty as to sign an agreement officially stating that the USSR and
Germany were no longer in a state of war. Such an agreement would make it
possible to establish diplomatic relations, which would facilitate economic,
cultural, and social contacts between our two countries.

As the negotiations proceeded each side tried by every possible means
but without results to achieve its goals and intentions. When nothing was
being achieved a break in the negotiations ensued. I don’t remember the
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nuances now. But in the final stages the West Germans categorically rejected
the proposals we were making; we likewise stated our lack of agreement
with Adenauer’s proposals. Suddenly he declared that since they could not
sign a suitable document, they would be leaving the next day. I said to
them: “T express my sympathy and regrets. Such a step would do harm to
the relations between our countries and above all to the Federal Republic
of Germany itself. But that is your affair. Go ahead and leave, but you will
suffer losses, both politically and economically, because economic ties with
the Soviet Union would be very profitable for you.”

We were ready for them to make a demonstrative departure the next day
without any final document being signed and without any ceremonial sendoff.
But that very same day we found out they wanted to meet with us again.
The threat of leaving our country demonstratively turned out to be just a
way of applying pressure, an attempt to extort an agreement from us, a test
to see whether we would stand our ground firmly. Adenauer wanted to
frighten us with the thought that the state of war would continue. But we
were not especially troubled by that prospect, although there was no ques-
tion that we would have regretted such an outcome. Apparently, though, the
capitalist big shots in West Germany put pressure on their government
because they especially felt it was necessary to “open a window” onto Russia.
In earlier times Germany had extracted great profits from trade with the
old, prerevolutionary Russia and with the USSR. Before Hitler came to power
we had good trade relations with the Weimar Republic. Our relations were
stable and “big deals” were concluded between us and the German capitalists.

I remember after the civil war a German company was given a concession
in the Donbas to sink a new shaft that would be Mine No. “17-bis.” It would be
right next to Mine No. 30, which was currently in operation, but the new shaft
would be deeper. Our head miner felt offended and dismayed that in effect we
had given this job to the Germans, as though to say that we ourselves didn’t
know how to sink such a shaft. He went to see Abakumov, who was the mine
manager, and offered his services: “Trust me, Yegor Trofimovich [Abakumov],
I can sink a new shaft at the mine, a test shaft or prospecting shaft, no
worse than the Germans. Just give me the necessary equipment.” But that was
precisely the problem—equipment! In spite of everything, we dug up what
reserves we could, and, as an experiment in competition, we allowed our head
miner to “take on” the Germans. He managed to sink a test shaft, and so we
didn’t end up being hopelessly outclassed.

As I recall, the Germans also restored a coke byproducts processing plant
at Mine No. 30. A rally was held to celebrate the completion of this work. At
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that time I was in charge of the organizational department of the party’s
Yuzovka district committee. I was invited to this rally as an old-timer who
had worked at the mines when they had been owned by a French company. I
had worked there as a machinist (slesar) [in a machine shop for the mainte-
nance and repair of mining machinery]. That’s why the workers there knew
me backward and forward, and I knew all of them just as well. This was
where I had spent my childhood and youth. I took a German Communist with
me to the rally. He was studying in Moscow, taking some courses, and had
come to Yuzovka for the spring break. I wanted to have a German Communist
who would speak for our side. I remember the beginning of the rally very
well. First a representative of the German company spoke, a heavy-set man,
some sort of engineer or technician. He spoke in German, and he wasn’t
sure whether we had a translator. The workers stood there and listened to
him. They were gawking at him, as the saying goes. On the surface it wasn’t
a very attractive scene. All the people were from the villages, many were
wearing bast shoes, and their clothing was old and worn, if not completely
tattered. In short, the people looked pretty drab back then. Of course that’s
entirely understandable. After a world war, then a civil war with sabotage,
which was what the revolution ran into, it was slow going, trying to restore
the economy. The accumulation of resources was also going slowly, and the
people’s standard of living was not rising. We understood this, but I'm talking
about the outward impression given at the time.

The workers listened to the foreign capitalist speaker, but you didn’t hear
one person clap. Then I announced that a representative of the Comintern
[the Communist International] would now speak, comrade so-and-so, also
a German. He was immediately greeted with applause. And when he finished
his speech, which was a short one, the kind you give at a rally, a stormy
ovation was worked up in his behalf. I don’t think the listeners entirely
understood the essence of the speech by the Comintern representative,
whose mastery of Russian was poor. But it was enough to say that he was a
representative of the Comintern for them to award him in a truly fraternal
way with a warm greeting and give him a big ovation. That was how high
our regard was, back then, for the banner and authority of the international
Communist organization, the Third International.

The Western industrialists extracted all they could from the commercial
ties established with us after the end of the Russian civil war.

Naturally, the representatives of the big corporations of West Germany,
knowing the history of their previous relations and the opportunities they
had had earlier, continued to calculate what they might extract from us if
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our relations were normalized and they were again able to do business with
the USSR. Adenauer felt the pressure from these businessmen, and he him-
self had an interest in accomplishing the same thing. And so the Germans
didn’t leave after all. We continued our discussions and began to work on a
document that we could both sign. On one particular question our counter-
parts put up especially stubborn resistance. We were surprised, and then
they leaked the information that the U.S. ambassador to the USSR, Charles
Bohlen,® was putting pressure on Adenauer.

At first when Bohlen became ambassador we had good relations with
him. Our sympathy for him was based on our high regard for Roosevelt.
Bohlen had been Roosevelt’s personal interpreter both at Tehran and in the
Crimea [at the Yalta conference], and not only in the Crimea. In short, we
had the impression that he was a Roosevelt man and would therefore stick
to Roosevelt’s foreign policy. However, it turned out later that Bohlen was a
rabid reactionary. He supported the hateful policy pursued by the circles in
the United States that were hostile to us. He was ambassador for a long time,
and he did whatever nasty things he could against us. He worsened relations
between the United States and the Soviet Union. Not only did he do nothing
toward improving those relations but he also put the freeze on any initia-
tives in that direction. I don’t know if he received some instructions from
Washington on this particular question or if this was a case of his taking
personal initiative. I think he did it of his own accord, because he didn’t
want any improvement in our relations. So the information we got from the
Germans was something that we believed.

I also remember a man by the name of Arnold, who was a representative
of one of the German provinces [North Rhine—Westphalia].® Later he
headed the trade unions in the Adenauer era. During the course of the
negotiations I had the opportunity to talk with him at some of the official
receptions. Arnold showed more interest than the others in signing an
agreement, reducing tensions, and normalizing our relations. The Social
Democrat Schmidt held a special position. As for Kiesinger, I didn’t form
any particular impression at that time. I think he was Adenauer’s right-hand
man and had no disagreements with him in his views on the possibility of
signing an agreement, especially on not making “concessions to the Soviets,”
as they used to say.

At the end of the negotiations Adenauer bragged that, in spite of the
pressure put on him by Bohlen, he had nevertheless carried the talks
through to a successful conclusion, so that in the end we agreed upon a
text.!” The Germans let us know that they wanted to have the text signed in
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a hurry before Bohlen could see the final version. We agreed with their
approach. If it was acceptable to us and not acceptable to Bohlen, of course
we would be on Adenauer’s side in such a case. Thus the document was
signed. Later I was informed that Bohlen was extremely angry at Adenauer’s
position, but the document had already been signed.

One particular impression has remained with me about Adenauer himself.
He was a man capable of resorting to what I would call crude flattery, if he
thought it necessary. During our conversations he “singled me out,” saying
things like, “Only as a result of your influence has such and such happened.”
It was unpleasant for me to listen to this from a political leader. It impinged
on his dignity. When I saw this unpleasant type of behavior I thought to
myself, “What a petty way of thinking about other people.” Probably he himself
was a petty person. For example, when we had an exchange of views during
dinner he whispered in my ear, right then, through his interpreter, with
some sort of flattering remarks. But as far as the policies he was pursuing
are concerned, in his understanding of his own interests, he was a solid
representative of the German capitalists and their great defender.

The negotiations ended, the documents were signed, and the West German
delegation left. We saw them off, and that was the first and last contact we
had. There were no more meetings between Adenauer and myself and no
more exchanges of governmental delegations. It’s true that economic relations
between our two countries began to develop. I often received representatives
of Krupp'! and of other West German firms with whom we were bound by
common economic interests. We placed orders with them, and they supplied
us with good machinery and equipment. The Germans know how to work
and how to trade.

What else can I say about Adenauer? He of course has gone down in the
history of his country as a representative of big capital. But as a person he
was, so to speak, quite skillful. How many years was it that he managed to
stay in power in West Germany! And he had the support of the voters. I
remember the following episode. During one dinner Schmidt turned to me
and, in accordance with the custom in the Socialist and Communist parties,
called me “Genosse Khrushchev” [Genosse being the German word for
“comrade”]. In reply I called him “Genosse Schmidt.” When Adenauer heard
this an ironical expression appeared on his face, and he mockingly repeated
the phrase, “Genosse Khrushchev.” Then he addressed me as “Mister
Khrushchev” and said, “Do you think that the workers in our country vote
for these Social Democrats? No, the majority of the workers in Germany
vote for me!” And he immediately rattled off how many votes the Social
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Democrats had won, how many workers belonged to their trade unions, and
how many votes his party had received. It turned out that the majority of
workers had voted for Adenauer’s party. Unfortunately, that was the truth.
If the majority had voted for the Social Democrats, of course, Adenauer
would not have been the head of the West German government. Even after
Adenauer’s death the situation didn’t [immediately] change.!?

Adenauer laid the foundations for the present-day policy of the German
Christian Democratic Party. It’s still very strong today and has great influence
in that country. You have to give Adenauer credit. He was a man you had to
take into account. But he remained an irreconcilable enemy of Communist
ideas and therefore was our intransigent ideological opponent. That held us
back, and for his part, he did not seek any close contacts with us through
government channels. That’s what I wanted to add to the generally known
fact that Adenauer was a representative of the reactionary circles in West
Germany. That was what he had always been and what he remained till the
day he died.

However our meeting was useful. We put an end to the official state of war
between Germany and the USSR and exchanged ambassadors. Through
the Soviet embassy in that country our influence on public opinion was
strengthened, and we had the opportunity to make contacts with business
circles and with people who were sympathetic toward us. Such contacts
always have good results. We broke through the isolation in which we had
found ourselves, and that was not to the liking of the United States. Their
people did literally everything they could to prevent the agreement between
West Germany and the USSR, not wanting us to break the ring of isolation in
which they had encircled the Soviet Union and the other socialist countries.
But we broke out of that encirclement. That was beneficial not only for us
but also for the other socialist countries, although they did not yet have
embassies in Bonn, because the Hallstein doctrine was still an obstacle to
such relations. Even today only Romania and Yugoslavia, it seems to me,
have embassies in West Germany.

When Yugoslavia was temporarily on bad terms with the other socialist
countries it concluded a treaty establishing diplomatic relations with West
Germany. Later, when relations between Yugoslavia and other socialist
countries were normalized, Yugoslavia recognized the German Democratic
Republic. Diplomatic relations with West Germany thereby ended auto-
matically [because of the Hallstein doctrine]. That was in 1957, but in
1963 relations were reestablished between West Germany and Yugoslavia.!*
Comrade Tito should be given credit. He preferred to have relations with
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East Germany and resisted the pressure from the West Germans. Thus the
Hallstein doctrine did not withstand the test of time, and that’s why at a
certain point West Germany did normalize its relations with Yugoslavia.

I consider it necessary to emphasize further why Charles Bohlen undertook
everything he could, for his part, to try to prevent the agreement between
West Germany and the USSR He kept sticking spokes in the wheel as much as
he could, but Adenauer didn’t listen to him, and after we had come to agree-
ment on the main questions, Adenauer proposed that we make the agreement
official by placing our signatures on it as quickly as possible, because he was
afraid that pressure from the United States would be intensified, with direct
pressure coming from Washington through the U.S. ambassador in Bonn. But
what were the considerations Adenauer was guided by in this situation? Was
he expressing any particular sympathies for the Soviet Union? Why did he
want to restore diplomatic relations? It was purely commercial interests that
were at work here, the big money interests in West Germany. In contrast, it
was to the advantage of the United States that West Germany should remain
officially in a state of war with the Soviet Union and not have its own diplo-
matic representatives in Moscow, while we too would not have our diplomatic
representatives in Bonn.

Then commercial contacts would not have developed between our two
countries, and that would have served the interests of the United States.
They wanted to invest their capital in West Germany and to influence the
development of its economy. West Germany, on the contrary, wanted to free
itself from the embrace of the United States. West German capital, having
regained its strength, was seeking markets for the sale of its goods and seeking
customers who would order its products. That’s why Adenauer wanted to
open a window onto the Soviet Union. That was his primary motive, not
any special sympathy or any noble feelings possessing his mind. The idea of
profit was what predominated. In this case the interests of the United States
came into conflict with the interests of West Germany. When people’s
pocketbooks are involved, and the interests of the banks are affected, the
requirements of one’s ally may be left out of account. The German capitalists
were quite resourceful. They knew very well what opportunities our market
offered, and they resorted to whatever cunning devices they needed to.

Now that I am retired I sometimes remember Adenauer. He gave me a
gift as a souvenir—a good pair of binoculars made by the German company
Zeiss. When I go for walks I use these binoculars, so that “with Adenauer’s
assistance” I enlarge my range of vision. I have a chance to get a closer view
of the broad fields, the woods, and the other delights of nature outside
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Moscow. If people I meet take an interest in my binoculars, I say: “A gift
from Adenauer.” That immediately makes them more interesting. Of course
we [in the Soviet Union] also make binoculars, probably no worse then the
German ones. I have other binoculars, too. But I use this pair because
they’re more convenient. And there you have one of the memories that has
stayed with me from my personal meeting with Adenauer.

1. Konrad Adenauer (1876-1967) was a conserv-
ative German politician. Before World War II, as a
leading member of the Catholic Center Party, he
was mayor of Cologne (Kéln) and president of the
Prussian State Council. After World War II he was a
co-founder and leader of the Christian Democratic
Union (CDU) and in 1949 he was elected the first
federal chancellor of the Federal Republic of Ger-
many (West Germany). He remained chancellor
until his retirement in 1963. See Biographies. In 1955
he took the step of establishing diplomatic relations
between West Germany and the USSR. [MN/SS]

2. The Potsdam conference of the allied states,
which took place between July 17 and August 2,
1945, reached agreement, inter alia, on reparations
to be made by Germany. Under the terms of this
agreement, the claims of the USSR to reparations
were satisfied by means of the transfer of German
economic assets in the Soviet zone of occupation
and of German investments abroad. In addition,
the USSR obtained one quarter of the industrial
capital equipment that the allies appropriated in
the western zones of occupation.

3. Kurt Georg Kiesinger (1904—88) was an offi-
cial in the German Ministry of Foreign Affairs
from 1940 to 1945. He was federal chancellor of
West Germany from 1966 to 1969, and leader of
the CDU from 1967 to 1971. See Biographies.

4. Karl Arnold (1901-58) was not head of the
general trade union movement in West Germany,
though he was active in the Christian workers
movement both in the Weimar period, when it
was linked to the Catholic Center Party, and after
World War 1II, when it was affiliated with the
Christian Democrats. He died of a heart attack in
1958. See Biographies. [SS]

5. Helmut Schmidt (born 1918) had been a
deputy of the Social Democratic Party of Germany
(SDP) in the Bundestag since 1953. From 1967 to
1969 he led the SDP fraction in the Bundestag.
Between 1968 and 1983 he was deputy chairman
of the SDP. From 1969 to 1974 he was minister
of defense, economy, and finance, and from 1974
to 1982 federal chancellor of West Germany. See
Biographies.

6. The jurist and politician Walther Hallstein
(1901-82) was appointed state secretary in the fed-
eral chancellery by chancellor Konrad Adenauer

in 1951. Later he was transferred to the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, where he was responsible for the
formulation of the doctrine that bears his name.
He became the first president of the Commission
of the European Economic Community (from
1958 to 1967). [SS]

7. The Hallstein doctrine stated essentially that
West Germany was the only true representative of
the German people and that it spoke in the name
of Germany as a whole. This doctrine denied that
East Germany had any valid legal standing. [GS]
The doctrine was announced in September 1955. It
was repudiated in 1972 when the two German
states signed a treaty on the foundations of their
mutual relations. [MN/SS]

8. Charles E. Bohlen (1904—74) was U.S. ambas-
sador to the USSR from 1953 to 1957 and special
assistant for Soviet affairs from 1959 to 1962. See
Biographies. [SS]

9. Karl Arnold was minister president of the
land of North Rhine—Westphalia from 1947 to 1956.
[SS]

10. The text dealt with the establishment of
diplomatic relations between West Germany and
the USSR. Relations were established on September
13, 1955. In 1958 a treaty was concluded on consular
relations and an agreement signed on general
questions of trade and navigation.

1. The Krupp concern combines mining opera-
tions with the production of steel, metals, machines,
automobiles, ships, aircraft, and electricity. It also
designs and builds turnkey production facilities and
conducts large-scale trade.

12. Adenauer resigned as chancellor in 1963.
[GS] The West German Social Democrats entered
a coalition government for the first time in 1966.
[MN] It was not until 1969, when the Social
Democrat Willy Brandt became chancellor, that
West German foreign policy shifted toward
détente with the Soviet Union. [GS]

13. The USSR declared the termination of the
state of war with Germany on January 25, 1955.

14. On October 19, 1957, diplomatic relations
between West Germany and Yugoslavia were broken
off. Diplomatic relations were restored with Yugo-
slavia on January 31, 1963, and with Romania on
January 31, 1967.
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THE VISIT TO GREAT BRITAIN

took up a lot of space to tell about the four-power summit meeting in

Geneva, but for me that was a way of laying the groundwork for telling
about my impressions of our trip to London. We were supposed to arrive in
England, as we arranged with the British government, at the end of April
1956.! The agreement was reached that we would travel on one of our military
vessels, a cruiser [the Ordzhonikidze]. We wanted to arrive on a cruiser
because we thought we would then have, as it were, our own temporary base
in the port city where our ship would be docked. From Portsmouth, where
we were to dock, we would go by train to London and thus would see more.

The delegation included Bulganin and myself. Although Bulganin was
chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR at that time, I was included
in the delegation because at Geneva better relations between [Anthony] Eden?
and me had been established. When we had conversations at Geneva, he
addressed me most of all, and I replied to him in the name of the entire Soviet
delegation in response to questions he asked. We also decided to include
Academician [Igor Vasilyevich] Kurchatov® in our delegation. He was a very
interesting man, not only as a scientist. As a person he was very pleasant and a
witty conversationalist. Through him we wanted to make contacts with British
scientists, a goal that we achieved. He went to British scientific institutions, and
that was beneficial for the establishment of new contacts.

When we were getting ready to leave, the British embassy in Moscow
proposed that we take a British military attaché with us. We agreed. Of course
there were objections from some people: we were sailing on a military vessel;
it was a new ship; and the military attaché would undoubtedly take an
interest in it and might discover some secrets of our military technology.
Such reasoning of course was foolishness, inspired by the customs and
habits of the Stalin era. So we took him with us. This military attaché had
the rank of colonel. He was a very likable man; I don’t remember his name
now. He behaved modestly and conducted himself well. When we were
already at sea, on April 17, my birthday, we decided to have a small dinner as
a celebration. The whole delegation ate together. We decided to invite the
military attaché to the dinner. At the dinner, especially since it was a birthday
party, of course there was drinking, and apparently this military attaché had
a taste for drink and was well acquainted with the various types of alcoholic
beverages. He got completely drunk, so that, later on, he was not at all up to
trying to inspect the vessel. He barely made it to his cabin, and he slept there
soundly for the whole next day of our voyage.
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I recalled this later when I was talking with Eden. Eden had a good sense
of humor and asked me: “Well, Mr. Khrushchev, how was our military
attaché? Did he behave himself on your ship?”

I answered: “He behaved well. He was a worthy representative of Great
Britain.”

“How was he as a spy? Did he look into everything?”

“Oh, he was simply impossible! He poked into every nook and cranny,
places where an insect couldn’t crawl. He got into everything and saw every-
thing.” Eden laughed. I don’t know if he was aware that the attaché had
drunk too much. Perhaps the military attaché himself reported this to his
superiors. At any rate, Eden did ask me about him.

When we arrived in Portsmouth we were greeted with the customary
military honors. We had arrived on a military ship, and the standard practice
was to give a military salute. We immediately transferred from the ship to a
train and continued our journey that way. All of it was unusual for us. Not
counting the trip to Geneva, this was my first official visit to a Western
capitalist country. We had gone to Geneva by plane and flown back by
plane, but here we were arriving by ship, then traveling by train, and we saw
much more along the way. As we were passing through the country by train
the buildings we saw made a strong impression on me. What caught my
attention was that they were mostly small buildings of red brick. I also saw
such buildings in London when we arrived there. Of course not in the center
of the city. Later when we traveled around Britain these typical buildings
“followed us everywhere.” Why did they stick in my memory? Because they
were the very same little red houses of my childhood.

As a boy I lived in the Donbas, where my father worked in a mine. The
Yuzovka metallurgical works belonged to the British capitalist Hughes.* All
the little houses that Hughes built for the technical personnel, skilled workers,
and foremen were exactly like the kind I was now seeing in Great Britain.
When I went to the bazaar in Yuzovka as a youngster, we had a common
saying: “What road are we taking today? We’re taking the road past the
British red houses.” I think those red houses are still there on the road from
Yuzovka (now Donetsk) to Mariupol. They used to be overgrown with ivy,
and so were the houses in Britain. In the summer only the windows were
visible; the walls were entirely covered with green ivy. That was my first
vivid impression after arriving in Britain,

In London, at Waterloo Station, Eden and other members of the British
cabinet met us. I no longer remember who they were exactly. After the usual
ceremony of greeting we set off for our rooms at Claridge’s Hotel, where we
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were to stay. The hotel was excellent and the service remarkable. All this was
new to us. We had never had such close dealings with [Western] foreigners
before. When we arrived at the hotel, the long line of cars stopped some
distance away, rather than pulling up to the entrance. Some members of our
delegation got out of their cars and proceeded to the hotel on foot. The
Londoners knew about our arrival from reports in the press, passersby were
stopping, and of course little boys showed up. They took a special interest in
Academician Kurchatov’s beard. They pointed their fingers at him, laughed,
and jumped up and down, as little boys do, little boys of every country and
nationality. Later, when we were in the hotel, Kurchatov chuckled: “Look
what an impression my beard made on them!” It’s true. Everyone really did
point at his beard. The press even wrote about it. I met Englishmen who
also had beards, but Kurchatov had a special kind of beard with streaks of
gray, not a thick beard, but quite impressive.

Meetings with the British government began. It was mainly Eden, [Selwyn]
Lloyd,’ and, as I recall, [Harold] Macmillan® who conducted the negotia-
tions with us. Strictly speaking, these occasions were a case of “pouring from
one empty vessel into another.”” Our positions had been made clear even
before the meeting in Geneva, so that these talks could really add nothing
new. It was as though we were simply tossing balls back and forth. The ques-
tions revolved mainly around the same old thing: Germany in general, the
GDR in particular, disarmament, and peaceful coexistence. These were very
important problems, but we saw that the West was not prepared to solve them.
The Western countries were playing with us, pretending to pat us on the head a
little, smooth down our fur, try to dispose us more favorably toward them, and
get us to make some kind of deal. A deal in the sense that everything would
have to be agreed to from their point of view. We of course could not do that.
And so there was no hope of achieving any kind of agreement.

In what sense was this meeting of interest for us? As we made closer
personal acquaintance with our counterparts, their political positions became
more distinct. Apparently the British were interested in accomplishing the
same thing. Besides, Britain at that time wanted to come to some kind of
agreement with the USSR more than the other Western countries in order
to rule out the possibility of a military confrontation. In addition, they were
trying to prevent our influence from penetrating westward, especially into
the Near East, above all Egypt, Yemen, and several other Near Eastern areas.
The British themselves proposed that we agree not to sell arms to the
African countries. We agreed in principle. We said we were agreeable to
signing such a treaty—on the condition that the British also promise not to
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sell weapons to those countries. Only on the condition of such a mutual
commitment could we find a solution. If on the other hand the British could
not give such assurances, we would stand by our view of things and would
not undertake any obligations.

Eden, as I have said, was a man capable of winning people’s favor. With
his tact and soft-spoken manner he drew his interlocutor into relaxed con-
versation, instilling trust and confidence. We valued Eden especially [as I
have said] for his position before the war, the position he took when he was
part of the British government. He had taken the correct position then, and
we remembered it, and we were favorably disposed toward him because of
that. Sunday came, and Eden invited us to his dacha. I have used the Russian
term “dacha,” but actually it was the country home of the prime minister at
Chequers. They told me the history of this country house. Some capitalist
had given it as a gift to the government for use by the prime minister of
Britain, and from then on the prime ministers of Britain, regardless of what
party they belonged to, made use of this home in the country.

We accepted the invitation. Eden had said previously that several members
of his cabinet would also attend the meeting out in the country. When Bulganin
and I went there, Eden and his wife were already there, along with Macmillan,
Foreign Minister Selwyn Lloyd, and another influential Conservative (whose
name I have forgotten).® They said he was destined in the future to be a
prime minister or foreign minister. Actually he did become foreign minister®
and later visited the Soviet Union in that capacity. We had information that
this man had a negative view of the USSR, that he was an anti-Communist,
and not just because he was a member of the Conservative Party. Even
among the Conservatives he was a super-conservative. However, in the
meetings and conversations we had there, he didn’t reveal any of this. He
made no outward show of aggressiveness at all, although we felt that he did
nurse some hostility toward us as representatives of the Soviet Union.

The house on Downing Street, where Eden lived as prime minister, did
not look very presentable. It was a separate house of red brick, a very old
building, rather dilapidated and sorry-looking. The outer wall was also of
red brick, old and blackened with soot. In short, it was not at all attractive.

Chequers was not very far from London,'* but the country around it was
beautiful: meadows and a small wood in the distance. Bulganin and I took a
walk before lunch and went a long way down the path. The natural sur-
roundings reminded me of Oryol and Kursk provinces. It was the same kind
of landscape. Many flowers were planted next to the house. The British heat
their homes with fireplaces, and they were burning anthracite coal. There
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was powdery black soot inside the houses from this coal. When anthracite
burns (and I know this from my experience in the Donbas), it has a lot of
sulfur in it; an unpleasant smell results and you feel somewhat suffocated.

The lady of the house also sat down to dinner with us. We had a rambling
conversation and took up various questions. They asked and we answered;
then we in turn asked questions. There was nothing especially noteworthy
in those conversations. Our embassy had informed us that Eden’s wife was a
niece of Churchill’s. She had evidently inherited some qualities from her
predecessor as far as drinking goes. She knew how to drink. But I wouldn’t
say that we noticed her abusing drink. We drank everything that was there,
nor did she hesitate to join in.

When our conversations dealt with political subjects, we mainly stressed
our military might. By that time we already had up-to-date bombers. We had
the TU-16 and we had produced the jet bomber IL-28 in large numbers. These
are very good planes for front-line support action. Our weapons were, in our
opinion, quite good. We were also adding to our navy. We had built several
new cruisers and destroyers and quite a few submarines. Of course, by com-
parison with the West, we did not have so many. At that time we didn’t have
any intercontinental missiles at all, but we had a fair number of missiles with a
range of 500-1,000 kilometers [300—600 miles]. Therefore we were able, as it
were, to threaten England. After all, we could reach its territory with our
missiles. It was within range, and we let it be known unmistakably that we
had the means of causing great damage to any adversary who took it into his
head to attack us. These missiles could reach not only Britain, passing over
West Germany and France, but also other European countries that belonged
to NATO. Those countries were also vulnerable to a possible blow from us.
This evidently disturbed our counterparts in the conversation.

I am telling about this now because during dinner Eden’s wife asked us a
question: “What kind of rockets do you have? Do they go far?”

I answered her: “Yes, they go far. Not only can our rockets reach the
British Isles; they can go even farther.”

She bit her tongue. My remark came across rather crudely and could have
been interpreted as a threat. We actually did have that kind of purpose in
mind. We didn’t especially want to threaten anyone, but we wanted to show
that we had not come as supplicants, that we were a strong country. Con-
sequently, it was necessary to come to an agreement with us and not hand
us any ultimatums. You couldn’t talk with us in the language of ultimatums.

Eden said that the next morning we were invited to visit a university, either
Cambridge or Oxford, as I recall,' and from there we would come back to
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Chequers. Lloyd went there with us. He stopped by to pick us up. Kurchatov
was not with us, but to make up for it, Gromyko traveled with Bulganin and
me. Lloyd behaved very politely along the way and he joked a lot. The three of
us were sitting in the car. He addressed me: “A little bird flew onto my shoulder
and whispered in my ear that you are selling arms to Yemen.”

I replied to him: “Various kinds of birds fly around and whisper various
things. A little bird flew onto my shoulder and whispered that you sell arms
to Egypt, Iraq (there was a reactionary government in Iraq then), and to all
sorts of people in general, whoever wants to buy them from you. And if they
don’t want to buy, the bird whispers to me, you impose the weapons on
them. So you see there are different kinds of little birds.”

He went on: “It’s true that there are different kinds of birds, and some
whisper to us and some whisper to you.”

I said: “What they ought to whisper is that we have undertaken a joint obliga-
tion not to sell arms to anyone. That would be useful for the cause of peace”

The USSR really was negotiating arms sales with Yemen. It seems that these
negotiations had ended with our agreeing to supply Yemen with a certain
quantity of arms. Then the crown prince of the Yemeni monarchy, El-Badr,'
came to visit us. Later he became the king and fought against the republican
government. But earlier he represented a progressive force, because he was
willing to fight to free Aden from the British, and we were interested in seeing
Yemen become a fully independent country. British intelligence had provided
accurate information: the little bird had whispered the truth in the ears of the
British government, that we were selling arms to Yemen. That was the truth.

We arrived at a college, apparently an institution for students from the
elite, from well-to-do families. The president of the college'® took us on a
guided tour, showing us the classrooms and a large courtyard. We went in
some door, and there we suddenly saw a caricature portrait of this very
president painted on a wall. He merely glanced at it and said rather calmly,
“The students love to make fun of the likes of us,” and we went on. Later he
told about all sorts of pranks and escapades that the students indulged in.
Well, what can you do? Young people are young people. You can expect
anything from them. The students showed some interest in us, but I would
say it was not very lively. It was not a working-class crowd. Students of
conservative bent were being trained for government work. Therefore we
couldn’t count on any kind of understanding or sympathy.

From the university we returned to Chequers. I have already described
how dinner went. Eden invited us to spend the night, and we did stay over
at Chequers, but all the others, aside from Eden, departed. The layout of
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the rooms inside the house was as follows: there were two stories, with
cantilevers. Downstairs there was a pool room, a dining room, and various
annexes, and the bedrooms were upstairs. They showed us Bulganin’s
accommodations and mine. Each of us was placed in a different corner of
the house. I was not well oriented in the place. In the morning I got up
early; the whole house was still asleep, and I had nothing to do, so I put my
clothes on and decided to go visit Bulganin, but I got the locations of the
rooms confused and went up to a door thinking that it was the door to his
room. I knocked. You can imagine my fright and surprise when a woman’s
voice answered. I literally fled, and it was only then that I realized I should
have gone a little farther. I never did tell anyone, although I thought that she
would assume that it was one of us, either Bulganin or me, who had
knocked. To tell the truth, I related the whole story to Bulganin and we had
a laugh over it, but we decided not to explain to our hosts who it was that
had knocked on the door of Mrs. Eden’s room.

It had been arranged that on the next day we would visit Queen Elizabeth.'*
The distance was not far. We got our things together quickly, and it was easy
for us to do that, because we had warned our British hosts in advance that
we didn’t have any special clothing of the kind customarily worn on such
occasions. We didn’t have it, and we weren’t about to acquire it. If it was
convenient for the queen to receive us as we were—in the clothes we were
wearing for our discussions with our hosts—that was fine. If not, that was
up to her. We had a prejudice against such ceremonies, and we didn’t want
to dress ourselves up in fancy costumes, such as a coat with tails, a top hat,
and other accessories, as is customary on such occasions in the West.

Mikoyan went once as our representative to Pakistan, and later we saw a
newsreel showing the reception he was given there. We saw Anastas Ivanovich
[Mikoyan] in a coat with tails, wearing a stovepipe hat, and we laughed at him
for a long time. He joked his way out of it. Anastas Ivanovich distinguished
himself among us as a “European” of long standing. The forms of etiquette
customary for diplomats were not strange to him, including the customary
clothing that they wear abroad when visiting especially important persons.

When we arrived at the royal palace, a lot of people were there. They were
tourists on an excursion. It was warm out, April, the best time of year in
England, as Eden told us. There was not much rain, everything was green,
and it was indeed a beautiful time of year. The crowd of tourists was seeing
the sights in the palace, and there certainly were things to see. When we
entered the palace the queen came to meet us with her husband and two
children. We were introduced. She was dressed very simply, in a light-colored
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dress whose color was not very bright. On Gorky Street'> in Moscow in the
summertime you could meet a young woman wearing the same kind of
clothing that the queen wore when she greeted us.

The queen introduced us to her husband, then took us on a tour of
the palace and showed us the various sights. She played the role of a guide.
We walked around for a little while; she showed us everything and then
invited us for a cup of tea. We went into some large room and were invited
to sit at the table.

We sat down and chatted about this and that, as always happens when
there’s no particular subject for discussion. Her husband showed some
interest in Leningrad. He said: “They say it is a very interesting city.” We
agreed and said that in general we were proud of the city. He added that he
had never been there, but that his dream was to go there some day. We said
that as things currently stood, his dream could easily be realized: “All you
have to do is express the wish, and you will receive the appropriate invita-
tion from us. The invitation will be whatever you would like: either on the
governmental level or from the military command. You can make your
acquaintance with Leningrad and with the Baltic fleet and in general with
everything that’s of interest to you.” He thanked us and said that he would
take us up on our kind offer if the occasion arose. With that our conversa-
tion ended. To tell the truth, the queen also displayed some interest in our
new airplane. The first flights of our TU-104 had begun just then. That plane
was flying to London, bringing us the latest mail. Of course we organized this
deliberately in order to show the British that we had a good passenger plane
with jet engines. It was the first passenger jet in the world, and we wanted
people to take a look at it, if only as it went by in the sky. It turned out that
our plane was circling for its landing right nearby, not far from the royal
palace. The queen said: “I have seen your plane. It’s a remarkable plane. It has
flown by here several times.” We began telling her about the plane, what a fine,
modern plane it was, the best in the world, and that no other country in the
world so far had such a plane. Then we thanked the queen, took our leave, and
returned to Eden’s place, where we continued our previous discussions.

I don’t remember whether members of the cabinet came on that particular
day—the ones that had been present at our first conversation. We told Eden
about our reception by the queen. We agreed with what he had told us in
advance: that she was a modest woman, intelligent, and of good bearing. He
had told us: “You'll find it pleasant to meet with her” And that’s how it
turned out. I would say that she didn’t make any display of royal haughtiness
when she met with us. Her behavior and outward appearance didn’t “make
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us tremble,” as happens in novels when people describe meetings with royalty.
Elizabeth II was an ordinary person, the wife of her husband, and the
mother of her children. That’s how she presented herself to us, and that is
the impression that has remained with me. Her voice was soft and calm,
with no special pretensions. The questions she asked were no different from
those any foreigner would ask when meeting people from the Soviet Union.

Incidentally, I remember a conversation about the queen with an English-
woman. It happened right at that time, when we were visiting England.

She asked: “Did you meet Queen Elizabeth?”

“Yes, we did.”

“Well, how did you like her?”

We told about our impressions, and this Englishwoman immediately
added in a sad voice: “I feel sorry for her, the poor woman.”

“Why do you feel sorry for her?”

“Well, you know, a young woman would like to live a little, as anyone would
want to at her age. But as the queen, she’s denied the ordinary pleasures, she
lives under a glass case, and is always being watched by people. It’s a very
difficult life and a heavy responsibility. That’s why I sympathize with her.”

I liked the humane way this woman approached the question. The poet
[Aleksandr]| Nekrasov was right in his poem Who Is Happy in Russia? Looking
back over all the people met by the wandering peasants in his poem,
Nekrasov wrote, “Even for the priest things go hard, in their way, and even for
the tsar, things are not easy.” (I popu po-svoyemu plokho, i tsaryu nelegko.)'
Thus too, it seemed, things were not easy for Elizabeth II.

When the itinerary for our visit to Britain was being worked out, Eden
proposed that we have a meeting with the First Lord of the Admiralty.'” He
told us: “There at the Admiralty, you'll meet military men, mainly navy
men.” He gave us some preliminary information about them. We had been
invited by the minister of the navy, the First Lord of the Admiralty. Actually
the commander-in-chief of British naval forces was Admiral Mountbatten,'®
but he declined to meet with us. He was related in some way to the family of
the Russian tsar and considered us (and rightly so) the heirs of the Bolsheviks
who had killed his relatives in the Urals region in 1918."

Arrangements were made about the timing of the meeting at the Admiralty.
When the appointed day came, Bulganin and I went there. I constantly use
the phrase, “Bulganin and I,” because, formally speaking, Bulganin was the
head of our government and I was just a member of the delegation. But
things turned out in such a way—without any such intentions on my part—
that it fell mainly to me to do all the negotiating and to answer the questions
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asked by the English side. You could even say that it fell exclusively to me.
Not because I wanted that. No, I understood my position and tried to have
the head of our government answer questions, as was appropriate. But
Bulganin himself told me he would like me to answer. There were cases
when questions were asked and I would turn my head toward Bulganin
indicating that I expected him to answer. He would immediately turn to me
and say: “You answer!” And I would answer. So that no awkwardness would
arise and so that the British side would not be given any reason to make any
negative assumptions, I would answer after a pause, which always gave
Bulganin the opportunity if he wanted to do the answering and to be
included in the conversation. As a rule he would nudge me in the side, or
make a sign with his eyes, or say outright: “Khrushchev will answer.” I want
to be understood correctly. I had an unpleasant conversation on this very
subject when we returned. After each of the talks that were held, a report
was drawn up [based on the interpreter’s notes], and we sent them to
Moscow. This went on during my entire stay in Britain, so that the CPSU
Central Committee Presidium would be accurately informed about the
progress of our visit there, about the conversations, the questions that were
raised, and how we replied to them. Thus our leadership could see from
these reports that I was the main one giving the answers.

It was unpleasant for me after we returned to have Molotov ask: “Why were
you giving the answers the whole time?” I sensed a certain dissatisfaction on
his part, suggesting that I was putting down the head of the government and
the head of our delegation.

I felt obliged to say this: “Comrades, I beg you to ask Bulganin himself to
clarify why this happened.” After all, [when we were in Britain] I couldn’t
get into an altercation with him, right there in front of everybody, when it
was time to answer a question. Bulganin kept saying: “You answer!” What
could I say to him? Should I have said: “No, according to protocol, you're the
one who’s supposed to answer?” It would have looked foolish to behave that
way in front of the foreigners. Bulganin himself yielded his role to me, and
there were no underhanded intentions or aspirations on my part.

I will not pretend to any unnecessary modesty. It became clear later that
Bulganin, correctly understanding his own abilities [or lack of same], was
unable to respond to a number of questions as needed. He is someone that
people can roll right over (obtekaemy). This became strikingly apparent
when the Labour Party people arranged a dinner in our honor. There he
answered all the questions that the Labourites asked us, but he answered
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in a very ordinary way [not as a political figure at his high level should
have]. I felt obliged to intervene and express my point of view. A sharply
strained political discussion occurred, and we simply left that dinner after a
thoroughgoing exchange of insults and curses with the Labour leadership.
This was a digression, but it’s something I considered necessary to mention.

So then, we went to Greenwich to the reception by the British navy
men.? A lot of people had gathered there in a large room with a long table.
The room was rather dark, as is customary among the British, with the
lights turned down low. A state of semi-darkness. We had drinks and gave
speeches. I don’t remember what the British talked about. For the most part
the same admiral did all the speaking for them, and it was up to us to reply.
Bulganin again said: “You take the floor.” And so I did. It was a kind of free-
wheeling, unofficial meeting with off-the-cuff speeches. The subject I chose
was intended, more broadly, to present a picture of our country and of its
potential, that is, to put it crudely, I took the offensive against the British.
This is the topic I confronted them with: “Dear Sirs, you represent Great
Britain. Your country ‘rules the waves, but that is a thing of the past. We
have to look at things realistically today. Everything has changed. The tech-
nology is different, and the status of the navy is different. Previously a naval
fleet was like floating artillery, and it inspired fear wherever it went, opening
up the way for the marines. Today, when planes equipped with missiles
exist, as well as the missiles themselves, which can be fired at targets great
distances away, distances that naval artillery cannot reach, a new situation has
taken shape. It can be said that today battleships and cruisers are floating
graveyards. Their time has passed. We came to visit you in a cruiser. It’s a
modern cruiser, a good ship. That’s the very kind of appraisal I heard from
your specialists about it. Even though they rate our cruiser highly, we could
sell it now because it’s outdated, and its guns are also outdated. In a future
war the chief military questions will not be decided by cruisers, not even by
bombers. They too are outdated, although not as much as the navy, so far, but
they are also outdated. Today the submarine fleet has come to the forefront as
the chief naval weapon, and the chief aerial weapon is the missile, which can
hit targets at great distances, and in the future the distances will be unlimited.”

Various questions were asked and answers given, but the discussion
turned mainly on the issue of the navy. We wanted to emphasize the decline
in military effectiveness of the British navy in relation to ourselves, and we
spoke about this directly to their naval officers. Our speeches were not
worded aggressively and contained no threats. Everything we said was with a
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smile on our face, so to speak. They also joked and made ironic remarks.
Today I no longer remember exactly how all this was presented, but on the
whole the discussion was fairly relaxed and candid with no formal commit-
ments being made on either side. It was not a matter of official negotiations,
but an informal exchange of views at the dinner table, over a glass of whiskey.
We were talking about the world situation at that time, about possible future
wars, and about the role one or another weapon might play.

Our host, the Lord of the Admiralty, proved to be a man who could take a
joke, and I didn’t feel that our statements about the navy offended him in
any way or that he was dissatisfied with them. If we had sensed any such
thing, we would have immediately stopped talking like that, because we
certainly didn’t want to put our host in an awkward position. We parted on
friendly terms. But the next day we met with Eden again.

As always Eden spoke with a smile on his face: “How did you like our
navy men? What impression did they make on you?”

I answered: “You have good navy men. They are famous throughout the
world”

“And how did your talks go?” He looked at me with a smile on his face.

I said: “I see that you already know about our conversations, since you are
smiling.”

“Yes,” he answered, “I know. Your statements were reported to me.”

“And what is your opinion of them?”

“I agree with you. But as prime minister, I can’t talk about that with our
military people. We really have no major weapons other than our surface
fleet and bombers. Those are our primary means of waging war. I could not
destroy their confidence in our weapons.”

“Yes, I understand you, but we were simply presenting our point of view
honestly”

Later there was a big to-do in the world press in response to my speech.
The United States reacted especially sharply against the point of view I
expressed at that dinner at the Greenwich Naval College. Refutations of my
speech began to appear in the U.S. press: No, the navy has not outlived its
usefulness. It is still an awesome power in warfare, as are bombers. After
a certain number of years, not only in conversations but in the press as
well, American journalists began to admit that bombers had outlived their
usefulness and that missiles were now the chief weapon. They wrote along
these lines: “If we American journalists previously took a different position,
arguing against Khrushchev and defending our own point of view, that was
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because it was necessary at the time, because the Russians had rockets that
could send payloads into space earlier than the United States, whose defenses
were then based on the navy and on bombers.”

All of that is true. I also understood that they couldn’t openly agree with
us. After all, their military bases, which surrounded the Soviet Union, were
full to overflowing with bombers, and they didn’t have missile forces at that
time. We didn’t have very many ourselves, back then, but we did have them.
With our missiles we could pretty well take care of any likely adversary
located nearby, if a war was imposed on us. It’s true that the United States
was beyond our reach at that time, because intercontinental missiles had
only just made their appearance in our country. I am talking about the R-7
missile, although essentially it was not a military weapon but a means of
launching payloads into space for research purposes. It was in that area that
it proved its worth, although we also did produce several of those rockets for
military purposes. Later, when other types of missiles came into existence, we
abandoned [any military use of] the R-7; it was no longer suitable [for that].
We produced other types of missiles for our defense in the necessary quantity,
and now we have a sufficient number—more than enough, in fact—and a
negative aspect of that situation has become apparent, because producing
those missiles sucks money out of the budget to no good purpose and exhausts
our financial capabilities. But that is a separate question.

We traveled all over England, in keeping with the program that had been
approved. First we went to Birmingham, a major industrial center. The people
there also greeted us courteously. We drove around that city with the mayor.
He drove us in a Rolls Royce. Even today that car is considered the best. It’s
not made on the assembly line. The British produce and sell those cars only
in response to individual orders. It was a luxurious automobile with a lot of
glass, providing a splendid view.

As we were driving around I asked: “Mr. Mayor, are there many such official
cars in your city?”

He answered: “I am the only one who has such a car. No one else does.”

“Why?”

“Oh, it’s a very expensive machine. It would be wasteful if they were
furnished to others. 'm the only official person here who has one. Private
individuals also own Rolls Royces, but only a limited number.”

Our schedule during the visit to England was fairly crowded. They began
piling things on us to the point where it became impossible. From early
morning to late at night we were rushing around the country in cars or on
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planes. We felt overburdened and began to express our displeasure. There
was one more English city we were supposed to visit, and then we were to
head off for Scotland.

The next time we met with Eden I said: “Mr. Eden, my legs won’t hold me
up any longer. I can’t continue at this pace. You are exploiting us. I'm tired
out and I won’t go any further. As of tomorrow I'm declaring a strike and
will remain at the hotel in London.”

He laughed: “Mr. Khrushchev, I beg you, I simply plead with you, let’s
agree that you won’t have to go anywhere else except to Scotland. I beg of
you ever so much, you really have to go there. Do you know what Scotland
is like? If you don’t go there, Scotland will revolt and withdraw from the
Commonwealth. That’s what the Scots are like! You don’t know what
nationalists they are. They’ll give me no rest! I beg of you!”

Bulganin and I exchanged glances (he was of the same opinion that
there was no point in making any more trips), then we said: “All right, we’ll
go to Scotland.”

We went there. It was interesting for us to look at this country, but it
turned out to be like a flying cavalry raid. As a result very few impressions
remained with us, especially since the English had made all the arrangements:
no contact with the people, meetings with only those who were necessary, that
is, those who were officially chosen to meet us and accompany us. No one
else. We didn’t walk on the streets, and no visits to factories were arranged.
Thus, we were in Scotland, but we only saw the people from our car windows.
And only those who were walking on the streets. We had no meetings that
were not part of the official itinerary. We flew to Edinburgh. We were warned
that in Scotland it’s always raining, and sure enough, Scotland greeted us
with a fine drizzle. An honor guard had formed up, and it marched by with
its special music. Scottish [bagpipe] music and the Scottish military uniform
are quite unique. I had practically never before seen these Scotsmen in their
plaid kilts, berets, and bagpipes. I had seen them only once before, and
heard their music, in 1946, when I went to Berlin and then to Vienna. In
Vienna I saw a Scottish military unit marching by in their special national
costumes and with their Scottish musical instruments. But I had observed
them for literally a few moments only. Now we were seated under a canvas
awning, and the Scottish troops marched past us so that we could get a
close look at them.

A dinner was then given in our honor at the Edinburgh royal palace. We
were told that the dinner had been provided for us in the name of Queen
Elizabeth, because she was the queen of Scotland as well as of England. A
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man who acted as her representative, or deputy, as it were, received us and
arranged the dinner in her name. Small tables were put up all around, and
the members of our delegation were each seated separately. I ended up sitting
with some Scottish people. Bulganin was also seated at a separate table, so
that different people could eat with us. That was correct from their point of
view, because more people could be included that way, and we wouldn’t
interfere with one another in the course of conversation. But what if, perhaps,
they had some other aims in mind? There would be more varied statements
from our scattered delegation members, and they might get more out of us.
However, I don’t think they were pursuing any such aims. After all, in such
situations there is usually nothing going on except humdrum conversation,
providing no special information to either side. It’s a different matter if
good relations exist. In that case business matters might also be discussed.
But these were only our first contacts. Each side was feeling out the other. So it
was unlikely that anyone would say anything unusual, especially at an official
dinner, and in Scotland at that.

The building where the dinner was held, it was explained to us, was the
palace of Mary Stuart, Queen of Scots.?! They showed us a piece of sculpture
that was molded from her head [possibly her death mask; the Russian
phrase is slepok s yeyo golovy]. The Scots spoke of this queen with great
deference and viewed the time of her rule as one of greatness. It was evident
that they honored their past and the merits of Queen Mary quite highly. They
also showed us a local fortress, which contained a museum with historical
relics of Scotland.

When we were getting ready for our trip to Britain we agreed that I could
bring my son Sergei along. At that time he was still a university student. He
told me that he too was seated at a separate table [there in Edinburgh], and
an elderly woman who did the translating was seated with him, along with
another Englishwoman. The translator tried to impress him with the fact
that he was sitting next to a princess, but she saw that her words were making
no special impression on Sergei, and again she began putting great stress in
her conversation on the fact that this was not just an ordinary person, but
that a princess was sitting and eating with him at the same table! My son
told me about this, laughing: “I wasn’t filled with any special feelings of awe
that a princess was sitting at the table with me, not just some ordinary
person.” The translator apparently had told him about the princess with a
special intonation in her voice, indicating the due respect and deference that
was owed to this princess. Such traditions still exist in England, and I don’t
think it was any kind of prearranged theatrical display. This woman was
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truly overjoyed that she, just an ordinary translator, could sit at the same
table with a princess, but this young man from Russia didn’t understand
anything, and the word “princess” didn’t seem to make any impression on him.

A visit to a major atomic research center at Harwell was included in our
program. One of the leading atomic scientists of Great Britain received us
there; I've forgotten his name now. Later he came to visit us and was a guest
of Kurchatov. Kurchatov found it very interesting to meet this man. They
knew of each other, but had never had personal contact before, as far as I
know. They showed us all the facilities, including the laboratories. This
same scientist told about their work. The subject was very complex, and the
details were only of interest to Kurchatov, although there could hardly have
been anything new for him in what this scientist related. What we were
interested in was something else: to establish contacts. The situation needs
to be viewed from the standpoint of that time. Here we had gone abroad and
had taken with us an atomic scientist and had gone to an atomic research
center and were inspecting it. This meant that we would be expected to
respond in kind, to invite a British scientist and show him our atomic
research centers. For us, at that time, that was virtually an impossible step to
take. After all, how many decades had it been that we were trained in the
spirit of thinking that the imperialists were our enemies? They would snoop
around and poke into everything of ours and show us nothing of theirs.
They would look around and find out everything, and on top of that, they
would recruit our people and worm their way in among us!

Of course there was much that was correct in that point of view. But to
take things to an absurd length, to frighten your very own self, and to
absolutely lose faith in your own people, who were fighting to build com-
munism, who had their own national pride and self-respect, their own sense
of self-worth—that was inadmissible. Stalin didn’t believe in such things.
The only faith he had was in police measures: to keep people locked up and
not let them go. “Youre not going anywhere, not one step, and no one’s
coming to see you.” That’s why any exchange of experience was considered
theft. Of course everyone steals. Other countries also steal, if they can’t buy
a license and they have an opportunity to steal. I don’t mean to condemn
such methods. But it’s better to maintain contacts through an exchange of
licenses. It’s simpler and more convenient than stealing secrets. Sometimes
when you buy something that has been stolen it doesn’t always turn out that
you've got what you need. Sometimes the thief [providing you with stolen
secrets] is one only in a conditional sense. He’s selling you “secrets” on orders
from his intelligence agency.
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I know of a case when Grechko was still in charge of our forces in East
Germany and we bought an American missile in West Germany. When it
was brought to us, and given to our scientists to analyze, it turned out to be
the most thoroughgoing fraud. The American we had made contact with
was himself a spy. He outsmarted our man, guessed that he was an agent,
and foisted off this “missile” on him.

One day Eden, who was arranging for us to have dinner at his resi-
dence on Downing Street, warned us in advance that Churchill would be
at the dinner. There was a narrow circle of people at the dinner: Eden,
Churchill, Macmillan, Lloyd, and that other Conservative whose name
I've forgotten and whose sentiments we were constantly told were extremely
anti-Soviet. We met him again later when he visited the Soviet Union. This
man turned out to be no worse than any other Conservative. The attitude
he had toward us was in keeping with his convictions and his views on
Communism and the land of the Soviets. He was no worse and no better
than others. He is dead now, but back then he was the great hope of the
Conservatives. It was generally considered that he might become prime
minister in the future.

We went into Eden’s office, which was not very large. On the wall I saw a
portrait of Tsar Nicholas II. I looked closely at it and of course everyone
noticed that my attention was drawn to the portrait. I said: “An amazing
similarity to our former tsar, Nicholas II.” Eden answered that this was one of
the British kings, who was a cousin of Nicholas, and that’s why they looked
so much alike. I showed no further interest. After all, it could be unpleasant
for them because this cousin of their king was killed in Yekaterinburg. They
too did not return to the subject.

At the dinner table we were assigned our seats. I ended up sitting next to
Churchill. He was old, this man sitting next to me—heavy-set and decrepit.
We exchanged a few remarks, of no significance, and began to eat.

We were served oysters and he asked me: “Have you ever eaten oysters?”

“No, Mr. Churchill”

“Watch how I eat them. I really love them.”

“All right, T'll be your pupil.”

He began to eat the oysters, and I did everything I saw him doing, including
squeezing the lemon. He swallowed his oysters and so did I.

Then he asked: “How did you like them?”

“I did not like them at all.”

“Well, that’s because you're not used to them.”

“I understand that I'm not used to them, but I still don’t like them.”
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I didn’t have any conversation with Churchill other than that, if you leave
aside the fact that he touched on the question of Stalin. He expressed a good
opinion of Stalin: “T had a lot of respect for Mr. Stalin during the war.”

He spoke about the processes under way in our country in connection
with the condemnation of the cult of personality. He said that we were
courageous people since we had decided to take that step: “That means a big
change in people’s consciousness, and people are usually very conservative.
In order not to get burned, all of that has to be done very cautiously and
gradually, not all of a sudden.” I agreed with him. Evidently Churchill was
conducting himself cautiously toward us because he didn’t want to create
the appearance that he was still directing the government or interfering in
its affairs. Since Eden was the prime minister, all practical questions had to
be discussed with him. I encountered Churchill a second time in Parliament.
I didn’t meet him directly but I saw him. A visit to the Parliament building
was included in our schedule. Anyone could go into the side rows where the
public was seated, without interfering with the proceedings in Parliament. A
young Conservative Party member had been attached to us, one who spoke
Russian very well. He tried to demonstrate to us his profound knowledge
of the Russian language by expressing himself very well in the language of
cab drivers. He pronounced our words fairly well and had quite a store of
those colorful expressions. Apparently he wanted to demonstrate to us his
knowledge of the Russian language, and show that he was simple and down-
to-earth. We of course made no comment.

He took us into the Parliament building. We sat on the benches and
observed as the debates proceeded. I don’t remember now what question was
under discussion. At first Churchill was not present at the session, but then he
appeared. The young man accompanying us, who was playing the role of
guide, said: “Look, there’s Churchill.” In Parliament everyone has his assigned
seat, and Churchill sat down in his. The guide warned us: “He won’t be able to
sit there like that for more than five or ten minutes, then he’ll fall right to
sleep.” And sure enough Churchill soon let his head droop, and it was obvious
that he was sleeping peacefully through the session of Parliament.

Our cruiser was docked in Portsmouth. We had told the captain of the
vessel to organize the most careful possible watch over the ship and to do
everything customary in such situations. Suddenly he reported to us that
someone had surfaced in the water next to the cruiser. When our sailors
noticed him, he dove underwater again and was seen no more.?

We told our hosts what our sailors had observed and asked how we were
supposed to understand this. I don’t remember what explanations were
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given, but we didn’t attribute any great importance to the incident, although
we didn’t rule out the possibility that divers could attach magnetic mines to
the sides of the cruiser and that this could be costly for us. That’s what our
military people reported to us about this incident. Consequently, we
thought about returning home by plane. But the TU-104 was still going
through tests, and it was not really safe for traveling. It seemed to us that it
would be unbecoming to fly home on the IL-14 after the great to-do that
had been made over the TU-104.

I didn’t believe any provocation was possible. After all, to blow up a
cruiser with the head of a foreign government on board would have been an
act of war! The British would never have allowed something like that to
happen. And we decided to return home on the cruiser. The press reported
on this incident at some length. It turned out that the diver had been some
special underwater intelligence agent who had the rank of major, as I recall.
He died, and at first the press wrote that we had apparently taken him
prisoner and were going to drag him off to Moscow with us. Then his
corpse was discovered. We didn’t know exactly who he was, but we had no
doubt that he was an intelligence agent. Our intelligence people explained
what happened by saying that the British were possibly interested in the
propellers that drove the cruiser or some of the details of the ship’s body, its
design or the way its shape added to its speed. We didn’t pay any special
attention to the incident, although we did comment that they had invited us
as guests and now were going through our pockets. Yes, their intelligence
people were certainly doing their job. They were curious to find out about
our ship, and they weren’t satisfied with what the military attaché who had
been on our ship had seen. We hadn’t placed any limits on him, and he
could have gone anywhere he wanted. He did go some places, but he didn’t
show any great interest. Evidently he didn’t want us to think he was spying.

In England we flew from city to city in a British plane. They had a four-
engine plane built by the Bristol Company, the same type of plane as our IL-18.
We didn’t have the IL-18 yet back then, but the planes we had were good
ones, two-engine planes with piston engines. Their plane was more modern
for those days, and Bulganin and I exchanged opinions on whether we
should sound out the British to see if they would sell us such a plane. We
tossed out this “bait” during the course of our conversations, but they
replied, as was usual in such cases, that we had to negotiate directly with the
company. We assigned someone to establish contact with the company and
start negotiating, but nothing came of it. Apparently, Bristol would sell us
those planes only if they were sure we would buy more than just a couple,
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that we would buy a whole series and use them on our airlines. But they
knew that we would only buy one or two as models, because our airplane
designers Antonov and Ilyushin?® were already developing similar planes by
then. Thus, the company saw no prospect of gaining a substantial customer
by dealing with us. They certainly didn’t want to sell us a plane that we would
use as a model to copy from; they didn’t want to give away their secrets.

During our stay in London we made contact with the Labour Party people.
The head of their party then was [Hugh] Gaitskell,* a fairly conservative
man, a bitter opponent of ours, who held anti-Soviet views. The left wing of
the Labour Party was headed by [Aneurin] Bevan. I knew him well. I had
met him in Moscow. He really stood out among the other Labour Party
people, played the role of a leftist, and the content of his speeches really did
depart from the ordinary. He would criticize the Labour Party, sometimes
quite harshly. His hair was completely white, although he was not old; it’s
just that his hair had turned white before its time. He introduced us to his
wife, whose hair was also white, although she too was not an old woman,
but an active political figure in the Labour Party.

Bevan made a very good impression on us. Later after Gaitskell’s death
he headed the Labour Party. As a leader, in spite of all his declarations, the
policies he pursued did not differ at all from those pursued by Gaitskell.”> As
it turned out, he didn’t do anything different. That’s what the British oppo-
sition is like: they criticize the people in power, and within the party they
criticize the leaders, but only so long as the critic is not the head of the
party. That’s what happened with Bevan. Later [Harold] Wilson became
leader of the Labour Party. He, too, was considered our friend and was
opposed to the leadership. He often declared that if he was in power, British
policy would take an entirely different course. But he has been in power now
for so many years, and the policies he follows are still the same old ones that
the Conservatives followed as well as Gaitskell and Bevan.?®

The Labourites proposed that we meet with them and have supper (or as
they put it, to have dinner in the evening). According to our Russian custom,
that would have been supper. We agreed, although we didn’t expect anything
special from them. They were even more bitterly opposed to us than the
Conservatives. We met at the Parliament building. They had some sort of
restaurant there, in a great big room. That’s where they proposed our meeting
take place. At that meeting were Gaitskell, Brown, and other leaders of the
Labour Party. Brown was aspiring to the leadership at that time, and he
sometimes tried to set the tone for the party as a whole. His attitude toward
us was very hostile. We all took our seats. The invariable glasses with whiskey
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were already on the tables. Gaitskell proposed a toast to the health of the
queen. It turns out they never have a public meal without drinking to the
queen. I don’t know what the Communists do there. I don’t think they drink
to the queen. But what the devil, if they’re going to drink to the queen, then
let’s drink to the queen! We went along with them and drank to her health,
and then we drank appropriate toasts to our delegations, to our health and
to theirs. Then the conversation began. The details escape me now, but there
was a great deal of tension.

If we make a comparison with our meetings with the Conservatives,
there was not the same kind of tension with them. The explanation for this
is apparently that we and they were too much at opposite poles: the Conser-
vatives represented big capital, and we represented the working class and the
Communist Party. That meant that our only contacts could be on a business-
like basis of mutual advantage to our governments, and they could have no
other claims on us. We of course nourished no hopes in regard to them. But
when we met with the Labourites, it was a different story. They considered
themselves a workers’ party, defending the interests of the working class.
We of course do not acknowledge that claim, and we never have. And so
tension immediately arose. It’s true that Gaitskell continued to try to behave
tactfully. The cause of the conflict was as follows.

They had made an arrangement among themselves in advance, and dur-
ing his speech Gaitskell pulled a paper out of his pocket and said that he had
there a list of Social Democrats who had been arrested and were sitting in
prisons in Poland, Czechoslovakia, and other countries of Eastern Europe.
He asked for our assistance in having them released. At first Bulganin
wanted to take the list from him and began to say that we would study the
question. But I nudged him and whispered that he was being drawn into a
provocation. After all we could not discuss such a question even as a matter
of formality. That would be interference in the affairs of other countries.
That is how we replied to them, and we advised them instead to address
themselves to the governments of the appropriate countries.

At that point Brown intervened. He began asking provocative questions
simply aimed at making a scene. He took the floor and made a speech in
which he criticized our internal arrangements. This was impermissible. We
were their guests, and they were criticizing our domestic policies. Bulganin
took the floor to give a reply. He replied in a very ordinary, uninspired way,
and it was simply impossible for me to sit there and listen. He made no men-
tion of the critical remarks that had been aimed at us; instead, he proposed
some very ordinary toast to the health and happiness of those present. It
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was a very commonplace speech that might have been appropriate for a
drinking party when comrades and friends got together and were wishing
one another health and happiness, “hoping prosperity will come your way.”
But the other side had given an insulting and aggressive speech.

I couldn’t hold back, and when Bulganin had finished I asked: “Please
allow me to speak.” They agreed. I directly attacked Brown. I said: “Mr.
Brown, I regard your remarks as a provocation.” I called everything by its
real name and began to criticize him in turn: “You invited us to dinner. But
if you want to have a conversation that is insulting to us, nothing is left for
us to do but thank you for the invitation and leave.” The situation immedi-
ately became very tense. As it turned out, the dinner ended with that, and
we demonstratively walked out.

The next day, when we met with Eden, he again was smiling into his
whiskers: “Well, how did the evening with the Labourites go last night?”

Of course he already knew everything; it had been reported to him. I also
smiled: ‘Well, you know, it wasn’t entirely . ...

“Well, T told you that you would do better to make contacts with the
Conservatives rather than with the Labourites. They are really impossible
people!” As a Conservative, he was trying to take advantage of this conflict,
building up his own people.

In reply we also made a joke: “Yes, we’re comparing the two of you.
We're trying to make a choice about which party to join, Labour or the
Conservatives.”

“I suggest the Conservatives.”

“We’ll think about it. Maybe we actually will join the Conservatives.” Our
reply later appeared in the press.

The next day we were supposed to attend a session of the House of Lords.
Some Labour Party people were there also, including those who had been
present the previous evening. They began to come over and say hello to us.
Among them was one man who made an especially decent impression on
me. I don’t remember his name now. He was a man well on in years. His
thinking was more sensible in regard to our affairs. Although of course he
was not a supporter of the Soviet Union, he did want improved relations
between our countries and the establishment of contacts between us and
the Labour Party. 'm not saying they wanted contacts with the Communist
Party exactly, although the Labour Party people did come to Moscow and
our Central Committee had talks with them. But those meetings also failed
to produce any good results.
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I was in a bad mood. I was offended by the behavior of the Labourites at
our meeting. Brown turned out to be there, too. He came up to me and put
out his hand.

I looked at him and said: “Mr. Brown, I will not shake your hand. After
what happened last night I cannot do it!”

He put out his hand, then pulled it back, then repeated these movements
a couple of times, looking at me. I didn’t stir.

“You won’t shake hands?”

“No, I won’t.”

He put down his hand, and we went our separate ways.

Other Labourites saw the rebuff I had given Brown, and when they
approached me they were very cautious and slow to put out their hands, as
though to test whether I would shake hands with them or not. I shook
hands with all of them, and we greeted one another, although I did express
my dissatisfaction to them.

They sent a representative of theirs over and asked that we receive their
delegation, which wanted to explain about the incident of the previous
evening. The delegation was to consist of three people. The man I was talking
about before was one of those who came, and there were two others, I don’t
remember who. They excused themselves for Brown’s behavior and said that
he had behaved rudely. This was not something they had wished to happen;
Brown had made this attack on his own personal initiative. They regretted
what had happened. That was the end of the matter.

I have already told what specifically gave rise to the conflict. Actually, we
had opposing positions on all questions of an international character and in
regard to the working-class movement. Therefore, on any question, no mat-
ter which one you might take up, a conflict could easily arise if you wanted
it to. No especially great wisdom was necessary for that. Evidently Brown
was a man of very strong anti-Soviet sentiments and had decided to make
use of our meeting to try to spoil our relations. And he achieved his aim.
Thus our first contact with the Labourites was a failure. The Conservatives
were very pleased by this and displayed more politeness than ever toward us,
assuring us in every possible way that they wanted to improve relations with
us in the future.

The chairman of the House of Lords made a very strong, in fact comical,
impression on me that day. I had met him earlier. He greeted us at the
House of Lords before the session, wearing some sort of red costume, a robe
and a huge white wig, and he showed us the place where he would be sitting

[87]



RELATIONS WITH THE WEST: THE COLD WAR

during the session. A large bag covered with sheep’s wool was lying there. All
this looked so theatrical that it made the impression on me of something
that was not at all serious. I was amazed that serious people could decorate
their meeting place in such a farcical way, like a puppet theater, and dress
themselves up in foolish-looking clown costumes. Well, I understand that
that’s their tradition. I've read about it, but when I saw it for myself it made
me laugh involuntarily. I can’t even imagine that serious people can dress up
that way, conduct a session, and present themselves to a foreign delegation.

The English also showed us their historical sights. There was the Tower of
London, with its execution chamber. They told us the history of this bloody
place, where kings had had people executed and where kings themselves had
been executed. We watched the changing of the guard, another exotic English
custom. Soldiers in red uniforms with tall hats made from the fur of bears,
all fuzzy. Again it was a rather theatrical sight. But the ceremony made a good
impression. It’s also part of history. It was a pleasure for me to see how the
English paid tribute to their history. They told us that tourists invariably
come to watch the changing of the guard as a kind of entertainment.

During the course of our talks we invited Eden to make a return visit to
the Soviet Union. He accepted the invitation and thanked us. I think he
sincerely wanted to come. Eden visited our country more than once before
the war, when he worked in the British foreign office. He held his own special
position then in regard to a rapprochement with the Soviet Union with
the aim of uniting our efforts against the growing threat of war from Nazi
Germany. He came to our country several times during the war as well.
Thus he knew Moscow and was familiar with our conditions of life and
traditions. But there was another reason [for our inviting him]. He was the
head of the British government, and we wanted to improve our relations
through such contacts. Above all we wanted to create conditions for expanded
trade between our two countries. That would have been useful for our country
and no less useful for Britain. We had no other hopes for expanding contacts
between our two countries. No new developments had emerged.

As it turned out, Eden didn’t come to visit us. After all, our trip to England
was in 1956, shortly after the Twentieth Congress of the CPSU. After that
came the events in Poland and Hungary and—more important—the attack
by Britain, France, and Israel on Egypt. We took Egypt’s side, and our rela-
tions abruptly deteriorated. We not only criticized them but took steps
through diplomatic channels to put pressure on Britain, France, and Israel.
The war was ended twenty-two hours after we sent messages to Eden, Guy
Mollet, and Ben-Gurion.?”” The war ended, but the polemics in the press
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became extremely heated. At that point there was no longer any possibility
of Eden visiting our country. I will tell about that in more detail when I talk
about the events in Hungary and the Suez crisis.

I will add here only one incident having to do with a left-wing British
Labourite. I forget his name. He died about three years ago. I was well
acquainted with him. He was our good friend, a man of Finnish extraction.
He was so devoted to the Soviet Union that the Labourites expelled him from
their party. He wanted to come visit us. Stalin, who was already ill, suddenly
took it into his head that this man was an agent, a foreign spy (and during
the war he actually had served in military intelligence). He didn’t deny that
he had served in British intelligence. And so he was not granted a visa to visit
the Soviet Union, although at the time he had been speaking publicly in our
favor [in Britain]. Later I met with him, and he said to me: “Comrade
Khrushchev, people didn’t understand me correctly. I was always your friend.

It was wrong to treat me like that. I will be your friend till the day I die.”*

1. The visit took place between April 18 and 27,
1956.

2. Anthony Eden (1897-1977) was prime minister
from 1955 to 1957. See Biographies. [SS]

3. Igor Vasilyevich Kurchatov (1902-60) was at
this time director of the Institute of Atomic Energy
of the USSR Academy of Sciences. He was in
charge of all work on atomic energy in the USSR.
See Biographies.

4. John Hughes (1814-89) obtained a conces-
sion to build a factory in the Donbas. In 1869, he
established a joint stock society to control the
metallurgical factory that had been built in the
settlement of Yuzovka. [MN] It was from Hughes
that Yuzovka—that is, “Hughes-ovka”—derived its
name. [GS]

5. John Selwyn Brooke Lloyd (Baron Selwyn-
Lloyd) (1904—78) was foreign secretary from 1955
to 1960. See Biographies. [SS]

6. Harold Macmillan (1894-1986) was one of
the leaders of the Conservative Party. At this time
he was minister of finance. Later he became prime
minister. See Biographies.

7. The Russian expression means “shooting the
breeze; engaging in idle chatter” [GS]

8. The “influential Conservative” whose name
Khrushchev had forgotten may have been Alec
(later Sir Alec) Douglas-Home (Earl of Home,
Baron Home) (1903—95). He was foreign secretary
from 1960 to 1963 under Harold Macmillan and
succeeded the latter as prime minister in 1963—64.
See Biographies. [SK/SS]

9. Khrushchev uses the term “foreign minister,”
which is more familiar to him, but the corre-

sponding official title in Britain is “foreign secre-
tary.” [SS]

10. Chequers is set in an estate that occupies
1,250 acres of land in Buckinghamshire, a county
that borders London to the northwest. [SS]

11. Khrushchev and Bulganin visited Magdalen
College, one of the constituent colleges of Oxford
University. They were accompanied by Selwyn
Lloyd and British minister of education David
Eccles. I am grateful to Dr. Robin Darwall-Smith,
Archivist at Magdalen College, for providing
information about the visit. [SS]

12. The monarchical regime of Muhammad Al-
Badr was replaced by the Arab Republic of Yemen
on September 26, 1962. The Soviet-Yemeni agree-
ment referred to was officially concluded on
March 8, 1956.

13. The person who showed Khrushchev and
his party round was Thomas Boase (1898-1974),
who was president of Magdalen College from 1947
t0 1968. [SS]

14. Queen Elizabeth II (born 1926) ascended to
the throne in 1952. She is still there (as of 2006).
[SS]

15. Gorky Street, now called Tverskaya, or Tver
Street, one of the main streets in Moscow, was
perhaps the most fashionable street of that city in
the Khrushchev era. [SK]

16. This lengthy, satirical narrative poem by
Nikolai A. Nekrasov (1821—78) is entitled in Russian
Komu na Rusi zhit khorosho (literally, “For Whom
in Russia Is It Given to Live Well?”). Its title in
English is also translated as “Who Can Be Happy
and Free in Russia?” (See the translation by Juliet
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M. Soskice published in 1917 by Oxford University
Press.) It tells about some peasants who were
arguing over “who could be happy in Russia.”
They set out on a journey to find the answer to the
question. They met a great many people, both rich
and poor, but all had problems of their own,
including the priest and the tsar. It turned out that
no one in Russia lived happily. [SK/GS]

17. The Viscount J. P. L. Thomas (1903—60), Lord
of Kilkenny, was the First Lord of the Admiralty
from 1951 to 1956.

18. In 1947, Lord Mountbatten had been the last
British viceroy of India. From 1954 to 1959 he was
chief of the British naval staff.

19. Tsar Nicholas II and his family were kept
under house arrest by the Soviet authorities in
Yekaterinburg in the Ural Mountains region and
were executed there when White monarchist
forces were approaching that city. [GS]

20. The meeting took place on April 20, 1956, at
the Royal Naval College in Greenwich.

21. Mary Stuart (1542-87), also known as “Mary,
Queen of Scots,” was Queen of Scotland from the
sixth day after her birth (in real terms from 1561)
to 1567. In addition, she was Queen of France in
1559—60 and laid claim to the English throne. She
was found guilty of plotting to assassinate her
rival Elizabeth Tudor (Queen Elizabeth I) and
beheaded on February 8, 1587. [MN/SS]

22. This underwater swimmer, who was wearing
a black diving suit, was found dead in the water
about a week later, not far from the Ordzhonikidze.
“Newspapers soon reported that the diver in the
mask and flippers had been Commander Lionel
Crabbe, an experienced and daring individual”
(see Sergei N. Khrushchev, Nikita Khrushchev and
the Creation of a Superpower [University Park, Pa.;
Pennsylvania State University Press, 2000], 126 and
133). According to a UK web site “The Biography
Channel,” Crabbe was “a wartime diving hero [an
‘ace frogman’ during World War II]. He disappeared
during the Cold War while spying on the hull of a
Soviet ship in Portsmouth harbour” A movie was
made about his World War II exploits, with the
title “The Silent Enemy.” The “Biography Channel”
web site claims that government files about
Crabbe were ordered sealed for a century, rather
than the usual three decades. [SK/GS]

23. The Soviet aircraft designers Oleg Konstanti-
novich Antonov (1906-84) and Sergei Vladimirovich
Ilyushin (1894-1977). See Biographies.

24. Hugh T. N. Gaitskell (1906—63) became leader
of the Labour Party in 1955. He set his sights on
“modernizing” the Labour Party; this involved
abandoning left-wing policy positions that he
regarded as outdated. In particular, he tried to
change Clause IV of the party program on the
nationalization of industry and successfully resisted

attempts to commit the party to unilateral nuclear
disarmament. See Biographies. [SS]

25. Aneurin (“Nye”) Bevan (1897-1960), a former
coal miner and trade unionist, became a Labour
member of Parliament in 1929. He served as
minister of health in the Labour government from
1945 to 1951, instituting Britain’s system of socialized
medicine (the National Health Service). He
became leader of the party’s left wing, opposing
German rearmament and calling for more nation-
alization of industry in Britain. Competing with
Gaitskell for the party leadership, Bevan was
briefly expelled from the party for insubordina-
tion in 1955. After reconciliation with the Gaitskell
leadership, Bevan was appointed the Labour Party’s
spokesman for foreign affairs. [GS]

Khrushchev is mistaken in saying that Bevan
became leader of the Labour Party. He did become
deputy leader of the party in 1959, the year before
his death, but he never became party leader.
Gaitskell did not die until 1963 and was succeeded
directly as party leader by Harold Wilson. See
Biographies. [SS]

26. Harold Wilson (1916—95) was leader of the
Labour Party from 1963 to 1976 and prime minister
from 1964 to 1970 and again from 1974 to 1976,
when he resigned from a leading role in political
life while remaining a member of Parliament
(until 1983). It is true that Wilson, like many other
Labour Party politicians, was associated with the
left wing of the party in the early part of his career
but moved to the right as he rose to the top
leadership. He had a reputation as a “technocrat.”
See Biographies. [SS]

27. Guy Mollet (1905—75) was prime minister of
France in 1956—57. David Ben-Gurion (1886-1973)
was prime minister and minister of defense of
Israel from 1955 to 1963 (with an interval in 1961).

28. Khrushchev is referring to the left-wing
Labour Party politician Konni Zilliacus (1894-1971).
Although Zilliacus served as an intelligence officer
for the British interventionary force in the Russian
Far East in early 1918, he was opposed to the foreign
intervention and undermined it by leaking infor-
mation about the situation in Siberia to the press.
In the interwar period he worked for the League
of Nations. Elected to parliament in 1945, he was
one of six Labour members who in 1949 voted
against Britain joining the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO), leading to his expulsion
from the Labour Party and the loss of his seat in
1950. He was readmitted to the Labour Party in 1952
and reelected to Parliament in 1955. He continued
to pursue a left-wing line in foreign and defense
policy, supporting the movement for unilateral
nuclear disarmament and later protesting against
the American intervention in Vietnam. See Biogra-
phies. [SS]
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n early 1959 the Soviet government received an invitation from the govern-

ments of the Scandinavian countries for us to send a high-level friendship
delegation to visit those countries—a delegation that would include the
chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR [that is, Khrushchev]. This
invitation of course was not made collectively by all of the Scandinavian
countries. I don’t remember which government took the first political initia-
tive. It seems to me it was the Swedes. But I'm afraid of making a mistake
here as to whether the invitation first came from the Swedes or from the
Norwegians. But we were invited by all three—the Swedes, Norwegians, and
Danes. Then through confidential, reliable channels we received information
that if we were going to make an official visit to the Scandinavian countries,
the Finns also wanted to coordinate with Moscow and send their invitation.
We had already been to Finland, and Finnish delegations had visited us. By
that time the USSR had established what I would call good relations, even
friendly relations, with the Finns.

With the other Scandinavian countries there was, as the saying goes, neither
war nor peace. During World War II we didn’t fight them, and the relations
that had taken shape were neither cold nor hot. And so we now accepted
their invitation with pleasure, but we wanted to inform them separately,
later on, about the exact timing of the visit. Reactionary circles in those
countries had started a big campaign in the press. They criticized their
governments for inviting a Soviet delegation headed by the chairman of
the Council of Ministers. Our country was reviled and abused in the press,
and the reactionary circles threatened to organize demonstrations of protest,
and so forth.

We said nothing, but naturally this angered us. The annoyance we felt
was because we didn’t yet understand the real situation in the bourgeois-
democratic countries. We were used to the fact that in the USSR our press
printed only what it was allowed to print; otherwise it simply could do
nothing, because in our country everything was centralized and controlled.
The conditions existing in the capitalist countries are different. They have
many political parties there, and each one can take its own particular position
on any question, and express its attitude independently, to some degree,
concerning one or another decision made by the government, or any and
every action of the government. But at that time we felt insulted. We
“pursed our lips,” but said nothing. Then suddenly we received an invitation
from the president of the United States to visit that country. Eisenhower
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addressed the invitation to me personally, suggesting that I head a delega-
tion as chairman of the USSR Council of Ministers. The invitation from
Washington was absolutely unexpected. We never counted on any such
thing in any way. Thus, we had not been planning any trip to the United
States in the near future or in the more remote future, because relations
between us were fairly cold. How did this surprising thing happen?

Some sort of delegation of American industrialists and influential people
had come to visit us. They enjoyed the confidence of the Eisenhower
administration and perhaps had been given some sort of assignment. They
acquainted themselves with the operation of certain branches of industry in
the USSR. As I recall, they were especially interested in shipbuilding. We
showed them how our atomic-powered icebreaker was built, and they
inspected it. The ship was called the Lenin, the only atomic-powered ice-
breaker that we had at the time.! The ship has been successfully operating in
the Arctic Ocean for many years now. The members of the U.S. delegation
invited Soviet specialists to come to their country and take a look at their
shipbuilding industry. We readily agreed to the proposal, because it meant
that new contacts could be established. In our view, any contacts that might
help relax the tensions in U.S.-Soviet relations would be advantageous to
both sides. The delegation included [Frol] Kozlov, a secretary of the party’s
Central Committee and previously secretary of the party’s Leningrad province
committee.? He was therefore familiar with shipbuilding, for which Leningrad
was famous (although by education he was a metallurgical engineer).
Exactly which U.S. company sent the invitation is completely gone from my
memory, but it certainly was not a government invitation. The aim we had
in mind was an exchange of experiences, so that people in our two countries
could become acquainted with each other’s industry.

Kozlov later told me about inspecting a ship with an atomic engine in the
United States.> Construction of the ship was only half-completed. Kozlov
had clambered up and down the ladders and stairways there, and the engi-
neers who traveled with him had also looked into everything they were
allowed to. Of course the representatives of that U.S. company only showed
what they wanted to show. But I think that in any case our engineers saw a
lot of interesting things. When the schedule for the visit by our delegation
ended, and it was getting ready to fly back to our country, a courier from
Eisenhower suddenly showed up and handed Kozlov a large envelope with
the request that it be personally delivered to Khrushchev. After he returned,
Kozlov called me at my dacha on a day off, then came to see me, and said:
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“I have some special mail for you from the president of the United States,
Mr. Eisenhower.” And he handed me the envelope. The document contained
in it was quite concise: an invitation to the chairman of the USSR Council
of Ministers from the president of the United States to make a friendship
visit to that country. The document was addressed to me personally.

I must confess that at first I didn’t believe it. It was all so unexpected. We
were not at all prepared for something like that. Our relations then were so
strained that an invitation for a friendship visit by the head of the Soviet
government and first secretary of the CPSU Central Committee seemed
simply unbelievable! But the fact remained that Eisenhower was inviting us
to send a government delegation, and I would head the delegation. It was
surprising, but quite pleasant. And it was also interesting. I wanted to take a
look at America. By then of course I had already traveled abroad. But in our
imaginations and our conception of what the outside world was like, the
United States held a special place. Nor could it have been otherwise. After all,
this was our country’s most powerful opponent, the leader of the capitalist
countries, and the one that set the tone for the entire anti-Soviet crowd in
the outside world.

Who was it that set the tone for the economic blockade of the Soviet
Union? Also the United States. If the partners of the United States by that
time had, in spite of everything, begun to make certain economic contacts
with us, the United States itself was still blockading us. We bought some
industrial equipment abroad and sold some things, mainly raw materials,
and occasionally industrial items and some machine tools. But the United
States boycotted us entirely. It had even imposed a special ban on the purchase
of Russian crabs, giving as the grounds for this ban the alleged fact that the
product was caught at sea by Russian people who were supposedly doing
slave labor. This was absurd, but that is exactly the argument they gave for
their decision. They even refused to buy from us such traditional products
as caviar and vodka, although Russian vodka had always had customers in the
United States and was highly regarded by connoisseurs. My understanding is
that our vodka is still valued highly.

Yet all of a sudden this invitation had come! How were we to understand
it? Was it a policy change? An about-face in foreign policy? No, it would be
hard to imagine that. Yet with no preliminaries, here was this letter from the
president. The Central Committee Presidium convened and acquainted
itself with the document. The decision was made to accept the invitation
and express our thanks for it. Now we were confronted by a new question.
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We had received the invitations from the Scandinavian countries first, and
then the one from Eisenhower. If we were to observe proper etiquette, we
ought to visit those countries first. But we were drawn to making the American
trip first. The United States was the key country among the capitalist powers—
the one that established the climate for relations by other countries with the
Soviet Union and with all the socialist countries. Therefore a visit to the
United States would have an impact on a great many things.

The capitalist newspapers (one must grant them this) are no respecters of
persons, regardless of the office one holds. Since the press in the Scandinavian
countries contained mounting criticism of their governments for sending us
those invitations, we decided to answer each government separately and indi-
vidually, saying that for the time being we would postpone our visit because
of the atmosphere that had been created in that country, which did not con-
tribute to a normal visit by our government delegation to their country.
Meanwhile we began to discuss specifics with Washington through our embassy
in the United States. Menshikov* had been Soviet ambassador to that country
for a long time. He knew the procedures in the United States well, and we
began to clarify the appropriate questions through him. We came to agreement
on the dates for the visit and the procedures that would be followed.

We were somewhat concerned about what the welcoming ceremony
would be, whether some form of discrimination might occur. They could
pointedly omit doing something that was normally done for a visiting head
of government, and in this way they would be dealing us a kind of moral blow.
To some extent that is how they conducted themselves. Another question
was, “On what level were we actually being invited—on the level of head of
government or chief of state?” In the Soviet Union the official chief of state
is the chairman of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet. In the United States
of course the president is both head of government and chief of state. But
they had emphasized to our ambassador that the invitation was to the head
of government. That corresponded to my rank. A discussion also began
about whether, in response to my trip to Washington,®> Eisenhower would
later accept our invitation and come to Moscow.

We warned Menshikov that in working out the procedures and ceremonies
for the reception of the Soviet delegation, everything should be properly
provided for, and we warned him that we would arrange the same kind of
ceremonial reception for Eisenhower as the ceremony they gave us when we
arrived. In other words, we wanted to be greeted with presidential honors,
and if they refused, our intention was to receive Eisenhower in his capacity
as head of government rather than as chief of state.

[ggq]



BEGINNING OF THE VISIT TO THE UNITED STATES

Of course if you go into this matter somewhat more scrupulously, our
demands were exaggerated. We wanted to emphasize these demands in order to
rule out any possible discrimination, because we knew that such a desire did
exist on their part, and the temptations for them were even greater than their
desires. Washington came to agreement with us. The time of arrival was set, a
program of activities was worked out, and we began preparations for the trip.
Before that I had made a trip to India [and Burma and Afghanistan, in 1955].
Also, I had been in England, Finland, and at the negotiations among the four
leaders in Geneva. The last meeting had been strictly business. We had not been
visiting Geneva as guests of the government. We didn’t take our wives with us
on those trips. First of all, that was a legacy of the Stalin era. Stalin himself
never went anywhere, and he took a very jealous attitude toward anyone who
took his wife on a trip. As I recall, Stalin only ordered Mikoyan once to take
his wife with him on a trip to the United States. Second, among us it was con-
sidered a kind of luxury to take your wife along; either that or it was considered
somewhat philistine, an uncultured thing to do, not very businesslike.

Now the same question arose in connection with this trip. Once again I
was expecting to travel alone, not accompanied by my wife. But Mikoyan
said: “Ordinary people abroad take a better attitude toward men who
come as guests with their wives. And if they are accompanied by other
members of their family, that disposes people even more favorably toward
them. Therefore T would propose that Khrushchev take Nina Petrovna®
with him and also include in the delegation other members of his family.
This will be well received by ordinary Americans, and that would be better
for us.” I had my doubts as to whether we should do things this way. But
the other members of the Central Committee Presidium supported Anastas
Ivanovich [Mikoyan] and started trying to convince me that this really
would be better. I finally agreed.

The official delegation included Foreign Minister Gromyko, and we pro-
posed that Andrei Andreyevich [Gromyko] also bring his spouse along. Earlier,
when Bulganin and I went to England, we had included Academician Igor
Vasilyevich Kurchatov in the delegation. He made a big impression on the
British, not only with his impressive beard but mainly with the power of his
mind. He was a well-known figure to British scientists, and the new personal
contacts that resulted created better conditions for strengthening such contacts
in the future. Unfortunately, this time he was unable to come with us [because
of poor health]. I proposed that the delegation include a writer, so that we
could establish contacts with writers in the United States. The person I named
was Mikhail Aleksandrovich Sholokhov.
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We knew about a certain “failing” of his: sometimes when he had had too
much to drink he could become rather unrestrained. Earlier I had given him
a good talking-to about this problem. He had come to see me once and
complained: “They won’t let me go abroad. But I have to go to Norway. (It
seems that he had received an invitation to go there.) But no, they won’t let
me go anywhere!” I said to him: “The reason they won’t let you go is not
that they don’t trust you politically but because they aren’t sure you won’t
foul things up somehow and thereby do damage not only to yourself but
also to our country.” He then gave me his word of honor that he would behave,
and we let him go. He went to England, Sweden, Norway, and Finland.
We received no negative comments about him from our ambassadors (and
in such cases the erring person was always informed on). Sholokhov’s
authority as a writer was high both inside our country and outside it. His
writings had earned a great reputation throughout the world for many
years, and we were satisfied.”

The moment for our departure was coming closer. A question arose
about how we would travel. Should we go by ship? No, that would take too
long. We thought about what airplane to use. The only plane we had that
could cover the distance from Moscow to Washington without stopping
was the TU-114.% It had been designed by Andrei Nikolayevich Tupolev,
one of our great citizens and a remarkable designer. But it had not yet
been sufficiently tested in flight. At times certain mechanical failures had
occurred, which caused us concern.’

Was the TU-114 a reliable plane for us to fly on? We didn’t have any other
appropriate means of making the trip. If we flew in an IL-18,'° we would
have to land along the way. We could also make use of some foreign airline.
Or we could take one of our planes and change over to a ship: we could fly on
an IL-18 to London or Paris, then board some passenger ship sailing regularly
between Europe and America. But we wanted the government delegation
from the USSR to arrive in the United States in our own plane, and we
wanted it to make an impression. The TU-114 was precisely the plane that
could do that. It was the best plane then in terms of distance and speed,
and in storage capacity. Also it was the roomiest. It had made a strong
impression in the world of technology and engineering, not to mention the
impression it made on ordinary people.

In the course of the conversation with Tupolev he told me: “I'm absolutely
certain there won’t be any untoward occurrences. The airplane is absolutely
reliable and will carry its load. Let me send people with you who, in case of
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need, can do something right on the spot. I'm so sure of this plane that I
would ask you to allow my son Aleksei Andreyevich [Tupolev] to fly with
you as part of the crew.”

I answered: “Well, what can I say? I couldn’t ask for anything better than
that. I think that Alyosha (that was the nickname of Tupolev’s son) will be
not only a guarantee (although I don’t need a ‘hostage’—if there’s an accident,
what difference will it make whether he’s there or not?), but if any surprises
come up, he might prove to be useful.”

He had worked alongside his father and had an excellent knowledge of
this airplane and all its systems. He also wanted to make the flight. His
father, too, felt it was desirable that the son have a chance to see the United
States, if only “with one eye,” as the saying goes [that is, with just a fleeting
glance, a quick look].

We had an extremely poor knowledge of the United States then. This
was true not only of our leaders who were up to their ears in domestic
problems. When it came to foreign affairs we were mainly concerned with
questions of war and peace. We were also concerned to some extent about
countries we traded with. We had an interest in what we might be able to
buy. Regarding any other questions our knowledge was poor. For example,
when we reviewed the proposed itinerary we saw that a certain number of
days and a certain amount of time were set aside for our meeting with
President Eisenhower at Camp David. I was unable to get any explanation
from our people as to what Camp David was. That seems ridiculous now,
but back then it was an important question for us. What exactly was this
Camp David? I began making inquiries with our foreign ministry. Someone
there, whoever it might be, was supposed to know such things. The answer
we got was: “We don’t know.” Then I ordered them to ask our embassy in
the United States, “What in the world is this ‘Camp David’?” Perhaps it was a
place people were invited to if you didn’t trust them. Some sort of quaran-
tine facility. So that only the president by himself would be allowed to meet
with me there. This would be a kind of discriminatory action. Why not
meet in Washington? Why in Camp David? Today all of this is not only
funny to me; I feel a little bit ashamed.

In the end we learned that it was simply the president’s country place.
Franklin Delano Roosevelt had it built during World War II and had gone
there when he was unable to leave Washington for long stretches. When
Eisenhower entered the White House, this residence outside the city was
named after Eisenhower’s grandson David. As it turned out, it was a special
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honor for a visitor if the president invited him to go outside the city to
his private residence so as not to be distracted by other people or things.
Conversations of interest to both sides could be conducted freely there.

You see how fearful we were then that we might be humiliated? I remember
when the first contacts with the bourgeois world were made, a Soviet delega-
tion was invited to take part in negotiations on the Prinkipo Islands.!!

In the newspapers at that time this is what was written about the Prinkipo
Islands: it was a place where stray dogs were kept. They were shipped over to
those islands to live out their lives.!

In other words, the Prinkipo Islands had been chosen as a meeting place
to emphasize discriminatory treatment of the government being invited
there. That’s how things were in the first years after the revolution, when a
civil war was being fought in our country. Soviet power was becoming firmly
established, and the bourgeois world was forced to take into account the
existence of this new state. They had to move toward making some sort of
contacts with us, but those contacts remained fairly unstable. And they
approached such contacts cautiously, looking over their shoulders.

The capitalists always tried to wound our pride and humiliate us. That’s
why this put me on my guard. Wasn’t this Camp David some sort of place
where I would be invited for a few days [placing me in humiliating circum-
stances]? That’s why I reacted in such a touchy way and urgently requested
that this matter be looked into thoroughly. Finally they reported to me. It
turned out that everything was the opposite [of what we had feared]; we
were being favored with a special honor. We then accepted the invitation
with pleasure, and of course we didn’t tell anyone about our doubts. That’s
how uninformed we were. We didn’t know things that were probably known
to the whole world. Our embassy in Washington couldn’t figure the prob-
lem out correctly at first, and it had to make further inquiries.

So then, we got ready to make the flight on the TU-114 without any
stopovers. Let me repeat how proud we were to travel on such a plane, one
that could fly from Moscow to Washington without landing to refuel. There
wasn’t another plane like it in the world. The United States didn’t have such
a passenger plane until some time after that. Later, when we were negotiating
air connections between the USSR and the United States and when an agree-
ment was reached, the arrangement was postponed for a little while before
being implemented in accordance with a request from the American side—
because at that time they still lacked the appropriate aircraft. As soon as the
United States had produced a plane with that flight range, regular flights
were established between the United States and the USSR. Yes, indeed, the
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TU-114 is a proud emblem of our technological progress! We were overjoyed
that this plane had been built by Comrade Tupolev in the Soviet Union.

The amount of time we would spend in the air had also been exactly calcu-
lated. The hour of our departure from Moscow was set so that we would
arrive in the United States at a predetermined hour. This was important
because of the time difference. A particular welcoming ceremony would be
prepared in Washington [at a certain hour], and therefore we should not be
late for it, nor should we be too early. If it turned out that we were flying in a
little early, we could circle in the air above the landing point in order to
stretch out the time to the appointed moment. But if we were late, that
would be damaging to our prestige. People would say: “Look, they were
unable to arrive on time, and they forced the president and all the people
who had gathered to wait for them!” We were scheduled to arrive in the
afternoon, during the first half of the afternoon, as I recall. And so we took
to the air. The flight went well. It was calm flying over Scandinavia and then
over the ocean. During the night we slept. I managed to sleep, but I wasn’t
used to it, and I wasn’t entirely comfortable; also the roar of the plane
proved to be rather substantial. Eventually, from exhaustion, and from the
fact that I kept telling myself, “You’ve got to go to sleep!” I did fall asleep. I
knew that the next day, when we arrived in America, would be very stressful.
Therefore I really ought to rest my head.

Morning came. We were flying over the ocean. It was interesting. I had a
feeling of pride the whole time. Not because we idolized America or because
some mystery was awaiting us. We understood capitalist America perfectly
well. We remembered how Gorky described it in his book about the “city of
the yellow devil.”13

I myself met some Americans shortly after the civil war in our country,
when I returned from the Red Army and worked at the Rutchenkovo mines
as assistant manager. Some American miners came to help restore mining
operations. That was my first encounter with working-class America. Our
people also went to the United States, and they had many interesting things to
tell about it. But now it was not America itself that was somehow inflaming
our imaginations. No, we were proud of the fact that at last we had forced
America to recognize the necessity for establishing closer contacts with us.

If the president of the United States had invited the chairman of the
USSR Council of Ministers to come visit, this meant that the situation was
entirely different from the relations we had had with the United States during
the first fifteen years after the October revolution. It was not just that they
refused us diplomatic recognition [before 1933]. Today, not only do they
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recognize us diplomatically—that is a stage that has long since passed—and
not only did they fight together with us against a common enemy [Nazi
Germany], under the whip of necessity. No, the point was that the United
States had invited the head of the Soviet government to make a friendship
visit. The pride we felt was for our country, for our party, for our people,
and for the successes we had achieved. We had transformed Russia from a
ruined, backward, and illiterate country into one that amazed the world
with its successes. That’s what had forced the American president to seek
closer contacts with the Soviet Union. Those were our feelings as we flew
toward the United States.

I will not hide the fact that I was worried about meeting the U.S. presi-
dent again. I was acquainted with him to some extent because we had met
in Geneva, as well as even earlier, after the defeat of Nazi Germany, when
Eisenhower came to Moscow. Stalin introduced me to him then. But that
was an acquaintanceship of a different kind. Now I would have to converse
and negotiate with him one on one, eyeball to eyeball—although Gromyko
would also be present. Certain complications made themselves felt. The
thing was, you know, you couldn’t take a quick look at a reference book or
whisper in Andrei Andreyevich’s [Gromyko’s] ear to consult on some ques-
tions that were suddenly causing difficulties. That kind of behavior on
Eisenhower’s part was something I had previously deplored—when we were
at Geneva and he read notes aloud that had been composed for him and
handed to him by Secretary of State Dulles. I didn’t want to find myself in
that position now, and to a certain extent that troubled me.

I had already passed the test of interacting with capitalist leaders—in
India and Burma [in 1955], and in Britain [in 1956]. But after all, this was
America! We didn’t place American culture on a higher level than British,
but in those days this was a country whose power had decisive significance.
Therefore it was necessary to represent the USSR in a worthy manner and to
relate to our negotiating partner with a good understanding of the situa-
tion. Of course disputes would arise between us; there was no question that
they would; but we had to go into them without raising our voice. That was
the difficulty. We had to argue for our position and defend it in a worthy
way so as not to humiliate ourselves, but also not to allow ourselves to say
anything inappropriate during diplomatic negotiations.

All that seemed to us quite complex, especially because Stalin to the day
of his death kept drilling it into our heads that we, his comrades-in-arms of
the Politburo, were really unfit, that we would not be able to stand up
against the forces of imperialism, that with our very first personal contact
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we would not know how to represent our homeland in an honorable way
and defend its interests, that the imperialists would simply crush us. He
implied that we were not capable of defending the dignity of our country.
Now his words echoed in my consciousness, but actually I didn’t feel oppressed
by them. On the contrary, they mobilized my strength. I was morally and
psychologically prepared for the meeting. I am referring to the series of
questions on which we needed to have an exchange of views in order to find
a possible way of resolving them. The main thing was to preserve the peace,
peaceful coexistence. Also, to seek to achieve an agreement on banning nuclear
weapons, to solve the problem of a mutual reduction in our armed forces,
the elimination of military bases on foreign soil, and the withdrawal of
troops from such bases, and their return to their own countries. These very
same questions have essentially not been resolved to this day. As before,
every country still confronts these questions, and they are just as awesome
and threatening. Perhaps they are even more threatening than they were
back then, when I was on my way to meet with the president of this country
that was the most formidable military power in the world and possessed
awesome power. I am referring, of course, to nuclear weapons.

We were interested in the people of America. I had met American min-
ers in 1922 and later. It would be more accurate to call them workers who
had come from America, because the majority of them were of European
background—Yugoslavs or people of other European nationalities. We didn’t
have any Americans of Anglo-Saxon heritage at our mines. Among workers,
miners were considered unfortunate people condemned to the kind of hard
labor assigned to convicts. In the capitalist countries, that was the position
they were in, and that’s still true today. Meeting people from the general
population in the United States would be something altogether different. I
was worried about what their attitude toward us would be. There, on the one
hand, would be the Soviet leaders and, on the other, the American public.

I was also interested in contacts with the world of business, which were
provided for in our itinerary. After all, even Stalin had wanted to obtain
loans from that source and had asked the Americans to lend us 3 billion
dollars.' On the condition that they give us such a loan, we agreed to repay
certain sums that were being demanded of us under the lend-lease agree-
ment. We also needed to hold talks on that question. I didn’t think we
could achieve substantial results, but I was ready to hold such talks and felt
that they were unavoidable. I was also concerned about the question of
trade with the Soviet Union and the other socialist countries. I thought
it might be possible to have the ban on trade removed. The U.S. Congress
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had imposed a ban on trade with the USSR. All that was of great economic
and political significance.

I also hoped to meet with representatives of the Communist Party of the
United States. I had no presentiments of any difficulties in that regard, but it
would also be interesting. In general everything, all of it, was of interest to
me. America has been well described and depicted by Ilf and Petrov, Maxim
Gorky, and other Soviet writers.!®

Descriptions by Soviet writers are one thing. But the America that we were
approaching was the actual reality. All of us were on our guard, wide awake,
straining every nerve. Here at last was the real, live America. In a few minutes
real, live “Amerikenny” would appear before us. And then we saw them.
(I've used this word, “Amerikenny,” from a play by Vsevolod Ivanov, Armored
Train 14—69, in which some Soviet partisans under Vershinin, the Soviet
guerrilla leader in the Far East, had been interrogating an American, and one
of the partisans reported: “We’ve taken one of the Amerikenny prisoner.”'¢)

We were notified that we were approaching the United States and then
that we were approaching Washington. We flew in a circle over the city. I
don’t know if this was a kind of a salute or part of the approach to landing.
Then we landed. The weather was marvelous. Nature over there gave us a
very affectionate welcome. It was warm and the sun was shining brightly.
When I looked out the airplane window I saw a lot of people gathered. A
speaker’s platform had been erected, soldiers were lined up to give a cere-
monial welcome, a welcome mat had been rolled out, but what caught my
eye was the crowd of people in their bright summer clothing, very elegant. It
was one solid, multicolored array, like a carpet of flowers.

The plane taxied to its berth. It turned out that our plane’s chassis was
higher than the standard American plane, so that the self-propelled ramp
that passengers used to disembark from the plane couldn’t reach the door.
As 1 recall there were no ramps high enough at that time. The ramp had to
somehow be raised higher. So we descended from the plane in a not especially
elegant manner—that is, there was no ceremonial descent as provided for
by protocol. But we were not offended, nor did we feel humiliated by such
difficulties. On the contrary, we just spread our hands, shrugged our shoulders,
and laughed, as did the Americans. And I thought to myself: “Good for
our boys! They’ve built a giant passenger plane that for the first time flies
across the ocean without stopping, and the other guys have nothing like it.”
I think the Americans suffered more than we did over the fact that their
ramp wasn’t high enough.
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Once I had descended from the plane I saw that troops had been lined up
for a parade, and then I saw the president. He was dressed in a civilian suit,
not a military uniform, even though he was a general. Our embassy staff
also welcomed us. T and others shook hands with the president, and he led
me over and introduced me to members of his Cabinet. I said hello to each
one individually, then I said hello to our ambassador and staff members
from the embassy. The wives and children of the staff members presented us
with flowers.

I felt in good spirits, although I noticed that the people on the speaker’s
platform and in other locations reserved for the public greeted us in a
restrained way. In our country a welcoming occasion like this was usually
accompanied by shouts of greeting. There was nothing like that. They seemed
to look at us as some kind of strange creatures, as if to say: “What kind of
Bolsheviks are these? And what can we expect of them?” You could notice a
different kind of expression on some of those present, as if to say: “Why have
they come here anyhow? What was the need for inviting them?”

We bowed slightly after removing our hats, but we still bore ourselves
proudly. Eisenhower invited us to the top of the speaker’s platform, which
was covered with a red carpet and had radio equipment installed. Perhaps
the radio broadcast would reach beyond the borders of the United States.
That I didn’t know for sure. Everything there was glistening and gleaming.
Everything was done with great refinement and taste. We didn’t do things
that way. We did them more simply, in a proletarian way, even negligently.
The way they did things was very thorough, fully thought out, with every-
thing in its place.

First the president gave a short speech, then I was given the floor. As far
as I knew, the proper procedure in international relations was, first, for the
host to greet the arriving guest, and then for the guest to reply with greet-
ings to those who had come out to welcome him. Then the national anthem
of the host country would be performed, followed by the national anthem
of the guest country. All this was done very ceremoniously and filled us
with even more pride. Here was the United States government organizing
an honor guard for us and playing the Soviet national anthem! An artillery
salute followed. As I recall, there were twenty-one volleys. In general every-
thing was done according to protocol, and we found this gratifying. We were
being treated with due respect. We were especially pleased that these honors
were being conferred on us. Not because I was being welcomed this way,
but because this was the welcome being given to a great socialist country,
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Eisenhower proposed that I greet the honor guard. The officer saluted me,
the ceremony was completed, and we walked down the red carpet past the
ranks of the honor guard. I don’t remember if it was part of the protocol for
me to say hello to the honor guard or not. That isn’t required by the rules of
protocol in every country. In some countries you simply walk past, and with
that the ceremony of being welcomed by the honor guard is considered
complete. Eisenhower invited me to take a seat in his automobile next to
him. The two of us sat together. [My wife] Nina Petrovna took a seat in
another car with the president’s wife. Everyone else was seated as well,
according to protocol, as agreed upon by the protocol departments of the
diplomatic services of our two countries. The car started and we began to
move, but very slowly. The president’s guards ran alongside the machine on
the left and the right, stretching out in a thin line. The guards surrounded
the automobile in the front and the back as well. We had already seen them
do this when we visited Geneva.

We were not accustomed to this kind of procedure. But later, when I
found out what people in America were capable of, I understood. A short
time later President John Kennedy and his brother Robert Kennedy were
both assassinated—Robert when he was running for president. Later [in
1968] the black leader Martin Luther King, who was fighting for equal rights
for his people in the United States, was also assassinated. Other political
assassinations occurred in the United States as well. Perhaps this procedure
involving guards, which had been worked out then and to which I was a
witness, was justified. However, it obviously didn’t provide any guarantees.
The assassinations that happened are proof of that. Nevertheless, having
a bodyguard does make it more difficult for acts of terrorism to be com-
mitted. We guessed that there were many people there who were enemies
(not of me personally but of the Soviet Union). Of course I knew that, but I
sincerely confess that I absolutely never thought about such things and felt
no anxiety in that regard. [ am talking now about potential dangers. But at
that time even the thought of a terrorist act didn’t occur to me.

When we left the airport, we saw a lot of people. That was also true in the
city, but not as many as there would be in our country. We organize rows of
people to greet the “dear guest.” In such welcoming situations our people
don’t arrange themselves in rows; they are organized that way. We give
orders to the party’s city committee to bring out a specified number of
people, and we tell them where to line up. We have a definite procedure worked
out for this. We know the distance from one row to the next, how many people
can fit in a certain space, and we end up with a solid row of people, and
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without fail they are carrying the flags of the country from which the guest
is arriving. All this makes an impression. Sometimes this caused dissatisfac-
tion for some people, but we continued to follow this practice. We behaved
like the drunkard who even if he can’t drink vodka, simply has to have a
sniff of it; otherwise he will suffer. We had this kind of “alcoholic addiction”
to welcoming ceremonies. In the bitter cold of winter and in rainy autumn
weather, the poor people stood out there in their welcoming rows.

Sometimes when I drove along [accompanying the official visitors] I felt
sorry for these people. I understood how they felt, and if I had been in their
place, I probably would have protested insistently and openly. But we
were all slaves to formality. If a welcoming ceremony had been given to one
person, the same kind of welcome had to be given to another; otherwise it
would be discrimination! The idea occurred to me that we should switch
over to a different way of expressing our attitude toward guests, as they do
in the West. No one drags the people out onto the streets there. There is no
organization to do that, and it’s really impossible to force people to come
out. If someone wants to come out and gawk, they will. If they want to
stand there with their mouth hanging open, they will; if they want to grind
their teeth, they will. That’s entirely their business, those who are doing the
welcoming. But in our country you can’t say that people went out into the
streets of their own desire. First, they were dragged out by the party organi-
zations. Second, they were paid to do that [that is, they received their usual
wages despite time away from the workplace], with the result that some
people gladly came out, especially if it was good weather. And after all, why
not? Have a look at the strange guest, be he black, brown, or white. It was
something exotic, no matter what. Sometimes the guest would be so exotic
that our blue-collar and white-collar workers had never seen the like before!
At this point 'm making condemnatory remarks about our past, and I don’t
approve of the present situation, in which things continue according to the
customs established in the past.

I knew of course that in the United States and other countries there was
another custom—people would come out with placards on which harsh
statements were printed in large letters, protesting against one or another
guest or caricaturing the person who had arrived. In short, a form of protest
was expressed in a public statement of opposition to the arrival of this
guest. I didn’t notice anything like that. There wasn’t any such thing. You
might say that the police cleared away those who wished us ill. No, it’s my
assumption that they simply didn’t exist. The Americans seemed to take a
tolerant attitude toward us, as though to say: “We’ll see how things turn out.
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Let’s see what kind of sly fox [literally ‘goose with paws’] it is who heads
their government.” It was interesting for them to take a look and listen to
this strange creature. Since of course there were forces in the United States
hostile toward us, and quite a few of them, it would be foolish and naive to
say that the whole population greeted us with joy. The United States is
a class society and that is very strikingly expressed. You can find every-
thing there from extreme poverty to absolute abundance. Therefore it was
impossible that everyone there would give the same welcome to us as repre-
sentatives of the working people and of a socialist state. In general we were
prepared for anything, and my explanation for the restraint of the public is
that it was a kind of expectant, wait-and-see attitude. Or perhaps it was an
expression of respect for their president because I was his guest. After all
was riding in the president’s limousine, sitting next to him. And perhaps
that’s why the people were restrained.

We went from the airport directly to the residence provided for us [Blair
House]. The president left us to rest for a short time, and a little while later
I made my first visit to the White House. While resting, I received infor-
mation from our ambassador, Menshikov, about the press reaction to our
arrival. He also reported about a newspaper interview given by Vice President
Nixon.!” There was no direct verbal attack against our country or against
me as a representative of the Soviet government, but there were all sorts of
old, unfriendly remarks that were usually typical of Nixon. I was used to
that and had read a lot of such things before. He had expressed himself
even more harshly in articles before. Nevertheless, I was angered by the lack
of tact shown toward a guest of the president on the very day of his arrival.
In his interview Nixon was trying to set the mood for the people as to “how
they should understand” the arrival of Khrushchev. That was precisely
what angered me.

When I arrived at the White House, Eisenhower met me at the doors of
his office. We went inside and sat down. On his side, Nixon was present; and
on our side, Menshikov and Gromyko. As soon as we had exchanged greetings
with the president, as is customary in such situations, I immediately blew up,
as it were. I said: “Mr. President, I cannot help but express my astonishment
and indignation.” He pricked up his ears. “Your colleague, Vice President
Nixon, has allowed himself to commit a tactless action on the day of my
arrival. He has given an interview in which he used impermissible expres-
sions.” Eisenhower looked with surprise at Nixon, and I immediately realized
that the president didn’t know about it. Evidently he hadn’t had a chance to
look at the newspapers. In fact I don’t know whether he read the newspapers

[106 ]



BEGINNING OF THE VISIT TO THE UNITED STATES

carefully at all. I had the impression that he ruled, but didn’t manage. Probably
a summary of clippings from the press was prepared for him. When he
looked at Nixon, the latter nodded his head, confirming my words. I don’t
remember exactly what Eisenhower said to me then; it was something
meant to calm me down. But I could see from the expression on his face
that he was not pleased with what had happened.

To me it was all quite clear. The intention of this interview was not to be
tactless; it was simply a normal statement by a class adversary. You couldn’t
expect anything different from the class enemy, although I thought that Nixon,
being bound by government obligations, should remain within certain limits
and consider the fact that I was the guest of the president. And since he was the
vice president, I was his guest as well. The newspapers wrote in a different tone.
In any capitalist country various newspapers exist, representing the views of
differing social groups—the differing social classes as a whole, and the sub-
sidiary strata that make up those social classes. Each was expressing its attitude
toward our socialist country and its representatives. We understood this and
were well inoculated from our class point of view against such hostile sallies
against us, our policies, and our people. But Nixon was an official figure, a fact
that obliged me to take a special view of his verbal assault on us.

I don’t remember now all the details of our itinerary in the United States.
I can only give a fragmentary account of our visits to various regions and
cities. I will tell about the most typical visits and the things that stayed in my
memory regarding the people we met. The president kindly suggested that I
make my journey around the United States in his official plane [Air Force
One], a Boeing 707. In their country, this passenger plane was considered
the fastest and the one with the largest capacity. I don’t think it was faster
than our TU-104. The difference was that our TU had two engines but the
Boeing had four. But since it was a special plane for the president’s use, it
was specially equipped. For the president an enormous compartment, or
salon, had been set apart, and at some distance there were several easy chairs
for the people accompanying him. The plane was well furnished and very
comfortably equipped.

I gratefully accepted his offer, thanking the president for his consideration.
He said: “Mr. Henry Cabot Lodge will accompany you,” and he introduced
Lodge to me. He was a middle-aged man, no taller than average, radiating
strength and good health; he had been an officer during the war and held the
rank of major general (the equivalent of that rank in the Soviet Union).'

Later Lodge and I got to know each other better and spent a long time
together. As the president’s representative he accompanied me everywhere.
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On our side, Gromyko, [my wife] Nina Petrovna, and Gromyko’s wife were
always with me. I don’t remember whether Sholokhov traveled all around
the country with us. As I recall, he was only with us in some cities. He
wanted to stay in Washington longer, apparently because he wanted to meet
with some American writers.

I will begin my account with Los Angeles because it became a kind of
special place for me during our trip through the United States. After seeing
the city, we were supposed to go to Disneyland, a “fairyland theme park,”
as they say, a very beautiful place, but we ended up not going there. Lodge
and the deputy mayor, Victor Carter, began trying to dissuade me. Carter
spoke Russian, but with a noticeable accent similar to that of Jews who
live in the USSR.

I asked him: “Where do you know Russian from?”

“That’s where I'm from. Russia. That’s why I know Russian.”

“Where did you live?”

“Rostov on the Don.”

Then I began to wonder how could he have lived in Rostov being a Jew?
After all, Rostov was part of the territory of the Don Cossack Host, and
under the tsars, Jews were not allowed to live there.

I mentioned this to him and asked: “How could that be? Under the laws
existing before the revolution it was forbidden. After all, you are Jewish,
aren’t you?”

“Yes, 'm Jewish, but my father was a merchant of the first guild. Under
the laws of that time, merchants of the first guild had the right to live in
any city of Russia.”!® My attention was immediately riveted on him, and
from then on he was the one who explained everything we saw as we traveled
around the city.

What I remember most about Los Angeles was how many flowers there
were, how warm it was, and how high the humidity was. Later they explained
that although a visit to Disneyland was planned, they wanted to persuade me
not to go there. Some sort of counterdemonstration was being organized
there by people who had found out about the planned trip, and there were
even personal threats against me. When they told me about that I wondered
whether to insist or to abandon the trip. At first I insisted. Our host spoke
very strongly against it. He explained that there would be a huge crowd of
all sorts of people, and disorders could occur. Of course if I continued to
insist, this former man from Rostov who was escorting me—whose father’s
money had been lost because of the revolution in Russia—this man would
probably be pleased by a hostile demonstration. I didn’t want to think that
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the worst could happen, but it actually could. Then I thought it over and
stopped insisting. So the only place we saw was Los Angeles, and we saw that
from an open car.

Then we were invited by big shots in the movie industry to visit Holly-
wood—which was a republic unto itself in a kingdom where movies of all
genres and on any possible subject are “cooked up.” By then they had virtually
stopped making progressive movies. It was no longer the Hollywood that
had once produced films by Chaplin and other progressive directors. As we
were being shown through the film studios [of Twentieth Century Fox],
they were filming some scenes from Can-Can right at that time. I don’t
think these scenes were timed for our arrival or were done according to any
prearranged plan. Our visit coincided with a scene where some very elegant
and beautiful young women in colorful costumes were dancing the can-can.
There are moments in this dance that cannot be considered quite decent,
scenes that would not be taken well by everyone. Later we were invited into
the offices of the film studio; these women and other participants in the
filming operation were invited there as well. Our entire delegation went in
and we were asked to have our pictures taken together with the actors and
actresses. I stood next to [my wife] Nina Petrovna, the pretty girls surrounded
us, and the cameramen went to work. I heard one of the cameramen talking
to a woman next to me, but I didn’t know what he was saying. A little later our
interpreter told me that the cameraman was addressing the actress Shirley
MacLaine. Speaking very softly he had suggested to her: “Lift your skirt a little
higher, a little higher!” As I understand it, she did that. She was standing next
to me and apparently this character wanted to get a more risqué photo. A girl
like that, right next to Khrushchev! As for me, I remained indifferent. What
was the big deal? She was just an actress performing the can-can.

When we were in Denmark [later on] they were also putting on a show with
the name “Can-Can.” In one of the scenes the young women were dancing and
then turned their backs to the public, swept up their skirts, and revealed the
lower parts of their bodies. They were wearing pantaloons on which letters
of the alphabet were visible. The wife of the prime minister of Denmark, who
herself was an actress, told us that the letters spelled out: “Happy New Year!”
For the Soviet public of course such a scene would have been excessively
risqué. We are not accustomed to that genre and would consider it indecent.
Why should I pay so much attention to all this? After all, the American
actors and actresses who were visiting with us and the other participants in
the filming operations made a good impression on us. Apart from their
dancing scenes these young women didn’t stand out in any unusual way.
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They behaved themselves modestly. That is, they were simply doing their
job. As I recall, we received a copy of that photo.

Later some of the leading figures in Hollywood gave a luncheon in our
honor.? Quite a few people were present, the cream of the crop among
actors and actresses, all the movie stars. The atmosphere at the luncheon
was relaxed, with no manifestations of anti-Sovietism. Of course attitudes
toward the USSR among those present varied, but everyone behaved in a
friendly way. On the whole it was a very pleasant encounter.

We were in Los Angeles for only one day. In the evening there was a dinner
in honor of our delegation. It was hosted by the mayor of the city, a Republi-
can.?! I was told that this man had sharply anti-Soviet views, and therefore we
could expect any kind of dirty trick, although it would hardly be in a crude
and open form. But he might attack our country in a disguised way in his
speech. We had a very intolerant attitude toward any negative expression in
our direction. We did not want to permit even a hint of disrespect toward us.

The lengthy banquet room of the Ambassador Hotel, which seated about
five hundred persons, was filled to overflowing with invited guests. I was
told how such receptions were organized. In our country the government or
some institution pays for such things, when receptions are organized, but in
their country private individuals do it. Admission tickets cost a great deal.
The woman sitting next to me at the table was evidently exactly that—a
wealthy person, the owner of a large fortune; otherwise she could not have
come there. [My wife] Nina Petrovna, I, and our entire delegation were seated
at a table with the mayor and his wife. At that table I had a conversation
with this wealthy woman. For the most part, she kept initiating the con-
versation. She spoke with kindness toward our delegation and toward me
personally. But that didn’t mean she had a respectful attitude toward the
Soviets. It seemed to me that she wanted to have a look at this strange guest
as a kind of exotic bear from Russia, where they walk bears down the street
on leashes. She had been favored with the opportunity to sit right next to
the bear, but for some reason it wasn’t growling. She said: “Do you know
how many people wanted to come to this dinner? I'm here by myself, my
husband is sitting at home, and naturally he envies me. Every individual
present had to pay a great deal of money to be admitted to this dinner. Of
course we would have paid for two, so that we could be here together, but
there were so many who wanted to come that a special arrangement was
made—only one member of a couple, either the husband or the wife, could
come. Luck was with me, and I consider myself very fortunate. Here I am at
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the reception in your honor, while my husband is sitting at home, feeling
bored and envious of me.”

Accompanying our delegation, in addition to Lodge, was the U.S. ambas-
sador to the USSR, Mr. Thompson?? and his wife. The atmosphere was
very ceremonious and splendid, all the proper table settings were laid out,
the room was elegantly decorated, and candles were burning. They have a
tradition of serving dinners by candlelight. A state of semi-darkness prevails,
a soft pleasant light not disturbing to anyone. Everything was going along
fine until the mayor spoke. I don’t remember his name [Poulson]. He was
about fifty or a little older, not at all corpulent, the way capitalists are usually
portrayed in caricatures on placards in our country. He was a man of quite
normal dimensions. His speech was short, but some sharp pins stuck out—
aimed at the Soviet Union. I don’t remember now whether they concerned
me personally. As I recall, they didn’t, but were aimed against the Soviet
system as compared with the system in the United States. He made uncom-
plimentary remarks, especially regarding the position taken by the USSR in
world politics. Although the anti-Soviet trend of his remarks was not crude
or blunt, but was camouflaged, I felt it and it made me angry. I could have
let it pass, because it was not done crudely. I don’t even think that everyone
present understood the essence of what he had said. But I understood. Since
his speech was addressed to me, I had the right to make it look as though I
didn’t understand. But I decided to react in a demonstrative way and give
him a public rebuff, so as to clear things up right then and there, and not
wait until after the dinner to speak to him one on one.

I asked for permission to reply and he gave me the floor. Then in a very
sharp way, with a tone that expressed a certain amount of exasperation,
I stated my protest against the content of his speech: “Mr. Mayor, I am a
guest of the president and I have come here at his invitation. I have also
come to visit you according to the scheduled program for this visit, which
has been approved by the president of the United States. But I did not ask
to be your guest, and I will not permit any disparagement, any humiliation,
and especially any insulting statements against Soviet policies, against our
country—the great Soviet Union—and against our people. We are a socialist
country and have traveled a difficult path, reaching great heights in the
development of our economy and culture. We do not bow and scrape, and
we did not beg you to let us be your guests. If we have been invited, we will
not tolerate anything that might insult or belittle our country or its repre-
sentatives. If my visit here as a representative of the USSR does not suit you,
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our plane is sitting at the airport in Washington. I can always summon it to
come right here and fly back to the Soviet Union from here.”

This made a powerful impression. Later I was told that the wife of the
U.S. ambassador, Mrs. Thompson, was in tears, and addressing those sitting
next to her, she expressed her displeasure with the mayor for allowing this to
happen. She was a very excitable woman, and it seemed to her that a war
was about to start if Khrushchev left. I don’t remember now how the mayor
himself reacted. At any rate, he didn’t get into a fight. As for my behavior, I
didn’t regret it then, and I don’t regret it now. It was necessary to give a
rebulff, to let this anti-Soviet person have it in the teeth, even though he held
a fairly high post. The dinner ended and we said goodbye. Of course I
thanked the mayor for receiving us, and we headed for the hotel where we
were to spend the night. The plan was for us to leave from there early the
next morning and take a train to San Francisco. After returning to the hotel
all those accompanying me gathered in my hotel room, which had a large
living room. I continued to feel indignant and expressed my indignation in
a very strong manner, making some very sharp statements. To demonstrate
my exasperation I said that if this was the kind of reception we were going
to get, I would refuse to continue the trip through the United States and
would fly back to our country.

I intentionally expressed all this very loudly, showing that I was very
worked up. I made many unflattering remarks about the mayor, asking: “How
could he allow himself to attack the guests of the president?” Gromyko’s wife,
a dear woman, was very upset, and began trying to calm me down. She even
ran off to get some Valerian drops and gave them to me to calm my nerves. I
indicated to her with a gesture that she shouldn’t be upset, that I had my
nerves well in hand and was simply expressing my indignation for the ears
of our hosts. I was convinced that listening devices had been installed and
that Lodge, who had a room in the same hotel, was in his room listening to
me. [ wanted him to understand that I would not put up with such things,
that this was impermissible. It ended with me asking Gromyko as foreign
minister to go immediately to the room of the president’s representative, Mr.
Lodge, and express our dissatisfaction to him, stating that we were refusing
to go to San Francisco the next day.

Comrade Gromyko left and came back with Lodge, who apologized for the
mayor’s remarks and simply pleaded with us not to cancel the trip to San
Francisco. He said that he would guarantee that nothing like this would be
repeated: “On the contrary Mr. Khrushchev will be very pleased by the atmos-
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phere in San Francisco.” We allowed ourselves to be persuaded. Later in the
railroad car he took the initiative and began to talk about this incident. I
listened benignly to his assurances, but warned him that if anything like this was
encountered again, I would cut short my visit and return to the Soviet Union.

Now a few words about the train. American railroad cars have good springs
that give a soft ride. They are very comfortable and it’s a pleasure to travel in
them. In general, the entire railroad system seems to be on a high level.

Lodge couldn’t stop himself and made the following remarks about the
previous evening’s incident: “Mr. Khrushchev, I read the mayor’s speech.
Only a fool could have written such a speech. If only you had seen what he
had put in his first draft, which he gave me to look over! I crossed it all out
and said it was unacceptable. The passages that you reacted against had also
been crossed out, but he, like a fool, left them in. Apparently he doesn’t
understand the situation, the blockhead.”

Of course I don’t know whether things were really the way Lodge described
them. Maybe he himself left in those passages, because to his way of under-
standing they were not grounds for protest and he had thought they were
entirely permissible. Or maybe he really did indicate to the mayor [that he
shouldn’t say those things], but the mayor out of stupidity didn’t take his
advice. To me what had happened was normal, because our class enemy had
simply taken the position that was natural for him. But this had happened
not in a private meeting but during an official ceremony as part of our visit.
Otherwise there would have been no reason to get angry, and I could have
simply explained to the man that he was mistaken. But his speech took on a
different significance because he was giving an official reception to our Soviet
delegation. My attitude toward Lodge was one of confidence. In my opinion,
he conducted himself in a sincere manner and in general performed his
duties conscientiously as a representative of the president. He is an intelligent
man. The policies he pursued were bad, but after all, he was a government
official carrying out the policies of his government. He was ambassador to
Vietnam twice and took part in the negotiations concerning Vietnam in
Paris. In politics he supported the policies of the Republican Party, but in
private he was a pleasant conversationalist, and his relations with me at any
rate were good. He and I often joked together. He told me about his wartime
experiences, and I told him about mine.

Once I said to him jokingly: “Mr. Lodge, you are a military man and
therefore should observe the rules of subordination. You are a major general,
but I am a lieutenant general. My military rank is higher [in the Soviet system
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of military ranks]. You should treat me accordingly and conduct yourself as
a junior officer is supposed to toward a senior officer.”

He laughed: “I understand, Lieutenant General, Sir.”

Another time he said jokingly: “The major general wishes to report .. %

In short, Lodge made a good impression on me. It was pleasant to spend
time with him. During our travels by plane, train, or otherwise we didn’t
talk much about official matters. He couldn’t solve any of these problems,
and I understood his position. Therefore I didn’t get into any arguments with
him on political subjects. There was no need for that. Still, we didn’t avoid
such discussions entirely. Being political people, we couldn’t always avoid
such conversations even if we wanted to. But our conversations remained
within definite limits, so that no passions would be aroused and so that our
personal relations would not be strained.

According to the schedule, the train stopped at a particular station [San
Luis Obispo]. A lot of people had gathered there, apparently from nearby
towns. I don’t know who these people were. When the train stopped every-
one was staring at the railroad cars. They were obviously trying to get a
look at the Soviet delegation. Apparently an announcement about us had
been made earlier.

I suggested to Lodge: “Let’s go out on the platform.”

“What are you saying? I wouldn’t advise it.”

But in my view, since the people had come there, we should go out to
meet them; otherwise it might be misunderstood, as though we were ignoring
them, displaying lack of respect for those who had wanted to meet us or at
least to see us. On the other hand, people might think that I was afraid, too
much of a coward to come out. So I went to the exit, jumped down on the
platform, and went over to the gate between the station and the lawn on
which the people were standing. The people crowded around Lodge and me
and pressed us against the gate. People were shoving against one another,
pushing their neighbors out of the way. But this situation lasted for only a
short time because the whistle blew for the train’s departure. We returned to
our railroad car, but T spoke to people out the window and answered ques-
tions. Not everyone could hear my voice and suddenly from somewhere, a
bullhorn appeared. Lodge held it in front of me while I spoke. I then finished
a brief speech of thanks. After I had gone back in the railroad car, Lodge
stayed outside for a short time, and when he returned he gave me a medal
with a bas relief of Lenin on it, which had been pinned to my suit. I had
received it from the Society for Peaceful Coexistence.

I asked him: “Where did you find it?”
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“Some man handed it to me and said: ‘Mr. Khrushchev dropped this.
Please give it back to him.” I was very glad to have it back; a feeling of
respect for this unknown person welled up in me. After all, someone else
might have just kept what they found as a souvenir or have been tempted to
hold on to this treasure, because the medal was made of gold. To a selfish
person, even though it wasn’t large, it would have been a temptation.

In San Francisco our delegation was met by the governor of the state and
Mayor [George W.] Christopher. The mayor was very polite and left a very
good impression. A lot of people came out for a welcoming ceremony. We
were presented with luxurious bouquets of flowers. The mayor introduced
his wife, and she immediately went over to [my wife] Nina Petrovna and
Lidiya Dimitryevna Gromyko, and then remained with them, while the
mayor attended to me. In the crowd at the railroad station and along the
way to the hotel I noticed no manifestations of hostility. Although I was
prepared for that, because relations between us and the United States at that
time were quite poor. Besides, even in a country that you have good rela-
tions with you cannot count on a total understanding by everyone of the
need to strengthen friendship. So when you meet with the head of a govern-
ment that you don’t have respect for it doesn’t take a great deal of talent to
express your displeasure in one form or another. But nothing of the sort
occurred—at least nothing that came into my field of vision. There were
neither shouts nor gestures, although Americans know how to do such
things if they want to show their hostility. Lodge later said to me: “You see, I
promised you there would be a completely different atmosphere here.” I
thanked him. Evidently he had somehow warned the mayor of the city and
had been able to rely on the mayor.

The mayor said to me in a conversation: “Oh, Mr. Khrushchey, this is San
Francisco. I am running for election to a second term and my attitude
toward your government and toward you personally is one of respect. We
are very glad to receive all of you and to confer our hospitality on you. By
nationality I am Greek, and my wife is also Greek.”

Then I made a joke: “That means that you and I are brothers. When
Russia adopted Christianity it chose the Greek Orthodox religion. 'm not a
religious person myself, and I don’t know about you, but I think you’ll
understand me and won’t be offended if I say openly that 'm an atheist.
However, the history of Russia is such that its people feel a very close kinship
with the Greeks and always had a sympathetic attitude toward them. They
were ready to give assistance to the Greeks in their struggle against the Turks
for independence.”
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The mayor nodded his head and smiled as I said this.

A reception and dinner had been arranged. The people who attended
were quite well off, by no means ordinary workers; they paid big money for
the right to attend. Substantial amounts had also been spent on the food,
because we were being treated, you understand, not to sauerkraut soup, but
to a wide variety of dishes that were anything but sauerkraut soup.?*

The serving staff alone must have cost a pretty penny. I think this dinner
drew people more out of curiosity than as a demonstration of a friendly
attitude toward us. Again a woman sat next to me who was very polite to
me, but in principle she was more interested in the fact that she was able to
attend this event. The U.S. press bandied my name about a great deal in various
ways, and here she had the good luck to sit right next to me.

I was reminded of myself as a teenager, a worker at a factory not far from
which, every September 14, a big fair was held. People of all ages went to the
fair. Items of all kinds were on sale there, mainly agricultural goods, but
other items, too, for everyday use. Gypsies brought horses there. A circus
arrived with animals in cages on wheels. It used to be that people would
pay fifty kopecks to take a look at the elephant. Among the workers at the
factory there was a joke going around: “Well, did you pay your half ruble?”
“Of course I paid and I even got to yank the elephant’s tail.” Now I would
say I was confronting a similar kind of situation: some people wanted to
take a gander, not at an elephant, but at a Russian bear. What did he look
like? Could he hold a knife and fork in his hands while sitting at table in
company? How did he behave? Did he cough or belch? And so forth. Others
wanted to hear what Khrushchev had to say on questions of war and peace.
That was a problem that concerned everyone, but they approached it from
different angles. No social class was indifferent to this question. Americans,
for the most part, feared war and considered the Soviet Union the only
country that might threaten them with a war.

I later invited the mayor of San Francisco to come visit us in the Soviet
Union. I said: “Come for a visit. You'll be treated well.” He and his wife did
come at the invitation of the Moscow Soviet, but not as tourists. I received
him and talked with him, and I was pleased that again he conducted himself
quite well. But back at that time in San Francisco he was getting ready for an
election, running for office for a second time. The reception that the mayor
gave for the Soviet delegation tipped the scales of the election campaign in
his favor. If the mayor of Los Angeles, to the contrary, had won a few extra
votes on the basis of his anti-Soviet statements, here the marked respect
shown in the reception of the Soviet delegation had the opposite effect; it
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promised to bring in extra votes for the mayor. This Greek came to Moscow
after the election, and I congratulated him on his success. In San Francisco
he treated us with dairy products of excellent quality and said: “These are
from my farm, which processes milk and sells dairy products.” All of his
products, the way they were packaged and the way they tasted, were on a
high level. I praised them publicly, and that also proved beneficial to the
mayor, but in this case it was beneficial to him as the owner of the farm,
because such advertising promised to increase his sales and his profits.

The mayor suggested that I take a look at the construction of some small
private homes, or “cottages.” I accepted his proposal with pleasure, and we
went to the outskirts of the city. The cottages they were putting up were
made of wood, of prefabricated panels, and an entire street or even an entire
small settlement was being put up all at once. The prefabricated compo-
nents were made at a factory and shipped to the construction site, where a
foundation had already been laid and the plumbing and sewage work had
been completed. All that remained was to level off the area. Even the
approach roads and walkways had all been finished. Then the prefabricated
panels were put up and fastened very quickly, and these buildings took on a
finished look. They were painted nicely and looked attractive. The number
of rooms in each house varied, depending on the customer’s ability to pay.
But when I looked at these panels up close, I was disillusioned. “What is the
filler in the panels made from? Woodchips or sawdust?” “Something like
that,” they answered. “It’s is an inexpensive type of construction.” They told
me the low price these houses were going for; it was very little by American
standards. These houses were similar to the Finnish ones that gained fame
in our country after the war. We bought a lot of them in Finland, back then,
regarding them as temporary housing. We got nothing but complaints from
the people who lived in them—they were being devoured by fleas. Sawdust
is a habitat favored by these insects; they multiply in it.

Of course everything depends on the level of culture in the maintenance of
buildings. People in Finland lived in homes like these and were not bothered
by fleas. As for us, we needed available housing as quickly as we could get it,
even if it came with fleas. I had another question about the cottages: “How
many years will this little house stand up? Will it last twenty years?”

“That’s the warranty we give to buyers, that these houses are built for
twenty years.”

“What happens then?”

“Well, why build a house that’s going to last a hundred years? In twenty years
we’ll build a whole new house for the customer to whatever design he orders.”
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From the point of view of the company and its commercial interests,
that’s correct. But I know the psychology of our peasants. It’s a psychology
that arose out of the [limited] material possibilities of their everyday life [in
Russia before the revolution].?> To build something that would last only
twenty years would have meant sheer ruin for a peasant. I know Kursk
province well; that’s where I was born. House fires were frequent guests in
our village. The wood in the region belonged to the landlords, and you had
to buy it from them. And when a peasant built a house he invariably made
the walls of logs, and the type of logs he would buy for himself would be
aspen, because oak was too expensive. Pine didn’t grow in our forests, but
aspen did, and it was cheap. Oak logs were bought only for the lowest row
[that is, the row of logs resting on the ground]. If a peasant was well off, he
could buy three or four rows of oak beams, and after that a hut whose upper
rows were made of aspen would last for thirty years.?

American customers were being told: “Please, [don’t worry,] after twenty
years we’ll build you a new house.” For us that’s far and away too short a time.

San Francisco made me happy with a display of solidarity from workers.
The dockworkers’ union there was headed by a progressive [Harry
Bridges].?” He was not a Communist, but he held left-wing views and had a
very positive attitude toward the Soviet Union. I received an invitation from
the longshoremen to speak at one of their meetings. I agreed with great
pleasure, and on the appointed day and at the appointed hour I arrived at
the meeting place. Not that many people had gathered. Nevertheless, the
meeting has left a very pleasant trace in my memory—the meeting with the
dockworkers and the way we were received. To open the meeting a union
official made a friendly speech with respect to our people and the policies of
our government and in regard to me personally. The reaction of the crowd
was also quite warm and welcoming. Several longshoremen spoke. They
ardently expressed their sympathies for us. Then I gave a short speech. It was
received warmly by everyone. An interpreter gave a simultaneous translation,
and the audience responded with applause to virtually every sentence.

When the meeting ended I came down off the speaker’s platform, and a
young fellow ran up to me, took off his cap, and put it on my head. It was his
dockworker’s cap (apparently part of what they wear to work), so then I put
my hat on his head. This caused laughter and expressions of approval; the
people applauded for a long time. That was our warmest meeting. A truly
proletarian meeting, and I felt a debt of gratitude toward that trade-union
leader. I knew about his sympathies beforehand. But it’s one thing to have an
expectation; it’s another to experience directly such a warm meeting and
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such fraternal embraces. The journalists, and there were several hundred of
them, recorded it all with their movie cameras and in still photographs. Later
the gathering was publicized in the press. They were forced to report this
event accurately. Although some journalists are inclined to distort the facts,
that didn’t happen on this occasion.

Then I learned from our journalists that a leader of the autoworkers
union was in San Francisco, Mr. [Walter] Reuther. I knew about him from
articles in the press. At one time he had held left-wing positions and had
belonged to the same international trade-union organization that represen-
tatives of the USSR belonged to. Then Reuther left that organization and
took an anti-Soviet political position.® When I was told he wanted to meet
with me, and was asking that a time and place be set, I didn’t expect any-
thing good from such a meeting. But I did want to see him, in order to have
a talk with him. I was then told that if I agreed, three other trade-union
“bosses” would attend. Reuther’s brother [Victor] also showed up with a
movie camera and a regular camera. Later we found out that he had also
brought a tape recorder. I had nothing against this. Please, go ahead! We
agreed upon a time and place, and the meeting was held in the hotel where I
was staying. This meant that I was the host, and I treated them to beer, cold
drinks, juice, and appetizers.

Reuther turned out to be a man in his middle years, younger than me. I
remember an older man who accompanied him, a leader of the brewery
workers. Reuther’s brother sat off to the side, at the end of a long table, where
he recorded our conversation, mainly on a tape recorder rather than in a
notebook, although he tried to keep it from being too obvious. On our side,
Gromyko was present, along with the journalist Yuri Zhukov?® and some
other reporters. They too recorded all the questions and answers, because the
meeting would later be reported in the press. Zhukov is a brilliant journalist.
He knew his way around on questions having to do with America in general
and with the U.S. trade-union movement in particular. Generally speaking
he’s one of our best journalists. I had great respect for him and readily
invited him to the meeting. I frequently invited Zhukov to meetings, though
not to all of them, of course.

The questions touched on in the conversation with Reuther were general
ones, the same ones that had interested us earlier during our talks with U.S.
government officials. Specific problems, having to do with peaceful coexis-
tence, a united front of workers, and the question of unifying revolutionary
forces, the question of class struggle—all these came up. I didn’t meet any
other trade-union leaders in the United States after that. Although the initiative
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for the meeting came from Reuther, the conversation left a bad taste in my
mouth. Usually there is mutual understanding that gets expressed right
away. In this case it didn’t happen, because our viewpoints were so utterly
opposed. Reuther supported everything the U.S. government did, and he
was in favor of class peace, for peaceful coexistence not between countries,
but between classes, which contradicts Marxist-Leninist doctrine and is
harmful to the workers. Reuther himself was an intelligent man, who came
from a working-class background. At first he had worked at the Ford Motor
Company, which had sent him to the USSR to help build an auto factory in
the city of Gorky. Reuther was one of the instructors who taught our people
how to set up the machinery for producing automobiles, and he told me
that he had worked in Gorky for two or three years, that he knew the condi-
tions of life in the Soviet Union well and remembered the city of Gorky well.
He said: “I have good memories of your people,” and he began recalling the
names of those he had had contact with. I am avoiding the phrase “made
friends with,” although it may be that he did make friends back then. Reuther
also talked about Soviet women in a rather playful manner and in general tried
to convince me that he had an excellent knowledge of our people and way of
life, had gone to parties with young people in our country, and so forth.

In spite of all that, he remained a man who rejected the class struggle. In
the United States he helped organize strikes and engaged in trade-union
activity, but only within the limits of what was permissible, so as not to shake
the foundations of the capitalist system and not to weaken the government.
The struggle he engaged in was for a few dollars more, for a pittance. This
was economic struggle, not political. In politics he held the same positions as
the two government parties—the Republicans and the Democrats. Which
party did he call on people to vote for? Probably for the Democrats, but the
horseradish is no sweeter than the radish. Essentially there is no class difference
between the Democrats and Republicans. Both parties hold positions in
favor of strengthening and further developing capitalism and suppressing
the workers movement.

Let me say a few words about the men accompanying Reuther.

One of them was older, no longer middle-aged, and seemed to me an intelli-
gent man who took an understanding attitude toward our policies. The sense I
got was that this man wanted to have some sort of dialogue with the Soviet
trade unions. On some of the questions that we discussed, he made comments
in which he expressed a not unfavorable attitude toward our policies, but he
was very soft-spoken, and Reuther took no account of him. Perhaps he was
part of an opposition to Reuther? Or perhaps he wanted to demonstrate
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American democracy: “Look, you see, the head of our trade unions has one
opinion, but I, a member of the same union, although I support the basic line,
have my own opinion on particular questions.”

The leader of the brewery workers was not only old, but it looked as
though he had lost possession of his faculties.’’ During the entire conversa-
tion I heard not one intelligent remark from him. The only thing he did was
drink beer; he kept pouring it into himself as though into a barrel, and he
ate absolutely everything that was on the table. What remarks he did make
were simply foolish. This annoyed me. Reuther noticed it and said: “Why
make an issue of it? After all, he’s not a politician, but a trade-union leader.
And do you know how many years he’s been heading his trade union?” I
answered bluntly: “T don’t know how many years, but I can’t take him seriously
and I can’t respond seriously to his absurd remarks. I see no point in it.”

The third guest was not much different from the brewery workers’ leader.
His position has not stayed in my memory. But from the remarks he made I
recall that he was close to the older man in his views.?? I noticed one thing that
has impressed me as rather strange. When the brewery union leader reached
out for his beer glass, I noticed that he was wearing a gold wristwatch on his
right arm and also one on his left arm. Why wear two wristwatches? Was this
some sort of ornamentation? Did he regard them as bracelets? I wasn’t
about to ask him, but I concluded to myself that he was a philistine, with a
limited outlook, and that it would be useless to try to hold a conversation
with him. T understood that I was in the presence of a union boss who was
supported by the workers in his union, I don’t know why; they simply sup-
ported him and reelected him. It’s hard to say how the election machinery
operated in such situations. But obviously the political level of those whose
union he headed was low.

Incidentally Reuther is also proof of an identically low level among auto
workers. Yet these are highly skilled workers. Why did they vote for Reuther?
There were genuinely left-wing forces in that union, including the Com-
munist Party. Alas, although the Communists enjoyed a certain amount of
confidence in the U.S. trade-union movement, they were not able to occupy
the position they deserved. The trade-union movement in that country
supports the basic foundations of capitalism. Sometimes I read in the news-
papers or hear on the radio that a strike is taking place here or there [in the
United States]. When they report that, for some reason they don’t clarify
the fact that it’s not a political struggle going on, but a purely economic
one. Lenin condemned those tendencies within the working class that
denied the political struggle of the trade unions and limited their activities
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to the economic struggle alone. That is the position that the trade-union
movement in the United States holds today, and a strikingly representative
example of this tendency is Reuther. I was later given a report on the salary
he earned. T was surprised. He earned as much as the director of some of the
largest corporations. This means that the capitalists know how to appreciate
people who can organize on their behalf in the working class; they support
them and pay them. Salaries like these are a restraining factor, and such people
pay more attention to the capitalists than to the workers. This is a traitorous
outlook, but unfortunately it is strong in the American trade unions.

That just about wraps up the essence of the conversation we had back
then. It was held against a background of sharply irreconcilable views. I
would say that Reuther was demonstratively showing his daring in opposi-
tion to Soviet policies. I not only responded to him with the same defiance,
but, as the saying goes, I poured some hot [melted] lard down the back
of his collar.® I denounced his position as a betrayal of the working class.
Reuther didn’t deny that his purpose was not to fight for socialism; he was
simply fighting to improve the living conditions of the workers. His union
included a certain percentage of the workers, but many American workers
didn’t belong to trade unions.

Incidentally, when I was in the United States a strike was under way by
the steelworkers, one of the largest unions. Our plans included a visit to
Pittsburgh, one of the centers of the steel industry. The press had already
announced I would visit that city. The trade-union leaders issued a warning
that I should not expect to meet with them, because they didn’t want to
meet me. In general they conducted themselves in an unfriendly way,
expressing their hostile attitude toward my visit to the United States and
toward any trip to Pittsburgh during the strike.

In spite of that we decided not to change our plans, but to make use of
the trip to Pittsburgh, if for nothing else, just to see the city. We went there
by car [from the airport].

It’s a hilly region, with a lot of greenery, and lot of people were standing
along the road. Also, families were out for a walk, and women with their baby
carriages were sitting on the grass. The clothes they wore made a vivid impres-
sion on me: they wore elegant, brightly colored cotton print dresses that looked
very attractive. But I was surprised at how freely they were dressed. In our
country women wear dresses that, strictly speaking, cover them well. But these
women were walking around in shorts, blue jeans, and very lightweight
dresses. I personally think that that’s practical, although it’s not customary for
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us. Our women wear more expensive dresses, with darker colors, that cover
their bodies more. This crowd of colorfully dressed people against a green
background really caught my eye. They were out enjoying their day off, and at
the same time were waiting to meet us. After all, people knew we were coming
on that road and that’s why they had gathered alongside it.

As we went by some of them greeted us, and there were a fairly large
number who did so. I didn’t hear any shouts of a hostile nature. Restraint
was evident; nevertheless, people expressing sympathy for us were noticeable
in the crowd. Still, no meetings with trade-union leaders or with working-
class people took place in Pittsburgh. The unions that had warned us had
their way. That also tells you something about the nature of their trade-
union movement and its political line. The trade unions didn’t want to dirty
their clothing by contact with representatives of the Soviet government,
and they wanted to make a display of their doglike loyalty to capitalism and
their hostility toward socialism. I assume that the trade unions, not only in
the United States but in other capitalist countries as well, are still pursuing
that kind of policy today.

Our schedule also included a visit to a large plant that produced sausage
and other meat products.** This took place under interesting circumstances.
The workers at the packing plant were also on strike, and their union leaders
also warned that they wouldn’t meet with us. The capitalists had really
housebroken them well. Suddenly the owner of the plant invited us to see
how the products were made, even though we wouldn’t meet and talk with
the workers. We agreed and went there. The owner knew how to advertise
his products. We saw that television cameras had already been set up. The
manager arranged a scene in which we would taste his products. We were
given some tasty hot dogs with mustard, and we treated ourselves to them
right there in front of the television camera. Mr. Lodge also ate some hot
dogs and smiled. He understood the publicity purposes of this tasting
session. Then we took a look at the production operation, but it was not of
particular interest to me personally. If Mikoyan had been along, things
would have been different, because he has more understanding of this
business. My invitation to this plant to a certain degree had a distinctly
challenging quality about it. The steelworkers union, which was on strike,
had demanded that I not come within shooting distance of them. The meat-
packing workers supported their point of view and also wanted no contact
with me. The owner, on the other hand, obviously decided to make some
money out of the situation and invited us in order to gain publicity.
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When we left I asked Lodge: “What happened here was just for advertising
purposes, isn’t that right?”

He smiled, and said: “Yes, undoubtedly. The owner has increased his
earnings thanks to you.”

Then I joked back (and Lodge had a good sense of humor): “You should
get some payment for this publicity since you accompanied me here,
shouldn’t you?”

Lodge laughed, and didn’t deny it, but joked in reply that L, too, should be
paid something for publicizing the company.

It was after that that we visited Pittsburgh. We drove around and looked
at it but had no further contacts with anyone. And so, I had seen the working
class and the trade unions of the United States in the midst of a sharp strike
situation, and I had also seen their attitude toward our socialist state and
toward the question of fighting against capitalism. In some other countries,
politically conscious workers may devote all their efforts to the class struggle,
but not in the United States.

According to the schedule, we were next supposed to visit a machine-
building factory.*> I was told that it was an old factory with obsolete
equipment. In its volume of production, it was a medium-sized or even
smaller factory. Here’s how I happened to end up at this factory: at a dinner
with Eisenhower he introduced me to a friend of his, a woman past her
middle years, who nevertheless looked quite fresh and alert, and he said that
this lady was inviting us to visit a factory that partly belonged to her, since
she owned stock in the company to which the factory belonged. I thanked
her for the kind invitation and accepted it.

The management met us at the factory. I didn’t see the lady, but as soon as
I had crossed the threshold I felt myself at home. We walked along, calmly
observing the production process and looking at the machine tools, but the
workers didn’t take a break. That’s not how things would have been in our
country. If visitors arrive at one of our factories, it will virtually come to a stop.
Although the machinery wouldn’t stop working, still everyone would look at
you, walk over, and strike up a conversation. In the United States people are
bound very strictly by the rhythm of production. No one has the right to
stop work, even though this was not assembly-line production. The work was
being done at individual machine-tool stations, and certain individual parts
were being worked on, so that the workers could have taken a break without
any particular damage being done. But they were careful to observe the
proper work hours and to be disciplined. Besides, the management was
standing right next to them, so that everyone stuck strictly to the routine.
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I walked over to a drill press and said to the manager: “This machine
is my contemporary. Early in my days as a young man I worked at a
machine-building plant, and we had exactly the same machines.” We
walked up to a mechanical power saw for cutting off the ends of semi-
finished metal products.

I smiled and asked: “How old is this?”

“Yes, Mr. Khrushchev,” they answered, “our factory is old, and that’s why
you'll find equipment that varies from being up-to-date to being antediluvian.”

I commented: “This is more than antediluvian.”

There were a lot of obsolete machine tools there, both planing machines
and slotting machines. I don’t know how such a factory could even compete
with production operations that had been set up more properly with up-to-
date equipment. If this factory was making a profit, it was a sign of great
skill and cleverness on the part of the capitalists. In their world, if some-
thing wasn’t rational, it didn’t survive. If something didn’t make a profit, it
was doomed to the scrap heap.

As we walked through the shops in this factory, we saw that the walkways
between the machine tools had patches in them, places that had been
mended with fresh asphalt. I remarked to the manager: “This is very similar
to the way things are done in our country. Before visiting leaders arrive, all
the potholes are mended.”

He smiled: “Yes, Mr. Khrushchev, before you arrived we made some
repairs. If a guest is coming, you have to patch things up.”

As [ was going past one planing machine a worker came over, offered me
a cigar, and clapped me on the shoulder in a friendly way. Other workers
lifted their heads immediately. I clapped him on the shoulder in response,
took off my wristwatch of Soviet manufacture—it wasn’t gold, but it was a
good one—and handed it to him. The worker was pleased by this.

Later some American journalist asked me: “Mr. Khrushchev, you gave your
wristwatch to a worker. How is that to be understood? When Mr. Nixon was
in Moscow and gave a worker some money at a market your press condemned
him, regarding it as an attempt at bribery.”

I replied: “Take a look at how this happened. You yourself saw that this
worker extended a kindness to me, offering me a cigar as a gift. [ accepted it,
even though I don’t smoke. Human obligation requires that you give a gift
in response. I had nothing else, and so I gave him my wristwatch. So it’s not
an attempt at bribery, but a mutual kindness. That has nothing in common
with what Mr. Nixon did, especially considering the aims he was pursuing. I
am not pursuing any such aims.”
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I call attention to how closely the journalists were following my every
step and my every action, waiting to see if our side might commit some
indiscretion that could be used to discredit the Soviet Union and me as the
head of the Soviet delegation. That’s how they always operated.

Once, a few years before I went to the United States I made an incautious
statement in regard to America, saying: “We will bury (zakopayem) the enemies
of the revolution.” Enemy propaganda seized on this and made a huge pro-
duction out of it, as though Khrushchev and the Soviet people wanted to
“bury” the people of the United States. That’s how, for their own purposes,
they used a phrase I had uttered incautiously. At a press conference when I
arrived in the United States, they asked me about this, and I explained that
we were not about to try to bury anyone, that the capitalist class would be
buried by the working class of the United States itself. This is an internal
matter for each country. The people themselves will decide what road they
want to take and what methods they want to use to achieve victory.

Later, according to the schedule we were to visit factories of the John
Deere Company, a major agricultural machinery corporation, which was
well known in the USSR because we used to buy their farm machinery.’” By
inviting us I think the company had commercial goals in mind. They
wanted to show us their products and interest us in purchasing them in the
future. We walked through the shops of one of their factories, but no special
impressions have stayed in my memory from that. Since we had been
invited by the company, we didn’t make any contacts with the trade union.
During our visit the employees were working. No expressions of hostility
have remained in my memory, nor was any special sympathy shown on
their part. The workers looked at us simply to see the sight of people from
beyond the sea. That was all. Then they took us to the office where the man-
agement informed us about their production operations. They make good
farm machinery. It is well liked by Soviet engineers and industrial workers
and by workers at the state farms and collective farms.

When lunchtime came the director invited us to a dining room and said
that he himself always ate there.’® The management and the employees both
ate there in the lunchroom. Like everyone else, we picked up our utensils
and went to the window where they give out the meals, they put our food
on our plates, and we went back to whatever table we chose, and once we
had eaten that dish we could repeat the procedure and get another dish. It
was a democratic arrangement. I think the management was deliberately
trying to make a demonstration of democracy, and I admit that I liked it
very much. In my speeches later on [back in the USSR] I promoted and
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encouraged this kind of food service for our factories: there was nothing
superfluous anywhere in the operation. The surface of the tables in the
lunchroom was plastic. All you had to do was wipe it with a damp cloth and
the table was clean.

I was informed that the director of the factory also ate in that lunchroom.
Unfortunately in our country at many factories there are separate lunch-
rooms for the management and for the workers. A huge staft of service
personnel has to be kept up. The service is no better for all that; actually it’s
worse. There are long waiting lines constantly, and the workers mutter their
dissatisfaction against the way the lunch break is organized. That’s why I
recommended to the leaders of our party and trade-union organizations
that they adopt this American system. We saw the same kind of scene in
India, also at some factory. Lunchtime came, and Nehru invited us to the
lunchroom and said: “Mr. Khrushchev, no one will be serving us here. The
procedure is that each person takes tray and utensils to the window where
the food is served. There we receive our portions, then we go sit down and

eat” We ate our fill and the food was tasty. There were no waiting lines.

1. That is, with an atomic power source. It
entered service in 1959.

2. On Frol Romanovich Kozlov, see Biographies.

3. Kozlov visited the United States in July 1959 in
connection with the opening of a Soviet exhibition
in New York. During his stay Kozlov visited the
Savannah, which was then under construction in
Camden, New Jersey. The Savannah was the world’s
first nuclear-powered commercial ship. Work on it
began in 1959, one year after the Soviet icebreaker
Lenin had became the world’s first operational
nuclear surface ship. [SK/GS] The company that
built the Savannah was New York Shipbuilding. [SS]

4. Mikhail Alekseyevich Menshikov (1902—76)
was Soviet ambassador to the United States from
1957 to 1961. Thereafter until retirement in 1968 he
was minister of foreign affairs of the RSFSR.
[MN] As the RSFSR did not conduct a foreign
policy distinct from that of the USSR, this was an
honorary position. [SS] See Biographies.

5. Khrushchev’s visit to the United States took
place between September 15 and 27, 1959. The
party accompanying him consisted of 22 persons.
[MN/SS]

6. Like many other Soviet women, Khrushchev’s
wife continued to be known by her maiden name,
Kukharchuk, after her marriage. The form Khrush-
cheva was used only in the Western media. In the
memoirs Khrushchev refers to his wife by her first
name and patronymic alone, as Nina Petrovna.
[GS/SS]

7. Sholokhov, who was very much in the good
graces of the Soviet authorities, was awarded the
Nobel Prize for Literature in 1965. This was widely
regarded as a conciliatory act by the Nobel com-
mittee to make up for the award to Boris Pasternak
in 1958, which was seen by many as an “anti-
Soviet” action, singling out a Soviet writer who
was not then in the good graces of officialdom in
the USSR. [GS] In fact, Khrushchev recounts that
on his visit to Sweden in June 1964 he himself
suggested that the award be given to Sholokhov. See
the chapter “In the Scandinavian Countries.” [SS]

8. The TU-114 was the world’s first turboprop
intercontinental passenger liner. It made its maiden
flight in 1957.

9. After one of the flight tests of the TU-114,
which was a turboprop plane, microscopic cracks
had been found in the vanes of its turbojet
engines. [SK]

10. The turboprop aircraft IL-18 was already in
service in 1957.

1. The Prinkipo Islands, also known as the
Princes Islands, are in the Sea of Marmara near
Istanbul. (This sea is part of the waterway that
connects the Black Sea to the Mediterranean Sea
between European and Asiatic Turkey. [SS]) They
were used by the Byzantine emperors as a place of
detention for rival princes, family rebels, and
princes who were out of favor with the imperial
family. [GS] In January 1919, President Woodrow
Wilson proposed that a peace conference of all the
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warring parties in Russia be held there. But at first
the government of Soviet Russia failed to receive
an invitation. Then the conference was unable to
convene because a number of White Guard
groupings refused to take part. [MN]

12. In 1918-19, as part of a campaign to clean up
the city of Istanbul, stray dogs actually were
removed to the Prinkipo Islands. [SK]

13. This description occurs in the collection of
Gorky’s essays and pamphlets In America (V
Amerike; 1906). [MN] Gorky was writing about
his 1906 visit to America, which was highly con-
troversial. (He was trying to raise money and win
support for the fight against the tsarist system
being waged by the Russian Social Democrats.)
Here Khrushchev refers to him as “A. M. Gorky.”
His real name was Aleksei Maksimovich Peshkov.
The name by which he is best known is of course
his pen name, Maxim Gorky, which means
“Maxim the Bitter.” [GS]

14. In his chapter on the four-power Geneva
summit of July 1955, Khrushchev cited 6 billion
dollars, not 3 billion, as the amount Stalin had
wanted to borrow from the United States.

15. Ilya IIf (1897-1937) and Yevgeny Petrov
(1903-1942), a pair of Soviet authors, originally
from Odessa, constituted themselves in 1926 as a
writing team, collaborating on humorous, satirical
works. They are best known for their two satirical
novels, The Twelve Chairs (1928) and The Little
Golden Calf (1931)—the “hero” of both novels
being the picaresque scoundrel Ostap Bender. (IIf
is a pen name, a variation on the word “Elf” His
real name was Ilya Arnoldovich Fainzilberg;
Petrov is also a pen name; he was really Yevgeny
Petrovich Katayev, younger brother of a promi-
nent Soviet writer, Valentin Katayev.)

In 193536, IIf and Petrov visited the United
States and traveled around the country in a Ford
car. Their book of humorous, mildly satirical travel
essays about this visit was called Single-Storied
America (Odnoetazhnaya Amerika; also translated
as Little Golden America, in a 1937 edition). Their
description of the life of ordinary Americans “in
the heartland” was a revelation to most Russians,
whose image of the United States centered on the
skyscrapers of Manhattan. At first this book was
reprinted many times in the USSR, but then it was
suppressed in the Cold War era. Only after Stalin’s
death did it again see the light of day. [SK/GS]

16. This play by the writer and playwright
Vsevolod Ivanov was first performed in 1927.
[MN] It is about Soviet guerrilla fighters in the
Far East during the Russian civil war. The United
States had intervened and sent armed forces into
the Soviet Far East. For more about U.S. interven-
tion in Soviet Russia, see note 30 to the chapter
“Washington and Camp David.” [GS]

17. Richard M. Nixon (1913—94) was president of
the United States from 1969 to 1974 (one complete

and one incomplete term). From 1953 to 1961 he
was vice president. See Biographies.

18. Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr. (1902-85), a promi-
nent Republican senator, was at this time the per-
manent representative of the United States at the
United Nations and on its Security Council. He had
been a lieutenant colonel in the U.S. Army in World
War II and in 1959 was a major general in the U.S.
Army Reserves (so Khrushchev was not mistaken
about his rank). See Biographies. [SK/GS/SS]

19. In prerevolutionary Russia most Jews were
allowed to live only in the Pale of Settlement
(cherta osedlosti)—a zone along the western edge
of the empire, from Lithuania in the north
through Poland, Belorussia, and western Ukraine
to Bessarabia (now Moldova) in the south. The
prohibition was especially strictly enforced in the
Cossack territories of the south of Russia. Some
categories of Jews were exempted: the most
prominent merchants and industrialists (like
Carter’s father), men who had been conscripted
into the army for 25 years and served out their term
(kantonisty), and also prostitutes. The system broke
down during World War I and was legally abolished
after the revolution of February 1917. [SS]

20. Spyros P. Skouras, president of Twentieth
Century-Fox, and Eric Johnston, president of the
Motion Picture Association of America, hosted
this luncheon at the Café de Paris, according to
the book by Soviet journalists Litso k litsu s
Amerikoi (Face to Face with America) (Moscow,
1959). [SK]

21. This was Norris Poulson. [GS]

22. Llewellyn E. Thompson (1904—72) worked in
U.S. embassies and consulates in Ceylon (Sri
Lanka), Switzerland, the USSR (from 1940 to 1944),
Britain, Italy, and Austria. He was U.S. ambassador
to the USSR from 1957 to 1962 and from 1967 to
1969. For a number of years he occupied responsible
positions in the State Department. See Biographies.

23. In the Soviet system of military ranks, a
major general had only one star and was one rank
below a lieutenant general, who had two stars.
Therefore Khrushchev mistakenly thought Lodge
had a lower rank, but in fact Lodge and he were
both “two-star generals.” The rank of major general
in the U.S. Army was roughly equivalent to the
rank of lieutenant general in the Soviet Army.
[SK/GS]

24. Khrushchev refers to sauerkraut soup, or
pickled cabbage soup, because it was standard
fare for poor peasants in old Russia. Sauerkraut
was made from chopped cabbage pickled in a
fermented brine of its own juice, with salt. Thus
cabbage was preserved through the winter and
into the next summer, and a basic meal, cabbage
soup, was made from it. [SK/GS]

25. By the phrase “material possibilities of their
everyday life” Khrushchev is referring to the
restricted social and economic situation faced by

[128]



BEGINNING OF THE VISIT TO THE UNITED STATES

most peasants in tsarist Russia, as described further
below in this same paragraph. In European Russia
in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century,
the best land—including most forests, the source
of timber for home building—was owned by the
landed gentry, an estimated 200,000 out of a pop-
ulation of 150 million, according to Riasanovsky, A
History of Russia (Oxford University Press, 1984).
The land-poor peasants had few sources of income
and could hardly even afford to purchase the
wooden logs used to build their modest huts. [GS]

26. Oak was more resistant than aspen to decay.
If the foundation row, the logs resting on the
ground, were of aspen, they would rot quickly.
The more rows of oak beams in a hut, the longer it
could be expected to last. [SK]

I have omitted a comment by Khrushchev that
in the Kursk region people said thirty godov (years)
rather than thirty let (summers)—the latter being
the form used in standard literary Russian. [GS]

27. Harry Bridges (1901—90) led the Interna-
tional Longshore and Warehouse Union (ILWU)
for more than forty years. [SS]

28. At this time, Walter P. Reuther (1907—70) was
director of the Industrial Union Department of the
merged American Federation of Labor—Congress of
Industrial Organizations (AFL-CIO) as well as
president of the United Automobile Workers
(UAW). Reuther had felt some sympathy for the
Soviet Union in his youth, but was disillusioned
following a period working at a Soviet automobile
factory (after losing his job at the Ford Motor
Company in 1933). While he did adopt “anti-
Soviet” positions, he always remained a left-wing
figure, at least by American standards. For example,
he supported social welfare legislation and the civil
rights movement and was active in the campaign
against the Vietnam war. See Biographies. [SS]

29. Yuri Aleksandrovich Zhukov (1908—91)
worked on the editorial board of the newspaper
Pravda from 1946 to 1962. Subsequently he was
deputy chairman, and from 1982 to 1987 chairman,
of the Soviet Peace Committee. See Biographies.

30. The annotator of the 1999 Moscow News
Russian edition of Khrushchev’s memoirs states:
“Apparently this is a reference either to Joseph
Curran of the maritime workers or to George
Leon-Paul Weaver of the electrical workers.” Actu-
ally, the reference might also be to James B. Carey
of the electrical-workers union. It would be sur-
prising if Curran had shown an “understanding
attitude toward Soviet policies,” because, although
Curran had worked closely with the pro-Stalin
Communists in the National Maritime Union
(NMU) before and during World War II, in the
postwar era he made an abrupt shift to support
for State Department policies and drove all those
suspected of being Communists out of the NMU.
At the 1949 NMU convention, in keeping with
the “red scare” atmosphere of the McCarthy era,

Curran’s faction, riding roughshod over an oppo-
sition that wanted democratic rights for union
members, imposed the requirement that all
members take an anti-Communist loyalty oath
and that circulation of any “subversive” literature
inside the union be banned. As president of the
NMU, Curran retained tight anti-Communist
control of the union up until his retirement in 1973.

Carey was president of the International
Union of FElectrical, Radio, and Machine Workers
(TUE). He had also been secretary-treasurer of the
Congress of Industrial Organizations (CIO) before
the CIO merged in 1955 with the American Feder-
ation of Labor (AFL). Carey apparently wrote a
document entitled “Report of the CIO Delegation
to the Soviet Union” around 1945. (Curran also
traveled to the USSR in 194s5.) In addition, Carey
was a member of the U.S. government’s Trade Union
Advisory Committee on International Affairs. [GS]

Weaver was Carey’s assistant for political edu-
cation and international programs. Later Weaver
was assistant secretary of labor for international
affairs under the Kennedy and Johnson adminis-
trations. In 1969 he was appointed special assistant
to the director-general of the International Labor
Organization (ILO). [SS]

Two somewhat different accounts of Khrush-
chev’s discussion with the U.S. trade-union leaders
exist. A “summary of the dinner meeting of Amer-
ican labor leaders with Premier Khrushchev . .. as
made public by the labor leaders present,” was
published in The New York Times on September
22, 1959, two days after the dinner, taking up
almost all of page 20 of that issue of the Times.
A Soviet account in English may be found in
M. Kharlamov, ed., Face to Face with America: The
Story of N. S. Khrushchev’s Visit to the U.S.A.,
September 15 to 27, 1959 (Moscow, 1960). [GS]

31. The idiom in Russian is “had outlived his
mind.” [GS] Khrushchev is referring to Karl F.
Feller, president of the United Brewery Workers
and one of the vice presidents of the AFL-CIO.
According to Reuther’s summary of the meeting
(see previous note), at one point Khrushchev said
to Feller: “Think it over. Drink your beer. Perhaps
that will help you find the answer to your ques-
tion.” [GS/SS]

32. Khrushchev’s recollection is mistaken here.
There was not just a “third guest.” Many more than
three U.S. union officials attended the meeting. In
addition to Reuther, there were nine others. [GS]

33. The Russian saying is roughly the equivalent
of “put some ice down the back of his neck.” [GS]

34. This factory was in Des Moines, lowa, not in
Pittsburgh. Apparently this was a day or so before
Khrushchev’s visit to Pittsburgh [GS]

35. This was the Mesta Machine Company in
Homestead, Pennsylvania, owned by relatives of
Perle Mesta, who had been a hostess of Khrush-
chev in Washington, D.C. [GS]
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36. Further on, in his third and last chapter
about the visit to the United States, Khrushchev
again discusses the incident in which Nixon tried
to give someone money at a peasants’ market. See
below, the end of the chapter entitled “Washing-

37. In 1959 the company had fourteen plants and
employed 45,000 workers.

38. This incident occurred in California when
Khrushchev was visiting a plant belonging to the
computer manufacturing company IBM. The pres-

ton and Camp David.” Sergei Khrushchev gives a  ident of IBM at that time was Thomas J. Watson Jr.

detailed account of this incident in his book
Nikita Khrushchev and the Creation of a Super-
power, 319—26. [GS/SK]

FROM NEW YORK TO IOWA

y next recollections, chronologically, are about my stay in New York

City. We went there from Washington by train, as I recall." The mayor
of the city, [Robert E] Wagner, officially greeted us. It seems to me he
belonged to the Democratic Party. The governor of the state was [Nelson]
Rockefeller, who had replaced [W. Averell] Harriman.? Rockefeller belonged
to the Republican Party. But that wasn’t particularly significant. The welcome
was restrained and formal, in the usual manner and style: polite greetings,
flowers, and so forth. In our honor Wagner gave a luncheon with many
participants, so that it was fairly representative.’ I think it was organized in
the same way as the one in Los Angeles: all the attendees bought tickets, as
though to the theater, for the right to sit at the table. I don’t remember
Wagner’s speech or mine, because they were both standard speeches. There
was nothing special that I could say there, and I spoke in the traditional way:
I described the essence of our policy of fighting for peace, peaceful coexis-
tence, friendship, normal economic development, trade, and so on, although
of course virtually no economic ties, including trade, existed at that time
between our two countries, as I have already said.

Then I was told that, on the initiative of some businessmen in New York,
another dinner in my honor was being proposed, so that there could be an
exchange of views at that dinner, I accepted the proposal and went to the
dinner. I don’t remember what it was officially called—"a meeting of busi-
nessmen with Khrushchev” or simply “a dinner in honor of Khrushchev.”
But I remember that it was held in a large room.* Again a lot of people
attended—several hundred at least. They all took their places in this large
restaurant. The tables in the large room were spread out in the Western
manner, that is, there was not one large common table, as is customary in
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our country, with guests seated each according to rank in previously assigned
places. No, the way the tables were spread out in that restaurant was different.
However, the small table at which I was sitting was singled out in some way,
relative to the room as a whole. If you thought of the room as a meeting
place, our table would have been the table where the presiding body sat.

The speeches began. I don’t know if any time limit had been set. Everyone
spoke as they wished, expressing different points of view on various ques-
tions, including on the need to develop trade with the land of the Soviets, but
it was all very restrained, with words carefully weighed. Then I was supposed
to speak, and so I did. I remember in my speech I wanted to outline the policies
of the USSR in regard to peaceful coexistence with emphasis on the advan-
tages of trade for both countries. I have only a vague recollection now of the
content and style of my speech.

To my left, two or three tables away, some young people were seated,
wearing the usual type of evening clothes for such an occasion. They didn’t
stand out as different in any way from the others present. It occurred to me
that these must be scions of wealthy businessmen’s families. Their attitude
was aggressively hostile toward the policies of the Soviet government and
consequently toward me as the representative of that government. They
were behaving defiantly and were making remarks that were not at all
benevolent. This angered me. It seemed to me their aim was to organize
some sort of “cat’s concert” in that restaurant, some yowling and caterwauling
as a demonstration against the USSR, and I decided to react immediately.
Right then and there I interrupted my speech and turned to them. I didn’t
just ask them not to interrupt my speech; instead I took the offensive: “I
think I understand you correctly. You are speaking against the Soviet
government and against socialism. But I am not here as a humble sup-
plicant. I didn’t come here with my hand out seeking alms. No, I represent
the great Soviet Union, a country of the working class, which has achieved
very definite successes. That is why we are offering to trade with you on
terms of mutual advantage. We are offering you peace. I think that such
proposals are useful for every country in the world.” I am now presenting
the content of my speech from memory, rather roughly. Of course it was
published, so that the whole discussion became accessible to readers in
general. The young people quieted down, and others in the room began
shushing them, demanding that they behave properly. So I achieved my goal
by cutting them off sharply, demonstrating the power of our state and my
own refusal to give in. This had the desired effect. After that people listened to
me very attentively, although I made no special new proposals. Any proposals
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flowed naturally from the policies of peaceful coexistence, of developing
trade and economic ties with all countries, including the United States.

Later I was informed that Nelson Rockefeller wanted to make a visit to
the hotel where I was staying. I replied that I would be glad to meet with
him. I was already acquainted with him from our meeting in Geneva.
He arrived at the agreed-on time.> This lively and agile man was dressed
elegantly but without great luxury, in other words, the same way that all
American businessmen dressed then. I mention this because Rockefeller is
not just an ordinary capitalist, but one of the biggest. The visit was brief,
without any real conversation. We simply said hello and exchanged a few
phrases about having met previously. He said: “I considered it my duty to
visit you and express my good wishes.” As he was leaving, he tossed off the
following remark: “I don’t rule out the possibility that we will meet again. I
certainly hope this will not be our last meeting. Possibly you and I will have
some business talks in the future.” I replied that I would be glad to meet
him again, especially on the subject of business. I interpreted his words as a
hint that he had hopes of winning the presidency. In that case we would be
meeting in a different capacity, and we would have different possibilities
for constructing relations between our countries. That of course is only my
personal interpretation of his words, an interpretation that seemed to me
to follow logically from his remarks.

I was shown around New York. I rode through the streets and went up to
the top of the highest skyscraper [the Empire State Building]. Tourists go up
there to get a view of the city. [ don’t know how many stories there are in that
building,® but it really is very high. When we reached the top a fresh breeze
was blowing. The owner or manager of the building was accompanying us,
and he explained the surrounding view.” It was an impressive spectacle. Ilf
and Petrov, in their book Single-Storied America, have given a very accurate
description of skyscrapers. There were a certain number of them in other
U.S. cities as well. For example, in San Francisco I also saw skyscrapers, but I
didn’t catch sight of any in Washington.

An invitation came from Mr. Harriman?® to visit him at his home. I was
told that if I agreed to this meeting, our host would invite some business
friends of his with whom we could exchange opinions. I was very pleased by
this proposal, because it seemed to me that a business meeting was in the
offing, although without an agenda previously discussed and agreed on. I
arrived at Harriman’s home at the appointed time. We had formed a special
attitude toward him. During World War II he was U.S. ambassador to the
Soviet Union. We regarded him as a trusted confidant of President Roosevelt,
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and as ambassador he pursued a political line that impressed us favorably:
he considered it necessary to strengthen the military alliance against Nazi
Germany; and he used every means in his power to support the USSR. This
support consisted mainly in supplying us with materials necessary for our
defense industry, especially various kinds of metals. We must give credit
to the United States: that country gave us a great deal. I have already talked
about this earlier in my memoirs, and I will repeat here that in the matter
of providing support for the Soviet Union the U.S. contribution at that
time was decisive.

But it should be clear to every person who is capable of thinking in the
slightest degree that this was not some act of kindness or politeness as a
result of respect for our system or our political views, let alone toward Com-
munism in principle. No, this was done on a purely commercial basis: we
will give you steel, aluminum, gasoline, canned meat, and so forth, and
you can pay for this with your blood spilled in the struggle against Nazi
Germany. But our circumstances were such that we had no choice. We were
fighting for our lives, and therefore we agreed to those conditions, and were
even grateful. Lenin foresaw that a socialist country might make use of the
contradictions between capitalist countries in its own interests. So then,
Stalin managed to convince the United States to give us aid. On this matter
I absolutely agree with Stalin, who also valued very highly the assistance
that came from the United States. He often said in conversations with me
personally, or within our inner circle of Politburo members, that had it not
been for America and the aid it provided during the war, we could not have
coped with Hitler’s invasion, because we had lost many factories and a lot of
resources and materiel necessary for waging war.

Harriman played a big part in such matters back then [during the war].
He understood that the more weapons we received, the better we would
fight, and the more we would drain the strength of Hitler’s armies, bleed
them white. Then the easier it would be for the United States to achieve
victory. By paying with our blood, they wanted to gain the victory over our
common foe and correspondingly take a leading position in the world. And
that is what they did after the war. I heard that before the victory of the rev-
olution in our country Harriman had been the owner of manganese
deposits in Georgia.” I know from what Stalin said that when we took the
Finnish city of Petsamo, near which some nickel-mining operations were
located, belonging to some Canadian company, we discovered that Harriman
was one of the stockholders of that company.!® After the war Petsamo
became part of the Soviet Union under the name Pechenga.!! As Stalin
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explained, we established a common border between Norway and the Soviet
Union in that way. But the main thing we were attracted by was the nickel.
Historically this territory had once been occupied by Russians, and Russian
settlers had lived there. Various monuments remain from that time.'?

This region also had great strategic importance, with ice-free ports to be
used by our civilian maritime fleet and by our navy. I remember Stalin
expressing the opinion that some compensation should be provided to
Harriman, even if not in full. I don’t know if that was done. I've already said
that Stalin, even when he expressed his views, didn’t allow any exchange of
opinions from us. He might listen to us, as long as nothing we said contra-
dicted his understanding of things, but he had no need for any advice from
us. He conducted himself as a dictator and decided all question unilaterally.
I recall this in order to emphasize Stalin’s attitude toward Harriman. I think
he was right, because in view of the policy Harriman pursued, he deserved
to be viewed favorably. After all, as ambassador he played a major role,
because contacts between the United States and the USSR went mainly
through him, and a great deal depended on how he reported things and how
he presented our wishes. Harriman took an understanding attitude toward
the interests of the Soviet Union, even though behind the wartime assistance
they gave us you could see the naked greed of U.S. corporate interests as
they pulled out their serving spoons.

When [ arrived at Harriman’s home, I saw a group of businessmen he had
invited, choosing as he saw fit. There were between fifteen and twenty of them.'?

The large room was completely filled by those present—people of different
ages and appearances, although all were typical capitalists. By no means did
they have faces like pigs, as depicted in posters from our civil war era. They
didn’t look at all like the capitalists you see in such caricatures. In general
some dressed quite modestly, nor did their clothing suggest in any way that
the men wearing these suits were major capitalists. Harriman introduced
me to all of them. While introducing each one, he told me what the man
owned and what products his company manufactured. Quite a few men of
interest to us had gathered there. Then wine was served. I don’t remember
what other drinks there might have been, but there were trays full of cham-
pagne. During this reception we were not seated at a table; people walked
around freely in the large room or sat where they wished and talked with
one another. This format for a reception was introduced later in our country
as well. After all, when you arrange a formal dinner, everyone has a designated
seat at the table and wide-ranging contacts aren’t possible, because once
you've been seated you can exchange remarks with your neighbor on your
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left or on your right or the person across from you, but you can’t really talk
with anyone else. When people are free to move around, they can talk with
anyone they want to.

I must confess that when Harriman suggested this meeting with influential
people, I had some hopes that solid business connections might result. But
you can’t do everything at once. You have to start small. And when I began
talking with those present I saw that there was no hope that the ice would be
broken immediately: the conditions had not yet ripened for the develop-
ment of economic ties. I remember that Harriman introduced me to the
owner of some chemical factories, a man between fifty and sixty, fairly
heavy-set. He spoke Russian well, and it seems was Jewish by nationality.
But the tone in which he spoke promised no good business contacts. He
asked the question: “Well, why should we trade with you? What do you have
to sell us?” He wasn’t the only one who asked this question. I heard the same
phrasing quite often when I was in America during meetings with busi-
nessmen. This particular businessman said he was agreeable to selling
products to us immediately in return for gold. However, his words didn’t
jibe with reality, because Congress had banned the sale of certain goods and
raw materials to the socialist countries.

People were smoking, and the room soon filled up with smoke. Many
people came over to me and exchanged remarks. They were feeling me out
to see what kind of person I was and what expectations I had come there
with. I think that mainly they were trying to dishearten me, to create the
impression that the situation was hopeless, with no way out. Perhaps they
wanted to make a united front with the government, so that we would
accept the conditions they were trying to dictate to us. These conditions
were not only economic but also political—terms and conditions that we
had fought against previously and that we were ready to fight against to the
bitter end. Thus, the meeting at Harriman’s home produced no results for us. I
won’t say that I felt disillusioned by it, but if I had had any hopes, they proved
unjustified. After this meeting no American businessmen distinguished them-
selves in any way; they didn’t put any pressure on their own government, of the
kind we would have liked to see, nor did they try to create a mood in favor of
developing economic ties and trade with the Soviet Union.

The time came to leave. I thanked Harriman, said goodbye to those present,
and went to my hotel.

What kind of impression did New York make on me in general? Obviously
I can’t add anything more to what has already been written by our journalists
and writers who have traveled there and gone everywhere, looking into all
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the nooks and crannies of the city at all seasons of the year and all hours of
the day. I really didn’t see much of New York or of other U.S. cities. An official
person is limited in his movements and possibilities. New York impressed me
as a very large and noisy city. I was surprised by the bright lights of the adver-
tising, the automobile traffic jams, accompanied by poisonous exhaust fumes
that were suffocating for people. As in every capitalist city, poverty and slums
existed side by side with luxury. My stay in New York was drawing to a close.

I didn’t see or sense any particular anti-Soviet manifestations or actions
against me or those accompanying me. I didn’t walk around New York on
foot, and so it was difficult for hostile elements to make any display of
hostility. On the other hand in San Francisco I got up early one morning
and went out of the hotel and headed up the street to take a walk that was
“not part of the official itinerary.” A group of bodyguards immediately
strung out behind me, assigned by the government. They escorted me, but it
was done in a very discreet manner. I saw that none of the people assigned
to guard me stood out from the crowd in any way. They weren’t wearing police
uniforms, although there were policemen among them. In San Francisco,
nowhere did I encounter any attacks or displays of hostility by forces opposed
to us, although such forces undoubtedly existed and will exist as long as two
differing social systems exist. Even within a social system various attitudes
will arise toward the leadership. When I held a high position in the Soviet
Union I received quite a few letters whose authors expressed themselves
rather sharply concerning the policies being followed by the government of
our country. That always happens. This is especially true in the case of the
USSR and the United States, two contrasting countries with contrasting
policies, antagonistic countries. The nature of their state system creates
antagonism, and people support that and carry it further. Therefore I was,
as they say, “ready for anything.” If I didn’t encounter any attacks, that didn’t
mean no hostile forces were present. Any other view would be oversimpli-
fied and a failure to understand the class approach to such matters.

A visit to the state of Iowa was part of our itinerary [after San Francisco].
When we arrived there, as things turned out, we got a good reception, the
proper respect and courtesy was paid to us, and all the ceremonies were carried
out that are customary when a guest is being welcomed. A visit to the farm
of Mr. Roswell Garst was scheduled in Iowa. I very much wanted to visit
him because I was acquainted with him. I first met him in 1955 or perhaps
1954 in the Crimea.'* He had visited the Soviet Union to get to know our
agricultural operations. Now he wanted to meet with me again. I was very
pleased with our meeting. Garst is an interesting man who knows his business
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well. Even after my trip to the United States, I met Garst several times in the
USSR when he came there, both on his own and with his wife. I always
received him as a guest and we would discuss things. More exactly, he did
most of the talking, and I listened, because he was a very interesting conver-
sationalist who knew agriculture well. He was not a lecturer or a person who
was giving official reports but someone who was specifically involved in the
business. He ran his highly profitable farm himself, and that’s why he was an
interesting conversationalist.

When we arrived in Iowa, my assistant [for agricultural matters] Andrei
Stepanovich Shevchenko (who had previously been an agronomist), a man
worthy of respect, a modest man who knew and loved his work, let me
know that he had established confidential relations with Garst, who had
expressed the desire that we come meet him at his farm. He had expressed
the following thought: the people acting as hosts to Khrushchev as well as
those accompanying him were mostly city people, used to getting up late;
they didn’t know what a sunrise was; but he himself was a farmer who got
up with the sun. Remembering earlier conversations that he and I had had,
he drew the conclusion that since I had lived in a rural area and knew the
work of the peasants, I too could do what Garst did [that is, get up with the
sun]. Through Shevchenko he made the following proposal: “It would be a
good thing if Mr. Khrushchev would agree to come rolling up to my farm
early in the morning.” After I arrived in Iowa, Garst made this proposal:
“Mr. Khrushchev, let’s have breakfast together, you and me. Let the others
sleep, and they can come later. Then while it’s calm and quiet I can show
you everything and tell you about it.” I realized that he had absolutely no
conception of my official position as a guest of the government. I couldn’t
secretly flee the hotel and go no one knew where. It was totally unrealistic.
After all, Lodge was accompanying me, and there was a police guard, which
didn’t have the right to let me out of their sight. Therefore I couldn’t agree
to some sort of “bride’s abduction,” as they used to do in the old days in the
Caucasus and in Central Asia.'> Given my position as guest of the president
of the United States, a huge commotion would immediately arise if the dis-
covery was made that the guest had run off!

Through Shevchenko I let Garst know that his proposed early morning
get-together was unrealistic, although it would have been very interesting
for me. When his plan fell through, a time and place for an official visit to
the farm was set. Garst met us there. He had invited other people as well. I
met Mr. Adlai Stevenson there, who since has died.!¢ Stevenson had been the
presidential candidate of the Democratic Party, but unfortunately had not
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won a majority of votes. In such cases what they say is that he lost the elec-
tion. Nevertheless he was a respected person. I had met him once before
my trip to the United States when he visited the Soviet Union. During that
earlier conversation I had concluded that Stevenson was a man who thought
realistically and wanted to change U.S. policy in the direction of a rap-
prochement with the USSR, to make a turn in the direction of mutual
understanding, that he understood correctly the necessity for strengthening
friendly relations with all countries of the world and first of all with such a
great and powerful country as the Soviet Union.

Garst introduced me to his guests and to his wife and sons. I had met his
wife earlier when the Garsts had come as a couple to Sochi, the Black Sea
resort [in the northern Caucasus], where we had spent many hours together
under calm circumstances. It was not out in the fields, of course; it was on
the porch of a government dacha by the seashore. That conversation had
not only been useful but also instructive for me. I had listened to him closely
and remembered what he said in order to apply his experience on our soil.
His experience is totally transferable and totally repeatable. The only ques-
tion is one of material resources and of appropriate knowledge on the part
of people involved in agricultural production. We had the necessary tech-
nology in our country in full range and in sufficient quantity. That is the
kind of impression this remarkable farmer made on me! One of Garst’s sons
was an agronomist, but I can’t say anything about the other son except that
both of them were fine young men.!” I liked the fact that Garst the agronomist
was not only capable of giving orders but could get on the tractor himself,
drive out into the fields, and do the plowing or the harvesting. In general that
is a great merit possessed by all the agronomists and animal husbandry
experts who are trained in the United States at agricultural colleges.

They began to show us around the farm. There were a great many people
accompanying me, including journalists. As they say in our country, there
were so many of them, some you could see, and some you couldn’t.’® I
remembered a colorful expression used by a Ukrainian peasant, the huntsman
Prokop. When he wanted to emphasize that the number of ducks on the
marshes was like a countless multitude, he would use a Ukrainian expression
that means, “They’re everywhere, like manure.” I don’t know how many corre-
spondents or journalists gathered there but it seemed like a huge army. Garst
began showing me around his farm. First we went to where the steers were fed.

We looked at the structures built for feeding the steers—they were huge
barns, but this was nothing new for me. When I was a youngster, in 1908, I
herded the sheep on a large estate owned by the landowner General Shaukas.
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I also worked for the landowner Vasilchenko for a while. He, too, owned a
large landed estate, but it didn’t operate at a very high level. Shaukas’s estate
was a highly productive farm with high yields of cereals, sugar beets, and
other crops. The general also raised beautiful riding horses, English thorough-
breds, and he had a large number of fine-fleeced sheep from which he
obtained wool. The buildings there were splendid. At an earlier time those
buildings had been built by serfs, and of course their labor was free. The walls
were made of red brick, and the buildings looked like fortresses. Of course at
that time feeding and watering operations at the sheep pens and horse stables
had not been mechanized. Those who tended the horses and sheep drew
water from a well with a bucket and poured it into the troughs, but in other
respects. ... [That is, Shaukas’s farm had been just as impressive as Garst’s. ]

I mention this to show that I myself had seen good farming on the large
landed estates, and I regret that all of that was destroyed in the revolution.
Such models would have been useful, after all, for our state farms and collec-
tive farms. Later when [ visited my home village of Kalinovka, I discovered
that only the manor house still remained [at Shaukas’s former estate]; the
rest had been taken away brick by brick, and the farm had been ruined. I
understand of course how much hatred had built up among the peasants,
how the sweat must have poured from their brows, how much blood the
large landowners had sucked from them, and how many backs had been
slashed by whips and birch rods. However, this outburst of rage swept away
not only the perpetrators of cruelty and injustice but also things that the
peasants themselves had built and that the despot had owned before them.
The wealth created by the hands of the peasants could have been used to
serve the needs of the people. But they didn’t show the proper understanding
of things, and throughout Russia everything was swept away. The peasants
never rebuilt anything to approximate what they had destroyed. On the other
hand, the working people had won power.

I have made a digression here, going back several decades, to make the
point that T had seen several well-built structures before the revolution.
Now I was comparing them. Feeding operations on Garst’s farm had been
mechanized. Mixed feed was produced, containing various useful compo-
nents, with all elements properly balanced. This is necessary for the best
possible feeding of animals, so that the maximum added weight can be
obtained from the minimum amount of feed. This approach has been
assimilated by all the farmers in the United States in their daily practice. If a
farmer doesn’t master such skills, but stands around scratching his head, as
we still do in our country at the state farms and collective farms, such a
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farmer would be ruined and go down the drain. His competitors would
devour him; he wouldn’t be able to withstand the competition on the market.
That is the great economic achievement of the American farmers, and not
only of Americans.

The Soviet leadership was informed about this way of conducting farming
operations, but such operations were not introduced in our country, and
even today, unfortunately, they haven’t been introduced. We also know about
mixed feed. But what is our mixed feed like? It’s unsuitable, half-rotted grain,
or remnants, grain mixed with garbage and dirt, what the Ukrainians call
smittya. This kind of feed is given directly to the livestock or is mixed with
other elements. It ends up being a not very productive kind of feed and can’t
produce the desired results. Mineral additives are also very rarely used in
our country now, although they are approved by science and recommended
by scientists. In the United States, by contrast, everything that comes from
the laboratory or is written by scientists, tested by experiments, and proven
by results is immediately introduced. A specialized organization exists there,
which in return for a certain payment gives recommendations on introducing
new things at the farm. A contract is made with the farmer, and the college or
institute sends specialists to the farm who give instructions, help organize
the introduction of new things, and oversee the work, until the farmer has
mastered the new process or operation. The farmer’s expenses are recouped
with interest as a result of the utilization of innovative methods on the farm.

I remember noticing that the animals were spilling grain from the feeding
troughs, and I commented to Garst that that wasn’t rational. In his deep
voice Garst replied: “Yes, inevitable losses occur.” He understood that I was
joking, but I still said that it was necessary to think about minimizing the
losses. Then he showed me the steers. They were in excellent condition, very
well fed, with good weight on them. And of course it couldn’t have been
otherwise. If there wasn’t good weight on them, that meant the farmer
wasn’t good. And ruin would follow, with the property being sold under the
auctioneer’s mallet. Garst was not that kind of farmer. Economically he
occupied a very good position and had his legs firmly planted on the soil on
which he conducted his operations. When he showed me his silos, he
explained that these were already outdated and were no longer in use. I was
surprised. Garst explained that various means of making silage had been
studied, and easier, more accessible methods had been found. Today in the
United States, walled-off cement surfaces are made, or simply the topography
of the local area is taken advantage of. Pits are dug in the earth and the
green fodder is placed in them. This method of making silage is cheaper, the
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results are better, and it’s easier to deliver to the animals. When the fodder is
stored in a tower silo, a mass of material has to be raised to a very high level,
and later it must be brought down again. When the silage is stored in pits or
trenches, no lifting or lowering is necessary. At first we had copied the
American experience and built towers for silage, but later we also stopped
using them. That is, we copied the Americans. And we were right to copy
them, because we were learning from their experience.

I walked around Garst’s farm and was delighted. I liked the fact that water
was supplied by means of the simplest types of mechanization: a pump was
put in place, pipes were laid, and there you had a mechanized water supply.
We went out into the fields. Corn was Garst’s main crop. I don’t remember
what other crops he planted. Corn silage is the best fodder for large-horned
cattle. Monoculture, a one-crop form of agriculture, was practiced there,
based on corn. Since I was familiar with corn and there were good examples
of corn cultivation in the USSR, I knew how best to plant and cultivate it in
order to obtain a higher yield At that time in our country we were promoting
the square-cluster method of planting corn, which was also an invention of
the Americans, who at one time had practiced that method. Now at Garst’s
farm I saw that the corn was planted in wide rows, the kind of method our
peasants used before the revolution. I asked him the reason for this, and he
replied that with this method the financial and labor inputs were lower. He
was right. If the square-cluster method of planting is used, the crops are
cultivated in two directions in order to eliminate weeds and to “hill,” or
“earth up.” around the plants. I had seen corn growing in Ukraine as far
back as when I worked at a metallurgical plant in the countryside. Corn was
the main crop for feeding livestock. It used to be that when a Ukrainian
went to the bazaar in Yuzovka (now Donetsk) he would grab a sack of corn,
and without fail he would put that and a watering trough in his arba
[cart].”” Later he would pour some ears of corn into the trough and the
horses would crunch and munch away on it. Back then the peasants culti-
vated the corn by hand, and as a result they obtained good harvests. But
when there is a shortage of manual labor (and we always need to economize
on labor), if production operations are mechanized, then it is more efficient
to raise corn with the square-cluster method. That is also true for other
crops that require tilling between the rows.

Now that chemical methods for combating weeds (herbicides) have made
their appearance, the American farmer is able to return to the method of
planting in wide rows, cultivating only in one direction, while the herbicides
destroy the weeds near the cornstalks. By herbicide I mean chemical poison.
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I said to Garst: “This is the best way to set out corn, so that there is one stalk
growing by itself or at the maximum, two.” The distance between rows in
our country was 60—70 centimeters, but the Americans left 8o centimeters
between rows and approximately 25—-30 centimeters between one stalk and
the next. I saw that in some places instead of two or three stalks in one cluster,
there were as many as six, and the plants were restricting one another’s
growth. In that situation you don’t get as good results as you could with
only one stalk, or at the maximum two per cluster. There needs to be more
space between stalks, and the root system has to be able to obtain nutritive
elements from the soil more readily; this also ensures that the plants are well
aired and get plenty of sunlight. Those are the most favorable conditions for
growth. This is true for all crops, but especially for corn because it has such
a tall stalk. If it’s planted too close together, the sun won’t warm up the soil;
the corn will still grow but with poor results. And if the planted crop is
neglected entirely, there will be no ears of corn. I talked to Garst about this,
and he said: “Yes, you're right to take such a meticulous attitude toward
growing these crops. But thinning out the plants would have to be done by
hand, and that would require a lot of manual labor.”

As we were walking through the fields we were accompanied by an
enormous army of journalists, photographers, and movie camera operators.
They kept running around to our left, to our right, in front of us, and
behind us because they needed to photograph us from different positions.
One photograph has remained with me. Caught by the camera lens is the
venerable journalist Harrison Salisbury.?® He has written about life in the
USSR in different ways at different times, but at any rate he correctly under-
stood the necessity for us to place our relations on a good basis. As Garst
and I were walking along, Salisbury wanted to run ahead and photograph us
from there, but Garst got so angry that he left the mark of his footprint on
the eminent correspondent’s rear end. This was also photographed and later
appeared in the press. There was a lot of grinning and joking about that.
Those were the kinds of incidents that occurred. You have to understand
Garst! Obviously he was proceeding on the basis that the farm was his and
the land was his, that he was the owner there, he had invited Khrushchev as
a guest, and he was being interfered with, and in response he made use of
his legal rights [to kick someone in the rear end]. He also got angry at
another journalist, grabbed a stalk of corn and threw it at him, as if to say,
Why are you bothering me? To put it briefly, he was furious. There had
never been such a huge number of people in his fields, and probably after
my visit there never would be again. This was quite harmful for the farm,

[142]



FROM NEW YORK TO IOWA

which had been overrun by a veritable invasion of foot soldiers. Of course this
was very bad for the farming operations. Garst was afraid that his crops would
be trampled, that more harm would be done to them than locusts would do,
and his farm would suffer losses. All these superfluous people exasperated
Garst, and he growled like a bear at everything that was interfering with him.

The time came for lunch at the farmhouse. Nina Petrovna and I had a
tour of Garst’s home. It was a nice, pleasant house; the architecture was
standard, no excessive decorations. It was the residence of a wealthy man,
but a businessman who knew how to keep track of his money. I say this
because if he had wanted to, with the amount of capital he had, he could
have allowed himself great luxury, but wasteful expenditure was not Garst’s
way. He was not greedy, but rational. He did not stint on what was necessary
and what would bring profit to the farm, but regarded spending that didn’t
pay for itself as stupid. It would be good if our people, working in the
socialist economy, would be guided by this capitalist principle. Unfortu-
nately, nowadays when I read the papers, I often encounter examples that
would knock you off your feet—the people’s resources being poured down
the drain by thoughtless and wasteful bosses.

Previously I had pictured Garst as a modest man in his work. Now I saw
him in his natural element. I saw him in action, and strong feelings of
respect for him blazed up in me. I retain that respect for him even today.
Some people will say: “What is this? Khrushchev, a Communist, a former
proletarian, who worked for so long as a party and government official, has
this kind of opinion of a capitalist, an exploiter?” Here’s my answer: the
socialist mode of economic production is more progressive; there is no
doubt about that. But knowing how to make use of accumulated experience,
thriftiness, and rational expenditure of resources are characteristics that are
more highly developed among the capitalists. We have to learn how to transfer
onto socialist soil all the useful knowledge accumulated by capitalism. We
need to learn from the capitalists, as Lenin urged. Unfortunately, we repeat
Lenin’s words like parrots, but learn very poorly in practice and have done
even worse when it comes to borrowing rational elements and introducing
them onto our socialist reality. But if we could do this skillfully, how much
farther ahead we would go! Of course we can’t follow the example of capitalist
businesses when it comes to questions of payment for labor, establishing
work norms and quotas, and providing services for the workers. In that
respect we establish our own norms on the basis of socialist legality. Never-
theless, there’s much we could borrow from our class enemies, and we could
apply their achievements to our socialist enterprises in modified form.
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Let me return to Garst. The rooms in his house were also laid out in a
rational way. I very much liked the plan of the house, which corresponded
to contemporary requirements. It was comfortable to live in, although
there was nothing in excess. If you judged externally, from the clothes Garst
wore, you would say he was well off, but not blatantly so. The man wearing
those clothes wasn’t trying to keep up with the latest fashions. He was a
well-balanced man, who stood his ground firmly and attended to his large
business. I don’t know how much capital he had. I wouldn’t ask such a
question; it would be impolite. That’s a trade secret. But I was extremely
interested in borrowing from his experience at running a business. It is
surprising in spite of everything: he was a capitalist and we were Commu-
nists, but he readily revealed his secrets of production and shared them
with us. When he was in the Soviet Union and saw something wrong at one
of our farms, he was zealous about criticizing it. He angrily jumped on
people who worked poorly. It would seem that here you had a capitalist
who wanted things to be better for socialism. Could that be? Apparently his
class sense was stripped away at such a moment because he was overcome
with anger: “Don’t do that! That’s not the way to do it!” In that situation he
was transformed from a capitalist into simply a master craftsman.

Garst was at one of our collective farms once when corn was being planted.
This was being done without simultaneous treatment of the soil with mineral
fertilizers. He really went after those collective farmers: “You can’t do that
without mineral fertilizer!” he shouted. Of course special planting machinery
would have been needed to do the planting his way, and the collective farm
didn’t have such machinery. Still, fertilizer should have been put in the
ground all the same. The chairman of the collective farm explained that the
fertilizer had been put in the ground earlier. Garst’s eyes flashed from
beneath his overhanging brows and his anger subsided. I simply don’t
know what he would have done there if he had had the authority! As a man
accustomed to things being done right, when he saw something being done
wrong, even on someone else’s farm, he forgot about everything else. For
him the main thing was that no damage be done to the job at hand. I imme-
diately grasped this positive personality trait of Garst’s, and I respected him
for it very much and regarded him very highly.

When Garst and his wife were showing Nina Petrovna and me their
home, he wouldn’t allow the other guests to come inside with us. Lunch
was organized outdoors in a garden where tables were spread out, and our
host treated only those whom he considered guests: the people who had
accompanied me and were part of our delegation. He had no thought for
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the others whatsoever. They found their own way out, going to eat at a
restaurant in a nearby town. The weather was sunny and it was cozy in the
little garden. As Garst and I were coming out of the house Stevenson came
over to us. He was all excited and wanted to have his photograph taken with
us. One stood on my right and the other on my left; they put their hands on
my shoulders and posed in this relaxed way for the photographers and
movie cameramen. Garst sometimes doubled up with laughter; he really
knew how to laugh. He was a large, powerful, heavy-set man but had a
pleasant look about him. Perhaps I perceived him that way because I had a
good attitude toward him and everything about him seemed likable to me.
Maybe someone else would have a more critical perception of him. I actually
had a dual perception of him: as a man and as a capitalist. As a capitalist
he was one of my class enemies. As a man who I knew and whose guest I
was, [ treated him with great respect and valued him for his knowledge, his
selfless desire to share his experience with us, to pass on his knowledge to
others for use in another economy, even a socialist one. You don’t find
many capitalists like that.

There’s no reason to try to describe the lunch. Americans know how to
eat well and to treat their guests well. I don’t remember what dishes were
served, but I can assure you it was not poor peasants’ soup.?! They know
how to cook very well there in America. Their canned goods also made a
good impression on me; they were quite tasty.

There’s one more thing I want to dictate about my conversations with
Garst, my contacts with him, and my impressions of him, so that it will be
understood why I was so favorably disposed toward this man. We became
acquainted during his first visit to the USSR [in fall 1955]. Garst was in a
militant mood then [as a corn promoter]. He considered corn the queen of
the fields, the chief crop for livestock both as silage and as grain. Even today
I fully agree with him, but back then he was an especially big promoter of
this crop. Some people in the USSR didn’t understand me before and they
still don’t understand me now. There are those who condemned me at that
time and condemn me still. I think this is because of ignorance. They don’t
understand that there’s no other crop equal to corn for feeding livestock.
People may object that this isn’t true everywhere, not by far. Yes, but the
main thing has to do with people. In one and the same climate zone one
person will be unable to grow corn and another will get between 500 and
1,000 centners of silage per hectare. To put it crudely, a smart man gets
results, and a fool can’t even grow oats or barley. Garst was quite energetic
about promoting corn in our country. As I recall, he even brought some
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samples with him. I said to him: “Mr. Garst, you should understand that in
our country corn is not grown on a massive scale. The regions where it is
planted are limited, although it should be extended throughout the Soviet
Union with the exception of the Far North. But wherever wheat and barley
grow, corn can be grown, too, for silage, if it’s tended skillfully and the appro-
priate varieties are selected. Therefore I am glad that you are promoting it.”

I urged him to go to Odessa to look at the corn crops at the Lysenko
Institute.?? Academician Olshansky? was in charge of the crops there. I said:
“They will tell you and show you how the selection work is being done there
and what results this institute has achieved. They have developed the best
variety for growing in the south and producing grain. It’s the Odessa-10
(abbreviated as Od-10), the queen among all the other varieties. When you
see it, and you know this business better than I do, you will understand that
we are not just beginners. We need to grow this crop extensively and inten-
sively. We have the beginnings of scientific knowledge, and we know how to
produce hybrid varieties. Let’s have an exchange of varieties and exchange
our secrets of seed selection: we will give you ours and you give us yours.”

He thought for a minute: “Mr. Khrushcheyv, if I could decide this by
myself, I would accept your proposal. But I am a stockholder, and therefore
the board of directors must decide everything. And I can tell you in advance
that the board of directors will not agree, although I would meet you
halfway and not hold back our secrets. When your people come to visit us,
you can get to know our business and look at everything, but the source
data for the varieties from which our hybrids are developed—that is some-
thing we cannot give you. That is a trade secret.”

I objected: “In offering you this exchange, I don’t know if I will get a better
product from you in return for our varieties. I think actually that our varieties
are better.” Then I turned everything into a joke because I understood that
we couldn’t make claims against this man who was our guest.

Garst went to Odessa and looked at the Od-10 variety, and the people at
Odessa gave him some ears of corn as a gift. Olshansky told me later that
when Garst looked at the different varieties of corn planted and growing
there it was precisely the Od-10 that made the strongest impression on him.
When they gave him a sample ear of corn, he kissed it and said: “Khrushchev
was right. You can do without buying seeds [from us]. You have your own
seed-selection experts and plant breeders who are capable of developing
tremendous ears of corn like these.” It was pleasant to hear such a positive
evaluation of the work of our scientists. I was proud of their work. I looked
Garst in the eye defiantly and declared that in developing varieties of corn
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we were not lagging behind America. Our varieties were no worse, and some
of them were even better. But we did lag behind in the way we raised this
crop and harvested it, and especially the way we cultivated it. Americans
have produced incredible products from kernels of corn. They are simply
miraculous. But we just grind it up and make cornmeal out of it in a primi-
tive fashion, or we use it in unground form. When the grain of corn is not
ground up it does not give off its best nutritive substances. The result is a
waste of feed in raising poultry and large-horned cattle.

Garst gave me an entire lecture on agriculture. Then he said: “Mr. Khrush-
chev, American farmers today engage in agriculture using the data at the
disposal of science of all the countries of the West. How is this expressed?
Earlier it was thought that you should not engage in monoculture, that
there had to be crop rotation with a multifield system, combined with a
grass-field system. Grass crops were made the foundation for that kind of
crop rotation—alfalfa and clover, or timothy with clover mixed in. Science
today considers that approach outdated. And I think so, too. Crop rotation
arose because every crop has its pests. If one and the same crop was planted
repeatedly in the same field, the number of pests would increase. Ultimately
these crops would stop reproducing or their productivity would decline.
Now there is no such problem. We have herbicides and other such chemical
substances that make it possible to combat pests. How many years has it
been already that I've been planting corn on top of corn, and every year I
increase my harvest, and the yield capacity keeps going up. Previously we
planted clover or alfalfa because they accumulate nitrogen in their root
systems. The crop that is planted next on that field can make use of that
nitrogen, which produces good results. This has also fallen by the wayside
now. It is more profitable for me to buy nitrogen, potassium, phosphorus, in
mixed form, and add this fertilizer to the soil in the necessary proportions
when I plant a crop. That is cheaper and economically more effective. I
don’t even spread manure on the fields now. Although a huge quantity of
manure builds up at my farm, I have it burned.”

I was curious: “Why?”

“Because to transport and spread the manure, and to plow it under, costs
more than to buy mineral fertilizers and apply them to the soil. That’s why
it’s not profitable to waste time on manure. I would have to transport tons
of manure per hectare, but in this case it’s only kilograms.”

All his arguments came down to what was cheaper and produced more
profit. Is that really such a bad measurement? Under capitalism of course,
it’s a matter of life and death. But is it really of no significance for us as well?
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To spend less, use less labor, and have fewer expenses and yet to obtain better
results, increased yields, and higher productivity of labor! Over there, profit
goes to enrich the capitalist, but under socialist conditions added wealth
goes to satisfy the needs of the working people. That is the main aim of our
economic activity. That is why I enjoyed learning from him. He was a
unique capitalist in the sense that he didn’t hide his secrets from representa-
tives of a socialist country. Not only did he not hide them; he criticized us
passionately when he noticed that our farming operations were being con-
ducted irrationally and resulting in losses. Subsequently he revealed all his
secrets to us; in fact he simply thrust them on us. On one of his visits to the
Soviet Union, after looking around at one of our farms, Garst made this
proposal: “Mr. Khrushchev, if you want, I will teach your tractor drivers
how to work so that each of them can cultivate up to 100 hectares, with no use
of manual labor—100 hectares of corn, given all the necessary conditions.”

I said: “I would be very happy if that were possible.”

“Choose some intelligent people and send them to my farm. They will
work with my son, and my wife will feed them.” I thanked him and imme-
diately took him up on his offer, following hot on his heels. We did what
he suggested.

I knew personally and had a high opinion of Aleksandr Vasilyevich
Gitalov,** leader of a tractor drivers’ brigade in Kirovograd province, an
energetic and intelligent man and a good organizer. From a simple peasant
he had become an outstanding supporter and practitioner of mechaniza-
tion. He studied tractors and other agricultural machinery to perfection and
got the maximum economic results out of them. That’s why I decided to
send Gitalov to the United States. He would look it all over, take it all in, and
transfer the experience, introducing it in his own collective farm, which
would become a model for all collective farms in the Soviet Union. I asked
that others select the second person: let the agricultural department of the
Central Committee of the Communist Party of Ukraine specify a candidate
after consulting with the leadership of the various provinces. Garst really
did take these men into his own home. For a while they ate at his home,
although later they began going for lunch to some place not far from Garst’s
farm. That was a wise thing to do, and I reproached myself for not having
suggested it myself. Why should Mrs. Garst have to suffer because her husband
had invited these two outsiders? It really was too much! An obvious abuse of
hospitality. But these tractor drivers corrected the situation on their own,
and they were right to do that. Then they came back to our country. I con-
stantly kept Gitalov in my range of vision, and now I keep him within my
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range of hearing; I keep track of his work. Sometimes they broadcast a
speech by him over the radio. I also read about his successes in the papers.
Nowadays I go for walks a great deal and listen to the radio. They often
broadcast news of successes achieved by our people in their work, and it
gives me joy to listen to this. Gitalov demonstrated in practice that it was
possible under our conditions to raise corn by cultivating 100 hectares with
only one tractor. Later he cultivated as much as 120-140 hectares. That is the
kind of specific aid Garst gave us. We need to appreciate this because he
received nothing in return except for moral satisfaction. And he grew in my
eyes by displaying such nobility. Nitpickers or fussy people will be found
who will say that Khrushchev is exaggerating! Well, what of it? In our country
we have good Communists who are fanatically devoted to their homeland,
but are incapable of evaluating realistically certain actions by representa-
tives of capitalist society. I recall Savva Morozov.? Or here is another fact.
The congress of the Russian Social Democratic Labor Party was held in
London in 1907, and to pay for the building where the congress was held,*
Lenin was given a loan by a British capitalist. Of course these men were
unique and did not reflect the essential nature of the average capitalist. That
is, they were exceptions. I consider Mr. Garst the same kind of exception.
On one of his trips to the USSR he began agitating in favor of our buying
operations in the United States for processing and sorting kernels of corn.
This was something new for us. I had paid a lot of attention to similar
matters and had had discussions with engineers who worked on agricultural
machinery, agronomists, and scientists, and no one had ever suggested this
idea. But in the United States they already had factories that processed corn
by sorting it according to the size of the kernel—not its quality, but its size.
This was a different matter that had to do with the seed-selection process.
To process a huge number of kernels and select the best of them, which
would produce the desired results—that is not easy work and it’s completely
mechanical. The seed-selection experts sometimes literally pick out the
best kernels by hand using tweezers in order to plant a new batch. You can
imagine what infernally painstaking work that is. Scientists do this kind of
thing on a small plot of land, conducting scientific experiments. But on a
large industrial scale? It’s totally unrealistic and impossible. Consequently,
when we talk about planting so many kilograms of grain per hectare we
don’t know how many unsuitable grains of seed there are. ('m not talking
about their germinating capacity, but about their size and volume.) To select
the best grain for planting, the Americans developed these mechanized
operations. They receive the grain from the farmer and they store it. Then
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the grain is sold to farmers with a guarantee that there will be certain definite
varieties, that it will germinate quickly, within a certain time period, and
will have other qualities necessary for a good proprietor to know when he is
raising corn. In Ukraine we plant corn without sorting it. But as you sow, so
shall you reap. You can’t expect good offspring from a poor lineage. Garst
taught us a good lesson, and I thank him. I said that then, and I repeat it now.

Within the Soviet government at that time I raised the question of buying
these American operations. We discussed the matter, chose some people, and
sent them to the United States to get to know this system. Then we bought
several such facilities and distributed them in areas where corn is mainly
raised: in Ukraine and the northern Caucasus, mainly in the regions of
Stavropol and Krasnodar. Later we decided to buy a certain quantity of seed
material to try out the best American varieties for silage purposes on our soil.
How many good things Garst did for us, in addition to what I've mentioned!
I thought we should pay him for this in some way. And to pay him as he
deserved meant not to just buy him a box of candy. He was a businessman, a
capitalist, and we made arrangements to buy grain from the company in which
he was a stockholder. We would plant his corn under our conditions and in
various geographical zones, test it out, and compare it with our best varieties.
At the same time we would be allowing his company to earn something.

Our engineers studied their mechanized processes, improved some of the
mechanisms, and adapted them to our conditions. We not only set up these
facilities in our country and put them into operation but also expanded
their production to cover a large territory, in order to sort kernels of corn
and provide seed material for the entire country. On his next visit Garst saw
these facilities in operation and commented that we had acted wisely in
buying them. To me this praise was understandable: in a commercial opera-
tion gratitude is always expressed to a partner who has purchased something
that enables the firm to earn more. But he said to me with full candor: “I
have seen your facilities modeled after the American ones and the improve-
ments that your engineers have made. They are rational. I think the facilities
you have produced are better adapted to your circumstances. There’s no
sense now in your buying such facilities from us Americans. You've learned
to do the job better than we do in the United States. Besides, I've looked at the
corn crops raised from the seed you bought in our country and compared
them to your own varieties. I've also seen the crops from grain that went
through the selection process in your facilities, and I've decided 'm not
going to urge you any more to buy seed from the United States. There’s no
need for it, because your corn seed is just as good as ours.” That was the
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evaluation given by Garst. What could you want better than that? And I
thanked him again. We had started looking at corn in a new way and had
evaluated in a new way the importance of processing the grain and making
seed selection in specialized facilities. It had been shown not in words but
in deeds what great potential there was in corn if it was planted properly
and if the required agricultural elements were present. We had equipment
in sufficient quantity, and we could achieve a high productivity such as we
had never dreamed of before.

Lenin’s proposition—that we should not be afraid to learn from the
capitalists and transfer onto a socialist basis what they had achieved—is
gradually being put into effect. The knowledge the capitalists accumulated
was achieved with the help of scientists and workers. When we transfer their
experience onto our soil, we ourselves can develop it further and achieve an
even higher productivity of labor. In the competition between socialism and
capitalism the main question is which system will ensure a higher produc-
tivity of labor and consequently a higher standard of living. After all, when
your labor productivity is low, you can’t achieve victory over a society that
has a higher labor productivity. And victory will consist in the complete
satisfaction of people’s needs. Garst made his small contribution by giving
the aid that he did to socialism. But he also extracted some profit from this.

Besides all that, he insistently tried to persuade me to adopt an all-out
program of road construction. And he was right! “If your people could only
see the paved roads we have on every farm! How many resources you spend
in vain on the kind of roads you have! It isn’t rational.” And he was right. I
understood that as well as he did, but unfortunately, at that time our material
resources were not such as to allow us to introduce what Garst was proposing.
At that stage we were mainly concerned with issuing appeals, and we put the
stress on having the collective farms, state farms, and local organizations
show initiative [on road building]. A centralized road-building program at
the expense of the central government—we couldn’t have carried out such a
program at that time. I think that in our country the roads will become just
as good as, or even better than, the ones Garst was talking about, which I
myself saw later in the United States.

I will end my recollections about the visit to Garst’s farm. The atmosphere
there was the most relaxed of the entire visit to America. His meeting with
us had a warm human quality to it despite the fact that people of different
political views and belonging to different classes were encountering one
another. Each of us held to our own position in this situation. Garst is also
a man of strong convictions, and therefore I didn’t get into any political
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discussions with him, because I knew who I was dealing with. Nor did he
touch on the subject of the socialist system, because he also had a perfectly
good idea who he was dealing with. Despite our opposing class viewpoints,
we easily found a common language on questions of interest to us both.
The atmosphere was very good. After dinner, Garst sat me down with
Stevenson, who had twice been the Democratic Party’s candidate for presi-
dent of the United States. Unfortunately, Stevenson didn’t win on either
occasion. Some of Garst’s neighbors, also farmers, gathered there as well.
In general, there were a great many people. You didn’t feel any tension or
artificiality. It was as though people had gathered to spend a day off together
at the common table. They drank in moderation. They knew how to drink,
and they knew up to what point to allow themselves to do that and how to
go about it. Everything went, as we say in our country chinno i blagorodno
(with dignity and decorum).

In private conversations with me, Garst often criticized his government
and its programs. But he was not criticizing the capitalist system as a whole,
just specific restrictions that the government imposed on farmers. Farmers
were required to reduce grain production, because the United States had
a large surplus. It was expensive to store grain, and it couldn’t be sold on
foreign markets at suitable prices. In order not to lower the price on many
products within the country and on the world market, the government
limited production. Garst said he received a subsidy for every hectare where
he planted no crops, and that made him angry. He appealed to universal
human feelings: “In the world there are so many hungry people, yet farmers
who can produce substantially more grain are being forced to reduce the
amount they grow, and we’re reimbursed for every hectare where we plant
no crops. Is that really a correct policy?” This exasperated him, and inwardly
I agreed with him, but I never got into a discussion of this question. There
were two aspects to the problem. One aspect, which he was talking about
and on which he appealed to universal human feelings, was how to feed all
the people. Another aspect was that if he did plant as much as he wanted or
could, then unquestionably he would earn more than he was making in the
form of compensation for each hectare that was not planted. That second
aspect of the matter was probably the dominant one for him, although not
consciously so. I did not call this to his attention. The thought occurred to
me, but I held my tongue because I didn’t want to insult him.

I repeat, we didn’t touch on political questions at all, but we did discuss
questions of trade. Why wouldn’t the United States trade with the USSR? He
was sincerely indignant over that. He thought it was a stupid policy, and he
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didn’t restrain himself in expressing his views. It seems that he voted for the
Democrats, although none of the Garsts held left-wing views. But it’s hard to
sort out the differences between the policies of the Democrats and Republicans
in any detail. Their basic orientation is one that they hold in common—to
strengthen capitalism and oppose the Communist Party of the United States.
This is a position known to everyone. It has been discussed many times in the
press, and therefore I don’t want to go into it in my memoirs.

Here is something else that interested me during my trip. According to
the itinerary, I was supposed to visit several agricultural colleges. I don’t
remember now what state they were in, but it was far away from any city, in
the midst of farms.?” I also liked those colleges very much. I took note of
them and decided I wanted to create something similar, to some extent, in
our country in the way of higher educational institutions and secondary
educational facilities for agriculture. What exactly did I like? The students at
these colleges worked and studied at the same time, doing all the agricul-
tural chores: they plowed the land, processed the seeds and got them ready
for planting, did the planting, brought in the harvest, and they did all these
things with their own hands—from planting to storing the products in
warehouses. In the livestock sector they also did all the work themselves:
shoveled manure, milked the cows, cleaned the stalls, and processed the
milk. As a result these colleges graduated the best specialists, who were
trained not only in theory but also in practice. The theories that were drilled
into their heads were immediately put into practice. Then when they went
out to work, they were not novices, although outwardly, because of their
youth, they might not have inspired great confidence. But actually they were
good managers and consultants.

All of this pleased me. I think this is the right approach to the problem. I
was surprised that the farmers, who base themselves on a capitalist outlook,
raised their children and trained them this way: not at all as children of
well-to-do parents, but as people who would have to earn their own liveli-
hood. This forced them to study not only agricultural theory but to engage
in practice and do all the dirty work in looking after livestock and cultivating
the fields. A pampered person would hardly go to such a college. But that is
exactly how the Americans train their specialists. In our country, on the
other hand, the higher educational institutions for agriculture are as a rule
located in the cities. The way of life and the type of instruction are different
from those in America. Our students don’t do the dirty work of farming,
but instead an enormous staff of manual workers is maintained. In practice
the students just give instructions as to what should be done and how. I've
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often encountered opposition from our collective-farm workers when it was
suggested that graduates from our agricultural institutions be sent to them.
They would say: “Well, what are they going to teach us? They don’t even
know the front side of a cow from its back side. They’re afraid to walk up
close to the cow because it might butt them.” When I was in the United
States and got to know their methods for training agricultural cadres,
agronomists, and livestock experts, I immediately saw the difference.

When I returned I insistently began promoting what I had seen. But that
wasn’t to the liking of either the professors or the students, which is under-
standable. It’s nice to live in Moscow and work at the Timiryazev Agricultural
Academy.?® It’s a venerable old institution, a large economic unit, with
skilled instructors, but it’s in the city! Its students aren’t yearning to work on
the collective farms, because to do that they’d have to go out into the
provinces and live in the sticks. They try to find a spot in Moscow they can
dive into at some research or planning institution. There are many little
niches you can burrow into once you have an education at government
expense; then you can live without repaying [what was spent on you]. They
do that instead of going into production, where values are created to meet
the needs of the people. They go into the service sector. I once heard that a
man who had graduated from the Timiryazev Academy was working as a
floor polisher. I exclaimed, “How could that be?” It was explained to me:
“You shouldn’t be surprised. If he went to a collective farm, his earnings
would be miserly. Most of our collective farms are poor. They put down a
little checkmark for each workday, count up the number of checkmarks, and
then pay in kopecks or nothing at all. But a floor polisher earns much more
than a good agronomist at a collective farm or state farm. Besides, living in
Moscow, he has all the advantages of the big city.”

This ugly aspect of Soviet life had a depressing effect on me. I spoke about
it many times in my speeches. This was simply a deformity, an ugly growth
on the healthy Soviet body politic. For myself I give a further explanation
for such behavior, as follows. [In the Soviet Union] a young person, after
graduating from high school and thinking about continuing his or her
education, starts to pick an institute or university. Often the person chooses,
not on the basis of inner predilection, but instead by picking at random,
shuffling through cards with the names of various universities and institutes
on them. The prospective student licks his finger and shuffles through the
cards. The name on the card that sticks to his finger is where he goes. Of
course, that’s an exception. But exceptions also cost us dearly. The losses the
government suffers are too great, and it also has to put up with loss of time.
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Time has gone by, and the specialist who has received his training still doesn’t
go to work in agricultural production. It also happens that someone who
wants to go to a college of engineering, where the requirements in mathe-
matics are very high, may fail the exam, but will have an agricultural college
as a backup. If there’s an opening at the agricultural college, the student will
stay in the city and study at that college. But who is that good for?

It would be better if agricultural collages were located at large state farms,
and students should be selected from among the workers at those farms. They
are used to the life there, and they have a practical knowledge of agricultural
work. They would study with great enthusiasm and, like the American
students, would do all the work. Graduates like this would be worth their
weight in gold; all the farms would snap them up. Young energetic people
with strong ideological convictions, who believe in the socialist system and
who have acquired profound specialized knowledge in growing plants and
raising livestock! In a case like that, the specialist wouldn’t stand there staring,
wondering how to approach a tractor and how to start it. He would know
how to look after the livestock and make them more productive. Such a
graduate would meet all the requirements of the task. Wild horses couldn’t
keep him in the city, because after all, he grew up on the land and is not
spoiled by city life. He finds satisfaction working in his native element.

When I used to talk about this in private conversations and at public
meetings, everyone nodded their heads and agreed. But it’s like the cat in the
fable that’s being yelled at for eating something it’s not supposed to: “Vaska
the cat listens—and keeps on eating.”” The instructors are used to the con-
ditions of life in the city. And suddenly they’re transferred to a rural locality,
where they think the sky’s going to fall on them. They could not deny the
correctness of my arguments, but they showed no enthusiasm about being
relocated. What a contrast to their behavior I saw in Moldavia, where a
three-year technical college for livestock breeding had been established on
the territory of a state farm. I was told that when its graduates completed
their courses, people from collective farms and state farms came from all
over to try to recruit them. Fights even started over who would get these
graduates. That’s how much people wanted them. But what’s the situation
now? Alas, one man can’t do everything, even if great power and influence is
allotted to him. The most dangerous form of resistance is when they “yes
you to death,” nodding their heads and agreeing. This is a tactic that has
been assimilated by many in Soviet society, and it is widely used.

I am now retired, living in what they call my declining years. My age
allows me to reminisce, to recall what was done in the past, to go over various
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events in my memory, and to evaluate them as I see fit, although this evalua-
tion is of no use to anyone. Human beings have to keep busy with something.
Old people sometimes engage in such self-analysis, though it doesn’t always
bring joy. It may even cause annoyance when you begin to page back through
the book of your life. Such is the lot of the elderly. Nevertheless, I will say
again that, in comparing the American system and our own in agricultural
education, I would assert that their system is more progressive. Capitalists
know how to approach matters from a rational point of view. The remorseless
law of profit is in operation there. But in our country not every government
official has a highly principled understanding of the cause; often he displays
philistine indifference, looking out solely for his own comfort. Socialism
suffers as a result. How many times I've been poked in the eye with arguments
like this: “Look how many years have gone by under Soviet rule, and still you
can’t fill the bellies of the people with bread, and there are times when no
meat is available. Meanwhile in the capitalist countries they have abundance.”
This is still a highly relevant subject for discussion. When I meet with people,
I listen to everything they feel pleased about and displeased about. This
problem has not been solved in our country. Even though our country as a

whole has become much richer, our efficiency is still not high.

1. Khrushchev went to New York before flying
to Los Angeles. The itinerary for the U.S. visit as a
whole (September 15-27, 1959) was as follows:
Moscow—Washington, D.C.—-New York—Los Angeles—
San Francisco-Des Moines—Pittsburgh—Washing-
ton, D.C.—~Camp David—Washington, D.C.-Moscow.
[SK]

2. W. Averell Harriman (1891-1986) was U.S.
ambassador to the USSR from 1943 to 1946. See
Biographies.

3. Mayor Wagner gave this luncheon (to be more
precise, late breakfast) at the Hotel Commodore,
because at the Waldorf-Astoria, the usual site for
official receptions, a congress of the National Asso-
ciation of Stomatologists was in progress.

4. It was held on September 17 in the ballroom
at the Waldorf-Astoria .

5. Nelson Aldrich Rockefeller is/was the grand-
son of John D. Rockefeller Sr., who founded the
Standard Oil Company, and the son of the promi-
nent politician John D. Rockefeller II Jr. At this
time he was governor of the state of New York,
while his brothers specialized in other spheres:
John D. Rockefeller III controlled charitable orga-
nizations, Winthrop’s business activities focused
on agriculture, Laurence’s on industry, and David’s
on banking. Together they managed the family
capital within the framework of the company

Rockefeller Brothers Incorporated. The conversa-
tion took place at the suite on the 35™ floor of the
building where Khrushchev was staying.

6. The Empire State Building is 443 meters
(1,454 feet) tall and has 102 stories. It was built in
1930-31. [SS]

7. This was Colonel G. Crown, at that time
owner of the Empire State Building. He sold the
building in 1961. [MN/SS]

8. Between 1933 and 1940 Harriman was an
adviser to President Roosevelt; then he was Roo-
sevelt’s special representative in Britain and the
USSR with ambassadorial rank, in charge of the
lend-lease agencies in London. After the war he
occupied a variety of diplomatic and administra-
tive posts. See Biographies. At the time of Khrush-
chev’s U.S. visit, he was engaged in business.

9. These deposits, located at Chiatura, have
been worked since 1869 exclusively for export and
were the source of 77 percent of Russia’s man-
ganese. The mines were controlled by the Harriman
banking house, which in 1925 obtained a conces-
sion from the Soviet government for the further
extraction of manganese.

10. The value of these nickel mines, located
around Lake Kuetsjarvi, was set at $20 million,
and the USSR paid Canada various amounts quar-
terly for a number of years. Harriman was not the
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only stockholder in this company. So were John
Foster Dulles and a number of other prominent
public figures in American life. Stalin gave special
orders to Finance Minister Zverev to pay compen-
sation to Harriman, but not to Dulles.

11. Pechenga is on the shore of the Barents Sea,
to the northwest of Murmansk, near the post-
war Soviet-Norwegian (now Russian-Norwegian)
border. [SS]

12. A Russian monastery was built in 1533 at the
mouth of the Petsamojoki River, which descends
into the Petsamovuono Fjord (Pechenga Bay).

13. The meeting arranged by Harriman included
some individuals of great prominence in the busi-
ness world of the United States. Some are named
and described in the following passage from the
book Litso k litsu s Amerikoi (Face to Face with
America) (Moscow, 1959). “Among those present
were such Wall Street luminaries as: John D.
Rockefeller III, master of the Rockefeller oil
empire; W. Rogers Herod, president of General
Electric; John J. McCloy, head of one of the biggest
banks in the country [the Chase Manhattan
Bank]; Frank Pace, formerly secretary of defense
and now head of General Dynamics, the country’s
largest armaments firm; David Sarnoff, chairman
of the board of RCA (Radio Corporation of
America) and a specialist in ‘psychological war-
fare’; the [New York] banker Herbert H. Lehman;
and other top dogs of American capitalism.” [SK]
Jonathan Klein of General Electric (GE) Corpo-
rate Communications informs me that the 1959
annual report of the company confirms that W.
Rogers Herod was present at the meeting; how-
ever, he was not president of GE but vice president
and head of its international division. [SS]

14. Garst was one of the owners of the joint
stock company Garst & Thomas, a subsidiary of
the seed producing firm Pioneer, which special-
ized in growing seeds of hybrid varieties of corn
and in breeding thoroughbred pigs and poultry.
See Biographies. [MN] Khrushchev and Mikoyan
met with Garst on October 7, 1955, at the govern-
ment dacha of Livadia (near the former tsar’s
palace of Livadia), not far from Yalta in the
Crimea. [SK]

15. Khrushchev is referring to the North Cau-
casian custom of a young man “abducting” the
young woman whom he wants to marry. It is
usually an abduction only in form, as it is carried
out with the bride’s consent though without that
of her parents. [SK/SS]

16. Adlai E. Stevenson (1900-1965) was an assis-
tant to the secretary of the navy from 1941 to 1944,
then special assistant to the secretary of state, a
member of various diplomatic delegations, and
governor of the state of Illinois. In 1961 he was
appointed permanent representative of the United
States at the United Nations and U.S. representative
in the U.N. Security Council. He was nominated as

Democratic Party candidate for president in 1952
and 1956. See Biographies.

17. David Garst, son of Roswell Garst, is an agri-
cultural consultant. [SK]

18. The Russian idiom is roughly the equivalent
of “There was a whole slew of them.” [GS]

19. The arba (the word is of Turkish origin) is a
two-wheeled cart with high sides typically used
in Ukraine, southern Russia, the Caucasus, and
Central Asia. [GS/SK]

20. Correspondent of The New York Times and
author of books on the USSR and World War II.

21. In the Russian text, N. S. Khrushchev says
literally, “not kvas with radishes” (redka). Kvas
is virtually the Russian national drink, a lightly
fermented beverage usually made by boiling rye
bread in water, then adding yeast. Kvas is widely
available in Russia, as soft drinks like Coke and
Pepsi are in the United States. Soup was a staple of
the peasant household—especially cabbage soup
and/or beet soup, before potatoes came to Russia
on a large scale (in the eighteenth century). How-
ever, a cold soup of kvas, with pieces of large
turniplike vegetable called “black radish” (redka),
was also a fairly common dish for the impoverished
majority of peasants in old Russia. In better-off
families a dab of sour cream, an expensive delicacy
at that time, might be added. [SK/GS]

22. The official name of this institution in
Odessa was the Lysenko All-Union Agricultural
Research Institute for Selection and Genetics
(Vsesoyuzny Selektsionno-Genetichesky Institut
imeni T. D. Lysenko). Although the institute was
named in honor of the prominent plant breeder
and pseudo-scientist Trofim Lysenko, he was not
actually working there at this time. [SK/SS]

23. Mikhail Aleksandrovich Olshansky (1908-88)
was a plant breeder and agronomist. He was
minister of agriculture from 1960 to 1962. He was
a member of the Lenin All-Union Academy of
Agricultural Sciences and its president from 1962
to 1964. [MN/SK]

24. On Aleksandr Vasilyevich Gitalov, see
Biographies.

25. Savva Timofeyevich Morozov (1862-1905)
was a wealthy Russian merchant and textiles
magnate who gave aid to the Bolsheviks through
Maxim Gorky. See note 49 to the chapter “Visit to
France.” [GS/A8]

26. The Congress was held between April 30
and May 19 (between May 13 and June 1 New
Style) at the Fraternity Church on Southgate Road
in London.

27. This was Iowa State University in Ames, Iowa.
[SK]

28. The full name of this institution was the
Moscow Timiryazev Agricultural Academy (Mos-
kovskaya selskokhozyaistvennaya akademiya imeni
K. A. Timiryazeva). It was established in 1865 as the
Petrovskaya Academy of Agriculture and Forestry.
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Kliment Arkadyevich Timiryazev (1843-1920), a
founder of the Russian school of plant physiology,
taught at the institution later renamed in his honor
as well as at Moscow University. [SK/SS]

29. Khrushchev often uses this familiar Russian
saying, which is actually a quotation from a fable
by Ivan Krylov, the “Russian Aesop” (1769-1844).

popular fables is “The Cat and the Cook” (Kot i
Povar). The cook scolds and curses the cat for having
stolen a chicken, but takes no action against the
offending animal. “Vaska the cat listens—and keeps
on eating.” Vaska (a pejorative diminutive from the
first name Vasily) is widely used as a name for a
cat in Russia. [SK/GS]

One of Krylov’s more than 200 enormously
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ot far from Washington there is some sort of institute or experimental

farm for poultry breeding. It was suggested that I go there, and I accepted
the invitation. There I was shown chickens, geese, ducks, and above all
turkeys. Turkey meat is especially valued in the United States. On holidays
every American considers it obligatory to have a roast turkey on the table. I
inspected their poultry farming installation with interest.!

Now I want to record my recollections of the talks with President Fisenhower
on political questions and other questions of interest to our two countries.
These questions are still relevant today. I will begin with a conversation we had
in the White House. The secretary of state then was [Christian] Herter.? Dulles
had already died. I also remember [Dean] Acheson.? Both of them are asso-
ciated in my memory with a kind of evil spirit caught up in hatred for the
USSR and frozen into inflexibility. I would also like to say that this was
political thick-headedness. Of course I don’t know if an expression like that
is permissible, but that is precisely the impression that has remained with
me concerning Acheson. I have fewer memories of Herter. As for Dulles, I
single him out particularly as an ideologue of hatred toward the socialist
worldview. He lived his whole life full of that hatred. But you can’t deny that
he had an understanding of the international situation. He had an accurate
knowledge of the times he was living in, and he understood his adversary—
the socialist camp—perfectly well. Being an intelligent enemy, he was some-
one we had to take into account. And it was he who formulated the methods
of struggle against us. He did everything in his power against the socialist
countries: he fought hard himself, and he organized others to fight.

[158 ]



WASHINGTON AND CAMP DAVID

Dulles deserves to be seen in a dual way. I considered him our ideological
enemy number one, and although there was no reason to respect him, he
had to be constantly kept in mind. There’s one thing I will not deny about
him and never did: in his day he led the struggle against us to the brink of
war, but his mind knew how to distinguish the line that was dangerous to
cross [so as to not go over the brink]. He did not want war. Situations full of
explosive material arose many times. One more step, and the explosion
would have gone off. Frequently that step depended on Dulles and the explo-
sion did not happen. That is something I appreciated about him. I could not
respect him, but I did appreciate him. He was both an adversary and an
extremely interesting partner in negotiations, one who required that you
keep your mind well trained: this was a situation in which you either found
arguments to fight back against this partner-adversary or you surrendered.

So then, Fisenhower invited us for a talk at the White House. As I recall, I
went there with Gromyko. We exchanged views on the subject of economic
and trade relations. Eisenhower raised the question of our repaying the debt
from the lend-lease program. I have already spoken about that, and I will
remind readers once again: lend-lease was economic aid loaned to us in the
form of goods delivered during the war by Britain and the United States.
There was a very large amount of economic aid. Stalin frequently said that
without lend-lease we could not have won the war, and I agree with him.
The USSR did not repay the lend-lease debt in full: that is, a certain percentage
of the value of the goods delivered to us was not paid for. I think Stalin was
right not to pay. He set a certain condition at that time: we would pay the
amount being requested if we obtained credit amounting to 3 billion dollars.
I don’t remember for how many years. That would have given us the possi-
bility of restoring our industry more quickly, and then we could have repaid
the lend-lease debt as well as paying for the new credit. It seems to me that
in the first days after the war, the United States did promise us that. I am
telling what I heard from Stalin.*

There were no official reports or discussions at the Politburo or the
Council of Ministers on this subject. The Council of Ministers in general at
that time was only a figurehead institution. Nothing whatsoever of a proble-
matic nature was discussed by it; the members of the Council of Ministers
merely accepted what was presented to them. The five-year plans and one-
year plans were also accepted that way. Sometimes this happened in quite a
unique manner. I remember, for example, an information report about the
last five-year plan during Stalin’s life, the Fifth Five-Year Plan, a report
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that probably took only two or three minutes. Stalin tossed the text of the
five-year plan on the table and said: “Did you read it or not?” Everyone
looked at him but remained silent. “I propose that it be accepted.” And the
plan was accepted without a report and without discussion. This was like a
joke I had heard in my childhood from the miners: the priest turns from the
altar and steps into the pulpit; he points to a large thick bible: “Have you
read this book?” The congregation is silent. “Well, since you have, I don’t
need to read it to you.” Something along those lines.

Our position on lend-lease was well known to the United States: we wanted
to obtain credit, and after that we could repay the loan. The Americans were
insisting that we pay at once without credit. After Stalin’s death they stated
that if we paid the amount they were asking for lend-lease, they could then
begin preliminary discussions about trade with us.’

When we arrived at the White House, chairs had already been placed in the
president’s office. It was not an official session in which two delegations take
opposite sides at a table. No, it was just an ordinary conversation. Eisenhower
raised the question of our paying what we owed, and Mr. Dillon® informed us
of the amount they felt was due from us.

Dillon’s attitude toward us was very hostile; he simply could not tolerate
us. He was a typical front man for the big capitalist monopolies, who held
the keys to economic relations with the USSR and dictated conditions. It
was not hard for him to do that because other members of the administra-
tion at that time held positions that were no less aggressive than Dillon’s.
We heard him out and then said: “Mr. President, we agree to pay what we
owe under lend-lease on the condition, as we have said frequently in the past,
that you give us credits amounting to 3 billion dollars. (I don’t remember
what the time period was [for repayment of those credits] or what the interest
rates were.) If you won’t give us credit, we won’t pay.”

The argument we presented—and I made this point many times at press
conferences—was that not only had we repaid the cost of lend-lease; we had
paid more than was due. I also pointed out that it was not only we who had
received lend-lease aid. Britain and other countries had also. But the United
States was not demanding anything of them. If you took any country that
fought against Hitler, could its contribution be compared at all to the con-
tribution made by the Soviet Union? How many lives had we lost? And how
many did other countries lose? There was no comparison! Not to mention
the terrible material losses suffered by the Soviet Union in the war. All of
Ukraine, the northern Caucasus, Belorussia, and several provinces of the
Russian Federation had been devastated, and Leningrad and other places
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had suffered horrendous losses. All together this was a colossal sum. If you
could convert the blood that was shed into monetary terms (although that
would be rather amoral) and took into account our other losses as well, what
comparison could there be between that and lend-lease?

I said: “Mr. President, I ask you to understand me correctly. After all, we
have paid with our blood. You delivered material goods to us. We expressed
our gratitude to you for that, and we repeat that now. But what can be more
valuable than human life? We paid with that many times more than all the
other participants in the war against Nazi Germany, so really we are even
with you; we have even paid more than our debt. And if we are to speak
honestly, we really have no debt to you, because you gave us that material of
your own accord: you delivered the material and equipment, the various
weapons systems, artillery, airplanes, and so forth, but we used all those
things to fight the Germans. We didn’t accumulate any capital on the basis
of the lend-lease material. Our blood is the payment for the material we
received, which facilitated our ability to fight. If we had not received that
material, we obviously could not have put up the necessary resistance. Then
the United States would have had to pay with its blood to win the war. But
you, having shed much less blood, got off with merely having to supply your
aluminum, Spam, airplanes, tanks, and so forth.

“We don’t deny the importance of your aid, and in our view it played a
decisive role in our defensive and offensive operations—after we had tem-
porarily been deprived of heavily populated industrial areas as a result of
Hitler’s aggression. That is, we were engaged in a joint effort. Besides that,
you kept postponing [the landing in Normandy]. You postponed it until
very late in the day. You and the British made the landing at a time when the
main danger had passed and it had become clear that the USSR by itself
could cope with Hitler. I do not deny the contribution the United States and
Britain made to the victory, as some other people do now, and in doing that
they put us in a foolish position. We acknowledge the contributions you
made. But they do not compare in the least with what we paid in the lives of
Soviet citizens. You yourselves chose the time for the [Normandy] landing
and the establishment of a second front in Western Europe. The second
front was established when our troops had already advanced far beyond the
borders of our territory—a turn of events that neither the United States nor
Britain wanted. Churchill, in dictating the conditions for the capitalist side
in the war against Germany, wanted to break Germany’s back using our
hands, and we did break its back, with your help, but your help was mainly
in the form of war materiel. Mr. President, we ask you to understand us
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correctly. And all this is easily understandable by anyone who thinks sensibly
and is not blinded by class hatred of the Soviet Union.”

Of course this was not a question of arithmetic, counting up and estimating
the losses, but a question of politics. I was sure that Eisenhower understood
everything, but he could not acknowledge that we were right, and Dillon
was turned loose as a kind of attack dog. He did not conceal his unfriendly
attitude, and in fact his whole being gave off an unfriendly glow, if not one
of open hostility. He was forced to restrain himself because we were guests of
the president, although it’s true that he didn’t always succeed in restraining
himself. We had a good sense of who our counterparts were on the American
side, and none of this surprised us. I immediately replied to their remarks
and asked questions of my own. To a certain extent this even gave me pleasure.
I thought to myself: “Here you are raging furiously against the socialist
countries, first of all against the Soviet Union, and we’re showing you the
sign of the fig: go whistle for it, you won’t get a thing out of us! And there’s
nothing you can do about it now because we are also powerful.”

We wanted them to understand the new importance we had in the world,
and they were forced to acknowledge it. Those who were gnashing their
teeth were not able to show it openly. That was the atmosphere in which our
conversation proceeded. As it turned out, the real question was not lend-
lease, but the possibility of peaceful coexistence.

I had presented our position, arguments that were not new to the ears
of the president or to the government of the United States, because we had
already presented these publicly at Geneva at the four-power summit meeting
[in July 1955]. So then, here I was going back over what I had already gone
over before. When I spoke about peaceful coexistence, I stressed that it had
to be based on improvement of relations between the USSR and the United
States. I did not particularly refer to the other socialist countries. It really
went without saying. After all, I was representing the Soviet Union, and the
United States did not particularly take into account the power of the other
socialist countries, nor does it take them into account now. For them the
main power opposing their policies is the Soviet Union.

As soon as Dillon heard me mention peaceful coexistence, he flashed his
eyes at me and asked a naive question: “What exactly is peaceful coexistence?”

I restrained my anger and answered: “Mr. Dillon, you are asking for an
explanation regarding peaceful coexistence. If you still don’t understand it,
although we have talked about it many times, today that is simply cause for
regret. An undersecretary of state who doesn’t understand what peaceful
coexistence is between the socialist and capitalist systems will be taught by
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time and life itself the correct understanding of the meaning of these words.
And I suggest that today it would be superfluous to try to explain the meaning
of peaceful coexistence to you.”

That’s the kind of dialogue that went on. Anyone who has taken a direct
part in political life can imagine the situation concretely. Eisenhower did
not take an active part in the argument, but just made occasional remarks.
Dillon was the main opponent. Herter also put in a few remarks, but the
undersecretary of state was the main opponent. I don’t remember the exact
order of events now: whether the meeting at the White House took place
before our trip around the country or after it, but evidently Eisenhower
knew in advance that almost anything could happen in that conversation.
And when we got into specific questions about relations between the
United States and the USSR, both sides agreed, in order not to dampen the
mood, to postpone an exchange of opinions on these questions until the
final stage of my visit.

I will add only that the U.S. government’s conception of our repayment
of this debt was basically self-seeking, an expression of greed.

By that time the debt amounted to a billion or even less than a billion,
because we had returned part of the equipment we had received through
lend-lease. They accepted repayment of the debt in their own peculiar way.
They demanded that we return the freighters we had received under the
lend-lease program. They were called Liberty ships. During the war they
were turned out on the assembly line quickly, and they played their role.
Some of the ships that had been given to us were destroyed in military
operations, but some had survived. After we returned the remaining
freighters, they took them out into the open ocean and sank them. There
you have our ally of yesterday. Just the day before, we had been shedding
our blood jointly against a common enemy, and now they were demanding
money from us. As for those freighters, of which we had a great need, even
after the war, they took them and sank them in the sea. They considered it
superfluous to spend resources on bringing them home, where they would
be turned into scrap metal.

What significance did our lend-lease debt really have when the U.S.
monopoly corporations had made so much money from the war? Europe,
the Soviet Union, and several other countries or regions had been left in
poverty, but the American monopolies increased their capital many times
over, and they made their money from the blood of Russian soldiers, and
from the tears of women, children, and the elderly in the USSR and other
countries who had suffered under occupation by the Nazi armies. That was
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the essence of our dispute with the United States. The dispute was not really
over lend-lease but about the nature of our alleged indebtedness.

If we had not been a socialist country, they would never have loosened
their tongues to ask for repayment. But we had demonstrated not only that we
could survive and defeat the most powerful army in the world but also that we
were getting back on our feet and moving forward. This frightened them, and
they began to seek ways to put the brakes on our development. They could
not unleash a war against us: the U.S. government would not have been able
to convince the American people to go to war against us after the contribution
the Soviet people had made to the victory over Nazi Germany. Thus, our
enemy sought to slow down the development of the Soviet Union and to try
to stifle us, if not by military means then by economic ones. A competition
was under way between capitalism and socialism. Once again the old question
that Lenin had asked reappeared: “Who will prevail?”7 This contest and debate
are continuing even today, and will continue until socialism wins acceptance
throughout our planet. That is to say, capitalism is still alive thus far and our
struggle will continue, now dying down, now flaring up again, as the winds
of change sweep around the world.

Our itinerary provided that at the final stage of the U.S. visit the president
and I would meet at Camp David for another round of talks. That day came.
The president invited me to the White House. Gromyko went there with me.
He accompanied me everywhere, was never one step away, and Herter was
always there, right next to the president. Herter flew to Camp David sepa-
rately, but the president and I took our places together in the presidential
helicopter. Eisenhower had asked me: “How would it be with you if we flew
to Camp David in a helicopter? The roads are thick with traffic, and we
would lose a lot of time. But in a helicopter we can lift off from a landing
site right next to the White House, and in a few minutes we’ll be at our
destination. At the same time, you’ll have a bird’s-eye view of Washington.”
I agreed. I wanted to see the city and its surroundings from the air. It’s as
though you're looking down at a model on a tabletop. You don’t have that
pleasure when you're riding in a car.

That’s what we did. We got in the helicopter, and there were several
guards with us. We went up in the air. It was a good machine, designed by
[Igor] Sikorsky,® a designer and inventor who had worked in the Russian
aircraft industry [before the revolution] and who had ended up in the
United States. He made a great many contributions to the American aircraft
industry. The cabin was mostly surrounded by glass. The glass was solid and
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clear. It was as though we were out in the open, with a splendid view. Of
course it was a view in one direction only, but even that was enough. As we
flew over Washington—for a relatively short time—Eisenhower told me
about its various districts. He obviously knew the locality well, having flown
over it many times.

As we flew over a green area, he said: “There, Mr. Khrushcheyv, is where I
play golf. I love that game. What do you think of it?”

I answered: “I haven’t the slightest idea about that game. We don’t have it
in our country.”

“Oh, it’s a very interesting sport and good for people’s health.”

The helicopter began to descend and landed in a wooded area. The presi-
dent told me: “This is the Camp David neighborhood” [in the Catoctin
Mountains of Maryland]. We went the rest of the way by car, reaching some
buildings that looked like wooden barracks. Structures like this are put up in
our country when large construction projects are under way. Barracks-style
dormitories for the construction workers are built mainly of boards. It was
only recently that we abandoned this tradition. I brought up the question,
and everyone supported me. I said we shouldn’t put up barracks anymore,
that we were wasting manpower and materials. After all, when the construc-
tion sites were completed we used to burn down these “monuments”—the
barracks where workers had lived and had been devoured by bedbugs. Now
we build real homes for the workers, four-story and five-story buildings,
right from the start.

The buildings at Camp David did look like rough wooden barracks from
the outside. On the inside, however, they were finished in quite a different
way: the interiors were very nice, though not luxurious. The rooms were
furnished in the practical American way, and the layout was good and sensible.
The rooms were quite spacious, with all the comforts of home. I was given
separate quarters, as were Gromyko and our interpreters. Everyone’s accom-
modations were excellent, complete with all the conveniences. Then Eisen-
hower suggested that we get acquainted with the neighborhood. Somewhat
later, when the American businessman Eric Johnston, who had been close to
Franklin Roosevelt, came to the USSR,’ I learned the history of how these
buildings had been put up. There was a change of administrations in America,
and Johnston remained as a confidant of the presidents regardless of whether
they were Democrats or Republicans. He performed the functions of an
unofficial diplomat and came to the Soviet Union several times. I personally
met with him twice. He was a man who held liberal positions in the American
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understanding of the term. He was in favor of peaceful coexistence. He
understood the necessity for it, which Dillon and others did not understand.
It was Johnston who told me the history of how Camp David was built.

This is what he told me: “During World War II, I went to see Roosevelt one
day. The president was sitting there completely exhausted. I was concerned
about this, and I said to him: ‘Mr. President, youre wearing yourself out.
You should arrange to get some rest somehow so that you don’t become
exhausted.” Roosevelt replied: ‘What can I do? I can’t leave Washington.
There’s a constant need for me to consult with people, and I may have to
give certain orders. That’s when I gave him this advice: ‘Arrange things so
that you don’t have to leave Washington but you have a chance to break
away temporarily and breathe some fresh air’ That was when, on Roosevelt’s
orders, these buildings were put up. This was where Roosevelt came for rest
and recuperation.”!

Johnston also told me an anecdote he heard from Roosevelt: A farmer
needed a hired hand, so he put an ad in the paper stating the conditions of
employment. A man showed up and offered his services, and the farmer
decided to try him out. He gave him a shovel and told him to dig a trench.
The hired hand soon reported: “I've done the chore. Give me another.” The
farmer ordered him to chop some wood. Soon the hired hand was back:
“The chore is done. Give me another.” The farmer told him to go through a
pile of potatoes, putting the small ones on one side and the large ones on
the other. A long time went by, and the farmer figured that the work should
have been done by then, but the hired hand still didn’t show up. He went to
see how things were going and found the worker lying there, passed out.
The farmer threw a pail of water over him. The man shook himself and said
to the boss: “I can’t do this work. Give me work where I don’t have to think.
When I chopped wood and dug a trench I didn’t have to think. But sorting
through the potatoes, I had to think about which one was big and which
one was little. That kind of work knocked me out cold.” Roosevelt added:
“So you see, to each his own!”

After Roosevelt all subsequent presidents have made use of this residence
outside Washington. Quite recently I read that some foreign visitor met with
Nixon at Camp David. The name “Camp David” is especially close to Nixon
personally because the name was chosen in honor of Eisenhower’s grandson
[David Eisenhower], who became Nixon’s son-in-law by marrying one of
Nixon’s daughters [Julie Nixon]. When Gromyko and I arrived at Camp
David, we saw right away that it was a suitable place: you could hold meetings
and engage in discussions there without any outside interference. Eisenhower

[166]



WASHINGTON AND CAMP DAVID

immediately told me what he thought would be the most convenient way
for us to organize our time there.

He asked: “Would you like to see some movies?”

I told him: “Of course, if they’re good ones.”

“Exactly what kind do you like?” he asked with a smile on his face. When
he smiled, his face had a very pleasant expression. He went on: “I personally
like cowboy movies, although they are quite empty as far as content goes,
but there are a lot of good stunts in them, including with horses. What do
you think of such films?”

I said: “When Stalin was still alive, we often had movies shown to us that
had been captured from the Germans, and among them were many cowboy
movies. After we watched them, Stalin would always curse them because of
their subject matter, but on the next day, when we came to the screening
room, he would order another cowboy movie.”

Eisenhower was overjoyed: “I'm also very fond of such films. All right
then, let’s watch some cowboy movies, as well as others that people might
suggest to us, and later we’ll have talks. I invited the U.S. Navy Band here.”

I said: “Well, that’s fine. It will be nice to listen and to see these young people.”

He said: “Yes, while we’re eating we’ll listen to the music of the navy band.”

The reception given us was fairly simple and unpretentious. At official
dinners and similar occasions, a certain type of clothing was required, but
here that was not the case. We wore our ordinary suits. In general no great
formalities were observed. In the mornings we arose earlier than the presi-
dent; maybe he was up earlier than we were, but he simply didn’t come out
of his room. Andrei Andreyevich [Gromyko] and I would meet, because we
wanted to exchange views about the questions that had been taken up the
previous day and that might arise on the present day, and also what questions
we ought to bring up and in what form. We went for a walk on a footpath by
ourselves. There was no one else around. Evidently there were guards in the
vicinity, but they had been instructed well. They kept to their places, so that
we never saw them, and they didn’t become an eyesore or a nuisance. People
might ask why Khrushchev and Gromyko had to go for walks in the morning.
Couldn’t they have talked in the rooms assigned to them? Ha! Our reasons
are well known to anyone in government! We were sure that listening
devices had been installed. An exchange of opinions in our rooms would
have meant informing those who had put the listening devices in place. We
didn’t want to give away what we were thinking about or considering in
regard to one or another question, and that’s why we thought it better to
talk things over out in the open. There too we tried to guess where listening
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devices had been set up and where, in our opinion, there were likely to be
none. American intelligence is well equipped with technical devices. We kept
that in mind and took precautionary measures.

One day when we were at Camp David, the president suggested: “What
would you think if I invited you to my farm? It’s not far from here, and we
can fly there in the helicopter.”

I replied: “With pleasure. Is it your own farm?”

“Yes, my own.”!! And so we flew there. We were in the air for some time,
and then we landed. As I recall, Eisenhower’s family, including his oldest son
[John], was living there at the time. The president introduced me to the farm
manager: “This is a general who fought with me. After the war, I offered him
the position of manager at my farm.” He was a man of middle age. I can’t say
anything more about him. Our acquaintanceship was only a passing one.
The manager showed us the property, and our host [Eisenhower] showed me
his home and introduced me to his family. In the morning he shared with me
why he didn’t take his whole family to the White House: “A president is in
office only temporarily, and I didn’t want my whole family to get used to the
comforts that a president enjoys, so that later, when my term as president
ends and I return to my own residence, they won't feel any discomfort. Here,
of course, we don’t have as much luxury.”

I agreed with him: “Yes, that makes sense.”

His home really was neither luxurious nor very large, although it was
obviously the home of a wealthy person. Of course the comforts of his
home reflected the substantial income of a rich man, but not a multi-
millionaire. Later we took a look at the farm operations. Here the farm
manager again performed his functions. We went to the part of the farm set
aside for livestock and had a look at the animals. I don’t remember how
many head of cattle there were, but it was not on a scale such as we have at
our collective farms and state farms. The number of cattle didn’t make any
special impression. They were beef cattle, very solid and well fed, with short
legs. Later I became better acquainted with this breed—not dairy cattle, but
specifically beef cattle. According to information I was given, the amount
of beef that came from these cattle was approximately 60 or 65 percent,
roughly the same as with hogs. You get about 70 percent meat from hogs, if I
remember correctly the reference data that I once had access to. With a
smile on his face Eisenhower presented me with a heifer from his farm as a
gift, and I thanked him.

Then he took me out into his fields. We didn’t walk through all the fields:
he waved his hand to show where the boundaries of his property ran.
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Mainly we looked at the crops. There was a kind of grain crop that I had not
known of previously: it was a low-growing plant similar to wheat but some-
how different. The president explained: “I grow this crop, but I don’t harvest
the grain; I just cut it all down just before winter. I plant the crop to attract
game birds. Partridges, quail, and some other birds come here. When my
neighbor’s fields have all been harvested, my field still has a crop of grain on
it, and this creates good conditions for hunting. This field is set aside for the
convenience of hunters, and footpaths have been put in. So I can go hunting
here without leaving my farm.”

This kind of hunting, I would say, is more than lordly, more than the
kind the gentry had. If you want to familiarize yourself with the hunting
methods of our landowning nobility before the revolution, read Leo Tolstoy’s
War and Peace. T have read the relevant chapters several times, and each time
after I read them I feel my temperature rising: that’s how vividly and dis-
tinctly he describes the hunting. That’s how fired up you get, especially if
you have a passion for hunting. But this section of the president’s farm set
aside for hunting didn’t inspire the same kind of excitement in me: it was
more like a shooting range where people shoot at clay pigeons flying in the
air. But here instead of clay pigeons they’d be shooting at game birds
attracted by the unharvested grain; meanwhile the hunter knew in advance
how far away the birds were and where they were flying. In short, all the
conveniences were there, with no need to put out any effort and with a
guarantee of success.

I decided to thank the president for the heifer he gave me. Once when he
was praising birch wood, I made this proposal: “If you don’t object, we’ll
send you some saplings for planting. I'll ask our forestry specialists to select
the best birch saplings, and they’ll come here and plant them for you
according to your instructions. Let that be an expression of my gratitude to
you and a memento of our meeting here on your farm.” He thanked me in
turn, and I could see that he was pleased. That is what we did later; we sent
the saplings. But meanwhile, having drunk some tea, we flew back to Camp
David and continued our talks. Now I will present the content of those talks
in general form.

Our conversations at Camp David were rather freewheeling; we walked
around the grounds and exchanged views. It must be said that Eisenhower
in private conversation and during my personal contacts with him proved to
be a very good-hearted man and a good conversationalist. During one of
our walks, Eisenhower said to me: “I would like to ask you about something,
Mr. Khrushchev. Sometimes I encounter difficulties like this: the military
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men come to me and say, ‘We need so-and-so many billion dollars for such-
and-such a project. I look at them and say: ‘We don’t have the money’ But
my generals put the pressure on me. ‘Mr. President, if you don’t give us the
money and we don’t develop this weapon, we warn you that the USSR is
already working on this problem or in general has succeeded in producing
such a weapon (they say different things at different times), so that our
armed forces are falling behind the Soviets””

I asked Eisenhower: “What do you say in reply?”

“I give them what they’re asking for; I have to.”

I said to him: “Mr. President, I encounter the same kind of difficulties.
The minister of defense comes to see me in my capacity as chairman of the
USSR Council of Ministers and says: ‘We need so many million rubles.” I
also spread my hands and say it’s impossible; we don’t have the money. The
USSR has great needs; huge sums are required to develop the economy and
produce consumer goods; we can’t give you that much. Then he says in
reply: ‘If you don’t give us the money, I warn you that the U.S. war depart-
ment has already received budgetary allocations and is carrying out this
identical research work. Conditions may arise in which our weapons
become drastically inferior to the U.S. weapons. What can one do in such a
case? I have to agree [to give the money].”

As is customary in such circumstances, we kept smiles on our faces while
we talked about all these problems.

At that point Eisenhower proposed: “Let’s agree that in the future neither
you nor I will give any more money to such projects. Why should we butt
foreheads?”

I said to him: “That is our dream. We have always wanted this kind of
thing, and if we can agree on this question, all the nations and peoples will
breathe more easily.”

We talked with him, watched movies, and ate together. Then we repeatedly
returned to the same issues, but things did not move from dead center. I
believe that Eisenhower was sincere when he said that he wanted to come to
an agreement. And I was sincere in my reply to him. But the positions of our
two countries stood in such extreme opposition to each other that the con-
ditions were simply unfavorable for coming to an agreement. After all, our
side held to the proletarian, working-class position of building socialism,
but the United States was the mightiest capitalist power and was pursuing
other goals, having assumed the role of policeman of the world. In the end I
said to Eisenhower: “Let’s come to agreement on the following basis: we will
consider our chief goal to be mutual disarmament, and the chief principle
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in our relations to be noninterference in the affairs of other countries.” This
was a freewheeling conversation, not an official negotiation session, but it
was very important. Nevertheless, our relations soon worsened, and the
tension between us reached a white-hot pitch.

What other questions did we discuss? We continued to talk about lend-
lease, until both sides had exhausted the subject. Each side had presented its
point of view in detail, but no rapprochement occurred. Dillon, as I have said,
expressed an unfriendly attitude, because he understood that if we were given
credits or loans, they would strengthen our economy and would contribute to
our industrial development. That was not in keeping with the plans of the
American monopolies. Eisenhower made some remarks from which it was
clear that he and Dillon had the same position, the official position of the U.S.
government. But the lend-lease dispute was not the main question before us,
and we did not return to it directly at Camp David.

The main question was a disarmament agreement. I saw that Eisenhower
was seriously concerned about this subject and felt that he was not just
putting on, that he really wanted to come to an agreement, so that a war
would not break out. It was up to the two superpowers to reach agreement
before all else. He expressed himself as follows: “I am a military man, I have
been in military service all my life, and I fought in the war, but I fear war
very much and would like to do everything possible to avoid it. Above all,
we need to come to an agreement with you. That is the main thing. If we
don’t want a war, then we have to come to agreement with the Soviet Union!”

I replied: “Mr. President, nothing would make me happier than an agree-
ment with you to rule out any war between our countries and consequently
a world war”

But how could we reach agreement concretely? This question preoccupied
us greatly. Other questions remained secondary: how to improve our relations,
develop trade, and establish economic, scientific, cultural, and other ties.

We knew their position and they knew ours. And I couldn’t see that any-
thing would change, that any shifts of position would take place. Therefore I
had no hope that we might come to agreement on the main question, even
though both sides understood that war should be ruled out, and more specifi-
cally that thermonuclear weapons should be banned. The American side
insisted that international monitoring and inspection should be established.
But at that time there was no way we could agree to that kind of monitoring
and inspection. I emphasize that we could not at that time. That’s why we
wanted to come to an agreement on an end to nuclear-weapons testing, which
we considered possible without international inspection and monitoring. After

(171 ]



RELATIONS WITH THE WEST: THE COLD WAR

all, any nuclear explosion can be detected nowadays because of the advanced
technological devices available. This kind of monitoring can be carried out
without installing any devices on the territory of the opposing country. It can
be done simply by monitoring from your own territory or from the territory
of your allies.

The Americans had surrounded us with military bases and were always
watching us and listening to us, so that in fact they had already established
the kind of monitoring they were talking about. Still, they insisted they
wanted to send inspectors onto our territory, although such inspectors did
not have to be from the United States [that is, they could be from another
country acting as a third party]. However, we could not accept international
monitoring and inspection. Now that I am retired, I have begun to rethink
this question. My opinion now is that such monitoring and inspection is
possible without harming our defenses because it would be done on a
mutual basis. Back then, we were lagging behind substantially in the matter
of accumulating nuclear weapons, and we didn’t have the necessary number
of missiles to deliver those weapons. We couldn’t reach the United States
with our planes either, and that left us weaker. Of course we were able to
attack the allies of the United States in Europe and Asia. We could have
blown them to smithereens.'? I am referring to the allies of the United States
in Europe and Asia where there were U.S. bases. But the economic potential
of the United States itself was beyond the range of our [nuclear] weapons.
Naturally, monitoring and inspection on the ground would not be to our
advantage: it would give the United States the opportunity to count up what
we had, using simple arithmetic, and conclude that we were weaker. And it
would occur to them that this was the most advantageous time to put an end
to us by means of war. Tomorrow would be too late for them. We understood
this, and we could not agree to have inspections on our territory.

The Americans also insisted on an expanded exchange of tourists, and
they also proposed an exchange program in the sciences, so that their scientists
could come to our country and work at our scientific research institutions
and Soviet scientists could do the same at U.S. scientific institutions. They
also suggested that there be an extensive student exchange and that our factory
managers go to their country for additional training. This was quite a posi-
tive thing, and we could derive many benefits from it. It would do us a lot of
good to borrow from their experience in management and in the organization
of production. They had further proposals, aimed at opening the borders, to
increase the exchange of people between our two countries; also the estab-
lishment of arrangements under which American literature would go on
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sale in our country and our literature would be sold in the United States, all
on a mutual basis. In principle, we could have accepted any of their proposals
other than monitoring and inspection, but inwardly we were not prepared
for that. We had not yet freed ourselves from the legacy of the Stalin era,
when every foreigner was seen as an enemy who had not yet been exposed,
one who had come to our country only for the purpose of recruiting Soviet
citizens or spying.

That’s how we had been trained, and we had not yet freed ourselves
from this Stalinist baggage. Stalin considered all this the waging of the class
struggle by means other than war and thought that it was the most intense
form of the class struggle. Stalin suffered from lack of confidence in his
own people, underestimating the inner power of resistance of Soviet people
[to outside influence]. He assumed that at the very first meeting with a
foreigner our citizens would capitulate and allow themselves to be won over
by material goods or by other types of influence that could be exerted. This
is really amazing, but unfortunately that’s the way it was. This was a psycho-
logical illness Stalin suffered from. It was not by accident that he kept
telling us that we could not stand up to the enemy. He kept saying: “Once I
die you're all going to perish. The enemy will mow you down like so many
partridges.” When the Americans insistently urged that each side, the USSR
and the United States, should conduct aerial reconnaissance over the
other’s territory, we could not agree with that either, for the reasons that I
have already mentioned. At that time the United States was stronger than
we were in nuclear weapons. We had missiles, but not in sufficient number
as of that time. We could conduct aerial reconnaissance over Western
Europe only, that is, over the territory of U.S. allies, but from our territory
we could not make flights over the United States. We didn’t have that capa-
bility. The possibilities open to each side would prove to be unequal, and
we could not agree to that.

For our part, we made some specific new proposals to Eisenhower: to
specify certain border areas of the USSR and of the NATO countries, where
each side could conduct aerial reconnaissance as well as inspection on the
ground. We proposed a fairly extensive territory along our western borders,
above all on our own soil and in East Germany, where our troops were
stationed, and we asked for a corresponding arrangement on the part of the
Western countries. We took other initiatives as well, but we were unable to
come to agreement on any of them. Certain specific proposals had been for-
mulated that we had sent to the president of the United States in advance. I
don’t remember now exactly which questions became the stumbling blocks.
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We tried to take those questions up again, but nothing came of it. Our
positions were too far apart at that time.

Let me say this about the question of peace on earth. That is the question
of question. It was, and it remains that. We ended the war with the total
defeat of Nazi Germany, but we did not sign a peace treaty with it. Its status
remained one of an occupied country, occupied by us and by the Western
powers. Later they had allowed the West Germans to establish their own
state—the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG). But the occupying troops
remained on both West German and East German soil, although their status
changed; that is, they were no longer occupation forces but the troops of
friendly countries. Two military blocs arose: in the West, the North Atlantic
Treaty organization (NATO); in the socialist countries, the Warsaw Pact. But
as before, there was no peace treaty with Germany. Thus our troops and
theirs remained facing each other and still do.

We also had different interpretations regarding West Berlin. In our view,
since it was on the territory of the German Democratic Republic (GDR; that
is, East Germany), it should remain separate from the FRG, a separate polit-
ical body. The Western powers insisted that West Berlin should belong to the
FRG (West Germany). Matters ended up with East Germany’s sovereignty
being violated. Without prior arrangement West Germany was provided the
opportunity of holding government sessions in West Berlin. This was a way
of asserting de facto that it was part of West Germany. Here combustible
material was building up that at any moment could burst into flames.
Therefore we proposed: “Let’s sign a peace treaty, making West Berlin a ‘free
city.” To put it briefly, we made various proposals, but all with the condition
that there should actually exist two separate German states, each of which
would be recognized internationally and accepted into the United Nations,
as well as establishing diplomatic relations with each other.

The United States did not agree to this and still does not agree. From the
other direction we too will not agree to what they want: they want unifica-
tion of Germany, but in a form in which the GDR would be swallowed
up by West Germany. They want a united Germany on a capitalist basis, a
Germany that without question would become an ally of the Western
powers. That position is absolutely unacceptable to us. We think it is an
incorrect approach. We could agree to that only if it was forced on us. For
our part, since we consider ourselves fairly strong and do not wish to agree
to voluntary self-destruction, we could not agree with the position the West
was insistently urging upon us. Therefore any real possibility of agreement
on this question during my stay in the United States did not arise.
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The USSR was interested in trade. There was a U.S. congressional resolu-
tion (which still exists today; it has not been retracted or annulled) banning
trade or the establishment of any kind of business relations with the USSR.
There is a list of products and items that are forbidden. In effect all major
items are banned except for canned meat or something like that, which they
would be happy to sell wherever they can to earn some money.”* I have
already recounted how this question was viewed by the president at the
White House when Dillon was present, my chief opponent on questions of
trade. In our meeting at Mr. Harriman’s house, also nothing came of this
question, although we appreciated his efforts and viewed him as more
realistic than the others. Harriman is a big capitalist. He knows our system
well and favors peaceful coexistence. He wanted to encourage the develop-
ment of commercial contacts and economic and scientific ties between our
two countries, but the conversations we had with the capitalists who gathered
at his home showed that, for the time being, this was unrealistic; they were
not yet ready. It was not by chance that his guests would ask us ironically:
“What can you sell us, Mr. Khrushchev, what kind of goods? From us you
can buy quite a number of different products of interest to you, but what do
you have to sell us?” Of course this was a difficult question for us. Formerly
we had sold them manganese, but then they began buying manganese from
Turkey. With the help of American capital, Turkey expanded its mining of
manganese. Manganese deposits also began to be exploited in other coun-
tries, so that U.S. industry was entirely able to meet its needs without us.
Our manganese lost the value that it previously had. One of Harriman’s
guests asked: “Is there a lot of demand for your crabs?” It was a mocking
question because a special resolution had been passed forbidding the
import of Soviet crabs into the United States because supposedly they were
the product of “slave labor” in the USSR, and so they were boycotting our
crabs. Try to argue that one! In our country, supposedly, we have “slave labor.”
Meanwhile, in the capitalist countries all items of value are supposedly
produced in some other way [that is, by free labor]. Is that so? Are things so
completely different there? .. .1

So then, we couldn’t even sell them crabs and vodka. Incidentally, even if
we could sell those products, we wouldn’t earn much, although if the
Americans would agree to it, trade between our countries could begin.
The opportunities are there. The USSR needs to acquire various types of
equipment, items of interest to us to successfully speed up our industrial
development. And since we have gold mines, we could pay for the equip-
ment with gold, but they refuse to sell it to us even for gold.
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Thus, when we began to sort through the specific matters of interest to
both sides, matters requiring some sort of resolution, we ran into obstacles
that we couldn’t overcome. These obstacles prevented any rapprochement,
but we couldn’t clear them away. And I suddenly sensed that Eisenhower
had gone limp. He had the look of a man who has fallen through an ice
hole; he was soaking wet, and water was dripping from his brow. Evidently
I didn’t look any better. On the other hand maybe I did look a little better,
because I hadn’t nursed any illusions ahead of time. We had had no hope,
on this very first trip, of removing all the obstacles on the road toward eco-
nomic rapprochement and the establishment of trade with the capitalist
countries. We wanted to introduce ourselves and have a look at the United
States and to demonstrate that we were strong-willed and would not just
give in; we would not make just any old one-sided concession that America
might demand. Of course we felt aggrieved by the situation. We wanted to
settle the questions in dispute between us, but we saw that the conditions
for this had not yet matured.

We also raised the question (and it was one we always raised) of the
withdrawal of troops from foreign territories and the elimination of foreign
military bases. And we proposed that military alliances be dissolved, elimi-
nating both NATO and the Warsaw Pact. Here again the Americans were
not ready or willing. Even when we proposed this, we felt that the conditions
were not yet ripe for it either. It was a propaganda move on our part. We
had made such proposals before, even before my trip to America. At that
time we had good relations with China. I met with Mao Zedong and we
exchanged views. He already knew about this proposal from the press and
from information we had provided, and he expressed his doubts: “It is
hardly worthwhile to move in that direction now. If they accept this proposal,
you will have to withdraw your troops from the GDR; then it will not be
able to ensure its independence; it will collapse, and we will lose it.” At that
time Mao still said “we.” That is, the interests of all the socialist countries
were the same, including those of the Soviet Union and China, and they all
held the same views.

I explained to him that the agreement would be mutual: the Americans,
French, and British would also withdraw their troops from West Germany. But
Mao thought that the results would not be of equal value, that there was an
absence of equivalence in the proposal. It may be that there was some sound
thinking in his mind then. But I objected: “We are doing this for propaganda
purposes, because we are certain that the United States will not accept this
now. And by the time their understanding develops fully, the GDR will already
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be something different, with greater capabilities, and it will be able to provide
for the security of the socialist system [within its borders] using its own inter-
nal forces and resources. If an invasion came from the West, we would come to
the GDR’s assistance. This is especially because in the future their capabilities
and resources will be greater. That’s why this proposal doesn’t weaken us; on
the contrary, it strengthens us from the point of view of our propaganda offen-
sive against the capitalist world, our campaign for peaceful coexistence with
the widest possible mobilization of public opinion—which is a very big base of
support for what we are advocating.”

To return to the subject of Camp David, our conversations gradually ran
their course. We were approaching the end of our visit, and we had achieved
nothing in actuality. What kind of communiqué could there be to sum up
the visit? I sensed that Eisenhower felt discouraged over this also, but there
was nothing I could do to help him."> Lunchtime came, and we had decided
after lunch to return to Washington. Eisenhower suggested: “Let’s go from
Camp David to Washington by car, so that you can see that part of the
country.” I agreed. It was interesting for me to see how crowded the roads
were. I had read a lot about that, but wanted to see it for myself. The meal
was a ceremonious occasion, but the atmosphere at the table was like being
in a house where someone is deathly ill. The same kind of feeling prevailed
on both sides, but the president seemed to feel it to an even greater extent. It
was like a funeral dinner, not a wedding banquet. We had simply made con-
tact [and that was all]. Really it was neither a wedding nor a funeral, as the
saying goes. Apparently the president had gone out in front of his col-
leagues, was a little bit ahead of his time, when he decided to invite us, and
now he felt that his hopes had not been justified, because no agreement had
been reached. I repeat that there could have been agreement, but it was nec-
essary to take realistic and rational steps toward that end. If you made an
agreement without any concessions from your side, that would mean you
were trying to force the other side to capitulate. When the United States
invited us, it took an initiative after many long years of ideological warfare
that we had been engaged in. By itself the invitation should not have given
them any hope that they could force us to capitulate. On the contrary, our
positions had been strengthened. Our country was unassailable, and we
were standing as solid as granite.

So anyhow, we had lunch. Then we got in a car to make the trip together
with Eisenhower. I don’t remember how many times we exchanged remarks
as we were driving, but we spoke sparingly. There was no flow of conversa-
tion. Questions were asked about the natural surroundings, and we talked
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about other small things that might have impressed us along the way. As my
host, Eisenhower explained everything to me [that we saw along the way],
but that was just an expression of obligatory courtesy, as though forcing
himself to say things which at another time might remain unsaid. We
arrived in Washington. Eisenhower took me to the place where I was staying
[Blair House] and then went off to the White House. That meant it was all
over, right?

Toward the end of my stay in the United States, it was reported to me that
a group of American capitalists wanted to hold a dinner in my honor and
asked for my consent.'®

After the earlier meeting in New York I had no particular enthusiasm for
such an event, because that earlier meeting had been organized to include
quite an extensive group. A large number of people had attended, but no
real exchange of opinions had occurred. Here again an official reception by
businessmen was in the offing, but it would be a small group. I was told that
it would be worth going, nevertheless, because some influential people were
expected to attend. The invitation specified some fifteen or twenty people. I
gave my consent, and the dinner was arranged not far from our embassy. It
was held in the evening, as is customary in their country, with candles, soft
light, semi-darkness. We sat at a dinner table. There was food and drink in
moderate quantities. However, that wasn’t really important. Businessmen
know how to drink, but they don’t overdo it; they know how to conduct
themselves in company.

Every possible kind of question was asked of me. I replied to those that
deserved an answer, and I replied jokingly to questions that were meant as
jokes. One old man, who was quite decrepit, but who was very wealthy and
influential, as I was told, kept asking how much gold we produced and why
we didn’t trade with America for gold. He thought they would sell us goods
in exchange for gold.!” Of course we did mine gold, but we kept it in reserve
“for a rainy day,” because it was always possible that bad times might come.
Gold would always be tempting to the capitalist world. Also, we did not
really mine that much gold, just enough to satisfy our needs for items that
we could pay for only with gold. Our needs were much greater [than what
we could pay for with gold]. That’s why trade on the basis of mutuality was
required. Only that could create the possibility of an extensive exchange of
goods, as well as ideas and cultural values. I gave my answer along those
lines. People seemed to be satisfied with my reply. In fact they found my
reply witty and not only laughed, but roared with laughter. What was it that
I said to produce this result? I said: “Mr. So-and-So (I don’t remember his
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name), I will answer your question about gold. Are you familiar with the
statement made at one time by our leader Vladimir Ilyich Lenin, that we
should hold onto our gold for the time being? At a certain stage of develop-
ment of human society [Lenin said] gold will lose its value, and therefore
gold should be kept in reserve, to make public toilets out of. That’s what
we’re keeping our gold for, and when the time comes and communist society
has been established, gold will lose its value as a means of exchange, and
then, to carry out Lenin’s testament, we will use gold to decorate the public
toilets under communist society. That’s why we’re holding on to our gold.”

The capitalists present gave free rein to their lung power; they reacted to
my remarks with noisy good humor. I don’t remember how the man who
asked the question reacted. He then began to ask new questions: about our
country, its political structure, and made some absurd remarks. I replied
accordingly, allowing myself to use irony. The audience understood it and
took it well. One of the capitalists came over to me later and whispered in
my ear: “Mr. Khrushchev, don’t worry. We were rather embarrassed our-
selves by his foolish questions. He’s very old. But we all understand that
your answers were correct, and we approve of them.” It was pleasant for me
to hear that. Unfortunately I cannot cite any particular subjects that might
have given us hope for the development of business contacts between our
two countries. Nevertheless, it was a useful meeting, if only because I was
able to listen directly to what they had to say and they could hear what I had
to say firsthand, and thus they obtained a more exact and specific grasp of
our political positions. Personal contacts and personal acquaintance always
produce positive results.

I remember what was said about the importance of personal contacts
by an American named [Marshall] MacDulffie.!® He was in Kiev right after
the war, representing an organization that was helping countries that had
suffered from the Nazi invasion [the United Nations Relief and Rehabilita-
tion Administration, UNRRA]. The head of this organization was [Fiorello]
LaGuardia," the mayor of New York, who was also a friend of Franklin
Roosevelt. LaGuardia was of Italian origin.?

MacDuffie had a good attitude toward us, and he tried to accommodate
us to the extent that he could. What we wanted from him didn’t jibe with
the instructions he had received concerning the range of goods he was
allowed to supply to us. The United States was offering us leftovers from the
war: canned meat and other consumer-type products. We were trying to
obtain machinery, and we needed large pipe, with a diameter of 500 milli-
meters, to build the first major gas pipeline in the USSR from western
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Ukraine to Kiev. We asked for modern machinery to dig the trenches for
laying the pipe, and that we did receive. Machines that covered the pipe with
insulation were an especially valuable item. Our specialists were seeing such
machines for the first time; before that they didn’t know the machines
existed. These machines helped lay the groundwork later for all our pipeline
work. [We copied these machines and began production of them in the
Soviet Union.]

After the organization I have mentioned was shut down [UNRRA’s Euro-
pean operations ended on June 30, 1947], MacDuffie came to the Soviet
Union, and I received him [on November 14, 1954]. He said: “Mr. Khrushchev,
if only you could come to our country and show everyone that you are the
same kind of person we are. Americans think the Soviet people are some-
how different, or that they aren’t human at all. Direct communication would
have great importance for bringing us closer together. The fact that you
fought together with the Americans against Hitler and that you were the
main force that defeated Hitler’s military machine and that you paid with
your blood in behalf of all who were fighting against Hitler—that’s been
forgotten. As the saying goes, the honeymoon is over.”

Yes, the Cold War was raging, after being unleashed by Churchill.?! The
indoctrination machine run by monopoly capital, which controls the means
of influencing people’s minds, had carried things to a point where we were
no longer considered human. And MacDulffie expressed his views about
that. If we take into consideration what he said about his fellow Americans,
then it was unquestionably beneficial for us to meet with the group of busi-
nessmen in Washington. My questions and my answers, and the character of
this meeting, were described by journalists. Later a collective work recounting
my trip through the United States was published in the USSR.?? I think this
book was fairly objective and useful. I sometimes meet people now who are
familiar with the book, and they say they read it with great pleasure and
have kept it as a memento of that time.

I also took the liberty of traveling around Washington in order to get to
know the city. I even took walks on foot, going short distances from my
residence. The city is wealthy, clean, beautiful, and green. It is like one of our
provincial towns but more wealthy. It is not New York; and it does not have
that constant noise of a big city. I liked very much the way Washington was
laid out, and I liked its architecture. It has fewer skyscrapers; its buildings
are solid and of good quality. During one of my walks one day (and the
journalists were always on duty and therefore accompanied me, recording
every step for posterity), I went to the Lincoln Memorial.® I entered the
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structure, removed my hat, and made a bow to show my respect for the man
who had taken up arms against the slave owners. I wanted to offer the respect
that was due to this former rail-splitter from a former miner of former Russia.
The American journalists played this all up afterward, giving it a good tone.

In keeping with our itinerary Eisenhower gave a reception in my honor.*
Was it a reception or a dinner? No, most likely it was a dinner. We sat at a
table with dishes in front of us. And when we went from the reception room
to the dining room to take our seats someone whispered in my ear that I
should take the president’s wife by the hand and go in with her. The presi-
dent of the United States did the same thing with Nina Petrovna. We were
treated to dishes that were plentiful and very nourishing. The Americans
cook tasty dishes. When they brought in the steaks, they turned out to be as
large as the plates they were lying on. I took one look at them and turned to
Eisenhower: “Mr. President, it’s impossible to eat so much!” He burst into
a smile: “Mr. Khrushchev, I assure you that you will even ask for seconds.”
And he was right. It was prepared very tastily. I ate the steak with pleasure
and, to give the president some satisfaction, asked for seconds. He chuckled
and said: “There, you see!”

At the table you don’t negotiate; there is only small talk. People eat and
propose toasts, and so the time goes by. Afterward, when we were asked to
go into a separate room, [the smoking room] where coffee would be served,
we broke up into smaller groups. I sat at a small table with the president and
some admiral. Fisenhower recommended the man as his good friend. There
were five of us at the little table, but I don’t know who the others were. We
exchanged opinions on random topics. The admiral, who made a constant
display of politeness, said: “I would like to ask you to accept a gift from me,
from my company.” As I recall, it was two heifers and a steer of the same
breed that Eisenhower presented to me [later].

I immediately said: “I gladly accept your valuable gift, and most of all I
appreciate your attentiveness toward me.”

Actually that’s all that has remained in my memory about that dinner.
Nothing else happened that was worthy of note. We had already exchanged
opinions on all important questions elsewhere and among a different group
of people.

Ambassador Menshikov, who knew the United States well, helped me with
advice and reference material, providing me with background information
whenever a meeting was in the offing. He knew the people there better than
anyone else did, and it was his obligation to know such things. That’s why
he had the staff he did. That’s what they were for. He fulfilled all the
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requirements of his appointed office and was useful to me. At his request I
had a general meeting with the staff of the Soviet embassy [in Washington],
brought them greetings from our native country, and wished them well.

The only thing I wish to add here is about Vice President Nixon, but it’s
in regard to our earlier encounter with him. This happened before my trip
to the United States, in summer 1959, at an American exhibition of items
from everyday life and culture. It was set up in Sokolniki Park in Moscow.
Nixon came to the Soviet Union to open the exhibition. The exhibition was
not a success, because, as it turned out, its organizers did not have a serious
attitude toward it: its aim was purely propagandistic, because it consisted
mainly of photographs and exhibits by certain American graphic artists and
sculptors. Most of these exhibits were in the modernist style. It seemed to
me that the exhibition as a whole did not make a good impression on most
of those who visited it, but rather it repelled them. Undoubtedly it also had
some admirers. In every society, at every stage of a society’s development,
various ideas arise: both progressive ideas and other kinds, including per-
versions. Possibly it was this latter aspect that pleased some of the visitors.
Previously I had heard a lot about modern art. (Our people who traveled
abroad in an official capacity had informed me about it.) So I decided to go
have a look for myself, to see what these new cultural trends amounted to.

Even before the opening of the exhibition [in May 1959], when the Amer-
icans were just building their pavilion, I went by to see it. I was interested
in how it was put together from components previously manufactured in
the United States and then shipped to Moscow. I liked this: they had accom-
plished this practical task rationally and constructively. Nixon opened
the exhibition. T don’t remember which other members of our leadership
attended. We looked around the pavilion. It was covered with diagrams and
photographs, and all of this was done very colorfully, in order to make an
impression. [As I have said,] the exhibition had a purely propagandistic
character and did not satisfy the needs of our leading industrial, technical,
and party cadres. Our attitude toward it was critical and challenging. For us,
items of practical use took the first place, and objects providing aesthetic
satisfaction came after.

I looked over the section of the pavilion devoted to artists. Not only did it
not make a good impression on me; I found it repugnant. What I saw in the
sculpture section simply astounded me. There was a sculpture of a woman. I
don’t have the necessary eloquence to describe what was portrayed there: it
was some kind of deformed female body without proper proportion, simply
an impossible monstrosity. The American journalists asked me how I liked
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it (and they knew my attitude toward this genre in the arts); it was as
though they were trying to egg me on. So I answered: “How would the
mother of this sculptor regard a son who has depicted woman in such a
form? This person is probably some sort of degenerate. I think it’s obvious
that it’s not normal. Because a person who looks at nature normally could
not portray the female form in this manner.”

Other exhibits also made a bad impression on me. From my point of
view there was nothing there that could be put to practical use. There was
virtually no new technology. But we were literally chasing after any kind of
innovation, and we expected that the Americans would show us something.
After all, they could have put many interesting things on display. At the
exhibition there was an American kitchen on display. I stopped in to look at
it as I was passing by. Later our conversation [with Vice President Nixon]
served as a subject for the publications of the journalists for a long time.
When U.S.-Soviet relations were discussed, the “kitchen debate” between
Khrushchev and Nixon always came up. Our conversation dragged on for a
long time. When I began to look at the items on display in the kitchen and
at the kitchen appliances, I saw quite a few things of interest, but there were
also some things that were obviously there for no good reason. For example,
one of the items I singled out—a subject Nixon and I spent some time on—
was an automatic squeezer for lemon juice. I asked a question, and that’s
how it all started: “Mr. Nixon, I think the organizers of this exhibition don’t
have a serious attitude toward the USSR and are showing us things that are
not the most important. Here’s an automatic device for squeezing juice. But
for tea you only need a few drops. Does this kind of automatic device make
a housewife’s work easier or does it not? In my opinion, it does not: it takes
less time and labor to simply cut the lemon with a knife.”

Although I grew up among miners, lemons were available to us, and we
bought them. We often drank tea with lemon. A lemon cost ten kopecks.
The lemons came from Turkey, as I recall. We also drank tea with milk. That
custom was apparently borrowed from the British who owned the mines.
Our workers rubbed elbows with the lower level British personnel. So I knew
something about lemons, and I continued: “You can do the job quicker by
hand than with this complex apparatus that you have on display. What are
you showing us that for? Do you want to lead us astray with a display of
unrealistic objects?” He argued back and did so very heatedly. I answered in
the same spirit because in an argument I also get my blood up (vkhozhu v
azart). Our argument blazed away, becoming long and drawn out. Of course
the journalists accompanying us noticed this. They had their tape recorders
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with them and recorded it all. For a long time after that the journalists
played up our argument in the bourgeois press.

In the end I asked this question: “Mr. Nixon, are the American kitchen
appliances and devices that you have on display here already in use in your
country? Do housewives there use such things?”

You have to give him credit; he told the truth: “No, these are the first
models, prototypes.”

Laughter resounded all around. And I said: “Then it’s all clear. You're
demonstrating your innovations, but you haven’t introduced them into every-
day life in your own country. What did you think—that we weren’t capable
of figuring things out and would be delighted by any kind of nonsense?”

It was a sharp and bitter dispute, seemingly about the kitchen, but in reality
about the two systems, socialism and capitalism. The Americans wanted to
show how well organized everyday life was in their country; they wanted to
stun the imaginations of the Russians. And they succeeded in part. There
were a great many new things at the exhibition, including good ones that
deserved to be transferred to our socialist conditions. But there were also
items that obviously had no realistic basis, devices that they themselves did
not use. In general Nixon conducted himself as the representative of a
major capitalist country. A high level of technological thought, inventiveness,
scientific discoveries, everything new that moves culture forward was on
display, but only in photographs. The only real-life item was the kitchen,
along with a few other things.

Before the opening of the exhibition, Nixon went to a peasants’ market.
He behaved arrogantly. He offered money to some worker he saw there. The
worker demonstratively refused the money and told Nixon off in no uncer-
tain terms.?

In our country Nixon was seen as a man of reactionary views hostile
to the Soviet Union. Ideologically he was an apprentice of the reactionary
McCarthy.?

After I was already retired on a pension, Nixon visited the Soviet Union
again, this time as a private individual, together with his wife. They traveled
around our country and on the way back came to Moscow. Nixon tried to
find out where I was living and wanted to visit me. He came to my Moscow
apartment on the assumption that I was in the city, but he was told I wasn’t
there.?”” I found out about this after he had left the USSR, and I regret that
we didn’t meet. I was touched by his attentiveness, especially in view of the
fact that previously our relations had been quite strained. Most often when
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we met we exchanged cutting remarks. But here he had made a display of
human concern toward me, and I regretted that I didn’t have the opportu-
nity to shake his hand.

Time was running out for my stay in the United States. We made prepa-
rations to depart, and at the appointed hour we went to the air base
[Andrews Air Force Base]. The same kind of ceremony was held as when we
had landed: the president®® accompanied us, we were surrounded by an
honor guard, and farewell speeches were given. In short, all the procedures
that are standard for every country were done according to protocol. But
this was all done at a very high level and with great ceremony. The soldiers
wore elegant uniforms, the air base was decked out artistically, and a platform
was ready for the speakers. Everything was shining brightly and decorated
with flowers. My eye was struck by the brightness of the red carpets. And the
ceremony was arranged magnificently. We went up the ramp the same way
we had when we disembarked from the plane, with the help of a temporary
section that was added.

I have already mentioned that during my trip around the United States I
was offered the use of a Boeing-707, the president’s plane [Air Force One], a
very good, powerful plane with remarkable conveniences and a separate
salon, isolated from other sections of the plane. But our TU-114 was just as
well equipped. It had a turboprop engine, whereas the Boeing had a turbojet
engine. The noise in the section of the [American] plane where I had been
seated had been less [than in our plane]. Our plane was geared for long-
distance flights, and “sleeping quarters” were provided, so that I could sleep
at night. In Washington the Americans looked over our TU-114, and we were
able to shine in the eyes of the Americans; we knew how to build our own
planes, which met all the needs for long-distance flights and provided comforts
that were not bad at all. It made a big impression on the Americans.

It’s true that just before our plane flew off there occurred an incident of
a provocative nature. Literally only minutes remained, counting down to
the time of our flight’s departure when suddenly the chief of our guards
informed me that some unknown person had warned over the phone that a
bomb had been planted in Khrushchev’s airplane, and with that the person
hung up. Our security chief assured me that we should go ahead and fly!
He was absolutely convinced that this was a provocation. Everything had
been inspected carefully during the loading of the plane. Even in people’s
personal belongings or luggage, no inappropriate object could have made it
on board the plane, especially not a bomb. No unauthorized persons had
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been allowed to get near the plane, and there had been people on duty
around the clock [guarding the plane]. I said: “All right, let’s fly”” As everyone
knows, we completed the flight over the vast expanse of the ocean safely and
landed in Moscow. That’s the kind of nasty little thing the Americans tossed
at us. They wanted to test our nerves and see if we would give in to panic.
But the dirty trick didn’t work, and those who organized the provocation
were unable to derive any satisfaction from it.

In that same year, in October 1959, I returned from China to Vladivostok
and inspected the bay there that is called the Golden Horn.? [In Vladivostok]
a big, boisterous, spontaneous public meeting occurred. I was asked to tell
about my trip to the United States. During the Russian civil war the Americans
had landed troops at the Bay of the Golden Horn, and the older people
remembered it well. Some of them had fought in the ranks of the guerrillas,
or “partisans,” against the interventionists.*® I told about my trip. There was
a very stormy positive reaction on the part of the people. Thunderous
applause echoed amid cries of “Hurrah!” and I understood it all correctly. I
didn’t take credit for this personally. Each of us represents our country at
some point in one or another post that we occupy in life. The labor of the
Soviet people had raised impoverished Russia to great heights, which forced
others to recognize our greatness and had obliged the U.S. government to
invite our delegation to come visit. America had begun to seek out possi-
bilities for improving relations with the Soviet Union. That’s what people
were applauding for.

People will say, well, it didn’t work out! That’s not exactly true. Not every-
thing wor