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RESEARCH NOTE: ing World War 1. When the GKO wasfor Internal Affairs (NKVD) since 1941,
DOCUMENTING THE EARLY disbanded on 4 September 1945, the Specsarving with the rank of general.
SOVIET NUCLEAR WEAPONS Committee was recastas a“Special Commit-  Fourth, Vannikov was appointed chair-
PROGRAM tee of the USSR Council of People’s Comman of the Technical Council, and Alikhanov
missars.” (The Council of People’s Comwas appointed the scientific secretary of the
by Mark Kramer missars was itself renamed the USSR Cou@ouncil. The text of Stalin’s edict does not

cil of Ministers in March 1946.) Shortly afterbear out David Holloway’s assertion (in
Two recent developments pertaining t@eria’s arrest on 26 June 1953, the Specitalin and the Boly p. 135) that Pervukhin,

the early Soviet nuclear weapons program-Sommittee of the USSR Council of Minis-Zavenyagin, and Kurchatov were appointed
the declassification of an edict promulgateters (as it was then known) was dissolvedieputies to Vannikov on the Council. In
by Josif Stalin in August 1945, and theand the staff and organizations under itact, Pervukhin, as noted above, was not on
issuance of a directive by the Russian gowontrol were transferred to the newly formethe Technical Council at all. Zavenyagin
ernment in mid-1995—are worth noting.Ministry of Medium Machine-Building. and Kurchatov were members of the Coun-
Each development is covered here briefly, Secon, the edict provided for the cre-cil, but were not listed as deputy chairmen.
and the relevant documentation is providedtion of a Technical Council, which was to  Fifth, the other new subordinate organ

at the end. report directly to the GKO’s Special Com-created by Stalin’s edict—a First Main Di-
mittee. Until now, Western experts such actorate of the Council of People’'s Com-
The Establishment of Beria’'s David Holloway had thought that the Techmissars—also was placed under Vannikov's
Special Committee nical Council was set up as an integral part slupervision, and Zavenyagin was appointed

the newly-created First Main Directorate of first deputy. Vannikov and Zavenyagin

Exploration of the basic processes inthe Council of People’'s Commissars (athus enjoyed the distinction of serving on all
volved in nuclear fission began in the Sovietntity that is discussed beloWA close look three of the main bodies created by Stalin’s
Union well before World War Il, and seri-at Stalin’s edict shows that on this poinedict. Four officials who were not on either
ous work aimed at building nuclear weapHolloway was incorrect. The Technicathe GKO’s Special Committee or the Tech-
ons was initiated at a top-secret researcdouncil was established as a separate bodigal Council were appointed deputy heads
facility in Moscow, known simply as Labo- under the Special Committee, not under thef the First Main Directorate: Nikolai
ratory No. 2, in early 1943. Over the nexFirst Main Directorate (which itself was sub-Borisov, the deputy chairman of Gosplan;
two years the Soviet nuclear bomb programrdinated to the Special Committee). Pyotr Meshik, the head of the NKVD’s eco-
was spurred on by intelligence disclosures  Third, of the nine members of the GKO’snomic directorate and deputy head of the
about the Manhattan Project in the Unite&pecial Committee, five were also member$Smersh” Main Counterintelligence Direc-
States, but it was not until after the fightingf the 11-man Technical Council. The extorate; Andrei Kasatkin, the First Deputy
ended—and the technical feasibility ofceptions were Beria, Georgii MalenkovPeople’s Commissar for the Chemical In-
nuclear weaponry had been vividly demonNikolai Voznesenskii, and Mikhail dustry (which Pervukhin headed); and Pyotr
strated by the bombs dropped on Hiroshim@ervukhin. (N.B.: Nikolai Voznesenskii, Antropov, a geologist and deputy member
and Nagasaki—that an all-out program wathe director of the State Planning Commitefthe GKO. Antropov was placed in charge
launched in the USSR. On 20 August 194%¢e—known as Gosplan for short—shouldfacommission responsible for the explora-
the supreme leader of the Soviet Union anabt be confused with the distinguished phystion and mining of uranium.
chairman of the wartime State Defense Congist lvan Voznesenskii, who was a member  Sixh, the documentwas forthright about
mittee (GKO), Josif Stalin, formed a nine-of the Technical Council.) It standstoreasothe need for the Soviet Union to ensure
member “Special Committee” under thehat the three senior political officials on theaccess to foreign sources of uranium, in-
GKO'’s auspices to oversee the whole S&pecial Committee—Beria, Malenkov, analuding deposits “in Bulgaria, Czechoslova-
viet bomb effort. The Special CommitteeNikolai Voznesenskii—would not have beerkia, and other countries.” Although it did
was placed under the direction of Stalin'sncluded on the Technical Council, bunotspecifically mention eastern Germany as
top aide, Lavrentii Beria, the notorious sePervukhin’s absence is somewhat more pua- source of uranium, the Soviet zone in
cretpolice chief. The edictthat Stalinissuedling, since he was in charge of the USSRG@ermany (which was transformed into the
(No. GKO-9887ss/op) to establish the Spechemical industry at the time. The Technicaberman Democratic Republic in 1949) be-
cial Committee and its two main subordi-Council consisted predominantly of recame the largest supplier by far for the
nate organizations was declassified and puhewned physicists: Igor Kurchatov, PyotiSoviet bomb program. The importance of
lished in the July-August 1995 issue oKapitsa, Abram loffe, Abram Alikhanov, uraniumin Soviet policy toward Germanyin
Voenno-istoricheskii zhurng{“Military-  Yulii Khariton, Isaak Kikoin, and Ivan the late 1940s should not be underestimated,
Historical Journal”), pp. 65-67. The full Voznesenskii. The other four members inas Norman Naimark points out in his recent

text is provided below in translation. cluded a radiochemist, Vitalii Khlopin, andbook The Russians in Germany: A History
Several points about the document ariaree highly capable industrial managers araf the Soviet Zone of Occupation, 1945-
worth noting: engineers: Boris Vannikov, Avraamiil949(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University

First, Stalin’s edict placed the SpeciaZavenyagin, and Vasilii Makhnev.Press, 1995), pp. 235-250.
Committee under the control of the GKOZavenyagin, among other things, had beena Sevenththe GKO’s Special Committee
the supreme organ in the Soviet Union dudeputy to Beria atthe People’s Commissariatas given almost unlimited discretion over
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its own funding and operations, a sign of theables recently declassified by the U.S. Nagaze& on 7 June 1995 (p. 5), listed 20
overriding priority that Stalin attached to theional Security Agency, see below). individuals who were given responsibility
development of nuclear weapons. An entir®lerkulov had been giving periodic reportdor “studying archival documents and devel-
directorate was set up within Gosplan téo Beria before August 1945 about the tecteping proposals concerning their declassifi-
ensure that all necessary resources weneal progress of the Manhattan Project anchtion” for an official anthology. The full
available. Despite the ravages of the war aradbout the prospects of locating adequatext of that directive, including the 20 mem-
the need for mass reconstruction, no estores of fissionable material. In mid-Octobers of the Working Group, is featured be-
pense was spared in the drive to build ber 1945, shortly after the GKO’s Specialow.

nuclear bomb. Although the extravaganc€Eommittee was formed, Merkulov sent a  The combination of Yeltsin's decree
of Beria’'s efforts proved troubling to somefollow-up report to Beria, which drew onand Chernomyrdin’s directive provides some
of the participants, their objections were oelaborate information supplied by the spgause for concern. The announcement of
practical, not moral, grounds. Pyotr Kapits&laus Fuchs in June and September. Thmans for an official anthology is a welcome
cited this matter (as well as his sharp pereport provided a detailed technical overstep, but unless it is followed by a more
sonal differences with Beria) when he wrot&iew of the design, dimensions, and compasystematic declassification of archival ma-
a letter to Stalin in November 1945 asking taents of a plutonium bomb (the type of bomkerials, the proposed anthology will give
be removed from the program. Kapitsaropped on Nagasaki). In subsequemnly a very limited—and perhaps mislead-
argued that the path chosen by Beria wasonths, Merkulov and Kuznetsov contining—depiction of the early Soviet nuclear
“beyond our means and will take a longied to furnish invaluable data about bomtwveapons program. Unfortunately, judging
time,” and he insisted that a “methodical antechnology and uranium supplies. The infrom the instructions approved by Yeltsin
well-planned” program would enable theclusion of Point 13 in Stalin’s edict is oneand Chernomyrdin, it appears that, at least
Soviet Union to build nuclear weapondurther indication of the crucial role of intel-for now, no broader release of documents is

“quickly and cheaply 2 ligence in the Soviet nuclear bomb programunder consideration.

Eighth, Stalin’s edict specified the need The composition of the Working Group
for increased espionage vis-a-vis the U.S. The Russian Government’s also does not bode well. The affiliations and
nuclear program. Until this time, responsi- May 1995 Directive backgrounds of most of the 20 members
bility for Soviet foreign intelligence had imply that archival openness will not be

been spread among several agencies (and On 17 February 1995 Russian Presidettiteir paramount concern:
the NKVD's role in the process was venBoris Yeltsinissued a decree “Onthe Prepa- *** The panel is chaired by Lev
limited), but the edict gave Beria direct conration and Publication of an Official Compi-Dmitrievich Ryabeyv, a first deputy Minister
trol overall nuclear espionage carried out byation of Archival Documents Pertaining toof Atomic Energy. Ryabev has decades of
Soviet intelligence organs, including thdehe History of the Development of Nucleaexperience in the Soviet/Russian nuclear
People’s Commissariat on State Securitfeapons in the USSR."This decree (No. weapons program, including several years
(NKGB, later renamed the Committee orl80) was published in the 1 March 199%beginning in 1986) when he served as head
State Security, or KGB), the Intelligenceissue 6 Rossiiskaya gazetand an English of the Ministry of Medium Machine-Build-
Directorate of the Red Army (RUKA, latertranslation was provided in the Spring 19981, the body now known as the Ministry of
renamed the Main Intelligence Directorateissue of the CWIHmLUlletin (p. 57). The Atomic Energy. (Although Ryabev cur-
or GRU, of the Soviet General Staff), andlecree stipulated that certain archival mateently is only a first deputy minister rather
other unspecified intelligence bodies. Copdals were to be released for an official comthan a minister, his retention of a senior post
ies of this part of the edict (Point 13) werepilation (sbornik of documents (presum-in the former Soviet nuclear weapons com-
distributed to Vsevolod Merkulov, theably a single volume) on the Soviet Union’glex is a sign of his trustworthiness and
People’'s Commissar for State Security, angursuit of nuclear weapons between 1948olitical acumen.) As an institution, the
Fyodor Fedotovich Kuznetsov, the chief oind 1954. It did not, however, provide foMinistry of Atomic Energy has been ex-
the RUKA. (Incidentally, the mention ofany broader declassification of materialtremely wary of releasing documents that
Kuznetsov's surname on the distribution listelated to the early Soviet nuclear progranwould shed any light on Soviet nuclear weap-
confirms, for the first time, that he was head The February 1995 decree indicatedns developments. Ryabev has been among
of Soviet military intelligence in the 1940s.that a Working Group was to be establishetthose who have expressed the need for “great
Kuznetsov is described in Soviet militarywithin one month (i.e., by mid-March 1995)caution.”
reference works as having been the deputy begin considering whichdocuments might  *** One of the two deputy chairmen of
chief of the General Staff from 1943 to 194%e released for an official compilation. Thighe Working Group, G. A. Tsyrkov, is also a
but he was never explicitly identified as heatlVorking Group, formed under the auspicesenior official in the Ministry of Atomic
of the RUKA.) of the Russian government's Commissioknergy. Like Ryabev, Tsyrkov has been
Both Merkulov and Kuznetsov had beerfor the Comprehensive Solution of the Probleery of divulging any information about
overseeing a massive operationto gain intdem of Nuclear Weapons, was not actuall$oviet nuclear technology and design prac-
ligence about nuclear weapons technologget up until 24 May 1995, some two monthsces.
as the newly released “Venona” documentsehind schedule. Directive No. 728-R, *** Of the other 18 members of the
amply show (for more about these docusigned by Russian Prime Minister Viktorworking Group, five are senior officials
ments, partially decrypted Sovietintelligenc&€hernomyrdin and publishedRossiiskaya from the Atomic Energy Ministry and five



CoLb WAR INTERNATIONAL HisTORY PROJECTBULLETIN 267

are high-ranking military officers from the July 1995, contained numerous documenfgograms, and he provided useful informa-
Ministry of Defense, including the Generalthat shed light on the activities of Sovietion to David Holloway for the bdoStalin
Staff. The Defense Ministry, like the Atomicspies in the Manhattan Project. The discland the Borb. No doubt, Khariton is more
Energy Ministry, has been highly skepticakure of these materials may erode the tradiclined than the other panel members to
as an institution about the merits of releagional secrecy about such matters in Mosirge the release of extensive documentation,
ing documents for scholarly purposes. Rugow. Secod, some officials in the Russianespecially materials that would shed light on
sian military archivists have been especiallgecurity and intelligence organs may want tthe role of espionage versus indigenous sci-
disinclined to release items pertaining toelease sensitive documents to spotlight thentific achievements. But because he is in
nuclear weapons, ostensibly because of corele of espionage in the Soviet nuclear arldis early 90s, itis unlikely that he will be able
cerns about nuclear proliferation. (Thighermonuclear bomb projects. A fierce deto play a central role on the Working Group.
policy can be taken to ludicrous extremesdate emerged in Russia in the early 1990s Quite apart from obstacles posed by the
When | worked in the Russian General Statibout the relative importance of espionageomposition of the Working Group, it is
archive in the summer of 1994, | was told/ersus indigenous scientific achievements ipossible that the Russian government’s di-
that all documents pertaining to nucleathe Soviet nuclear/thermonuclear programsective (and Yeltsin's decree) will go largely
operations—just operations, not technolMost observers in both Russia and the Weghimplemented. Several impressive-look-
ogy—would be sealed off until the yeamow agree that information provided by Soing decrees and directives about the declas-
2046. | asked why that particular year wasiet spies was vital in accelerating the corsification of archival materials have been
chosen, but no one seemed to know.)  struction of the first Soviet fission bomb, buissued by Yeltsin and the Russian govern-
***  Other members of the Working that espionage was of much less importanoeent over the past two years, but very little
Group include senior officials from the For-for the Soviet thermonuclear program. If thbas come of themNow that the political
eign Intelligence Service, the Federal Secuelease of documents could show that theutlook in Russia is so uncertain, there is
rity Service, the Department for the Defensextent of Soviet nuclear spying was evelittle chance that the archival situation will
Industry, and the State Technical Commisgreater than previously thought, the Russiamprove anytime soon. If anything, the
sion. (The first two bodies are the mairForeign Intelligence Service and Federahcreased strength of Communist delegates
successors to the Soviet KGB, and the laSecurity Service might be somewhat lesis the Russian parliament could lead to fur-
two bodies are under the jurisdiction of thaverse to the prospects of declassificationther restrictions on access to major reposito-
Russian President’s apparatus. The State *** Two heads of research institutesries.
Technical Commissionis housed inthe samspecializing in the history of science and If an official anthology of documents
building as the General Staff of the Russiatechnology—V. V. Alekseev and V. M. aboutthe early Soviet nuclear weapons pro-
Armed Forces.) These four agencies hav@rel—are included on the Working Groupgram is eventually published, it undoubt-
hardly been noted as champions of archivalut even if they are inclined to press foedly will contain many interesting and valu-
openness. Documents held by the Foreiggreater openness (which is by no mearmble materials. Even the release of indi-
Intelligence Service and Federal Securitgertain), they will be far outweighed by offi-vidual documents can add a good deal to the
Service, in particular, have been kepttightlgials from the nuclear weapons complex arfaistorical record (see above). But in the
sealed away. The role of these two agencieslitary establishment. absence of a wider declassification of rel-
is bound to be critical in the release of *** Rudolf Pikhoya, the director of the evant items, the one-time compilation of an
documentation, whether for an official an-Russian State Archival Service (Rosarkhiv)fficial anthology will not reveal as much
thology or for other purposes. The Foreigis the only panel member from Rosarkhivabout early Soviet nuclear developments as
Intelligence Service archive houses the mogiven if Pikhoya seeks the release of as maoye might hope.
sensitive documents on the role of espicdocuments as possible—and it is far from
nage in the Soviet nuclear weapons pralear that he will—his influence on the Work-1. pavid Holloway Stalin and the Bomb: The Soviet
gram, and the Federal Security Serviciang Group is inherently limited, despite higJnion and Atomic Energy, 1939-19%8ew Haven:
archive contains documents generated tposition as a deputy chairman. The mogg"'e University Press, 1994), 135. Holloway's bookis
. . . . far the best source available on the early Soviet
the Special Committee headed by Lavrentifaluable documents on the early Sovi€f,ciear program.
Beria from August 1945 until his arrest innuclear weapons program are stored in af-See also Hollowatalin and the Bohy 174-180.
late June 1953 (see above). So far, theredkives outside Rosarkhiv’s jurisdiction.  3.P.L.KapitsgPis’ma o naukéMoscow: Moskovskii
little indication that access to eitheragency’s ~ *** The presence of Yulii Khariton on aPochii, 1989), 237-247. On Kapitsa's withdrawal
. . . . . .from the program, see Hollowg$talin and the Bolm
document holdings will be expanded.  the Working Group is encouraging, but it3g 144
However, two factors may induce themay be largely symbolic. Khariton, whowas.. some new details about spies in the Manhattan
Foreign Intelligence Service and Federdbornin 1904, was one of the key physicists iRroject are also available from Harvey Klehr, John Earl
Security Service to be more willing to re-the early Soviet nuclear program, and is thgdynes. and Fridrikh Igorevich Firsov, edse Secret
. L. . . World of American Communis(hNew Haven: Yale
lease documents about nuclear espionagmly living member of the Technical Councilynyersity press, 1995), esp. 216-226. In addition, see
First, the U.S. National Security Agencythatwas establishedin August 1945 to advis@lloway, Stalin and the Boby 82-88, 90-95, 102-108,
has begun declassifying some of its hugBeria’s Special Committee (see above}29, and 137-138.
collection of “Venona” transcripts of inter- Khariton has given lengthy written and orap: '" Russian: *O podgotovke i izdanii ofitsial'nogo
. L. . sbornika arkhivnykh dokumentov po istorii sozdanii
cepted Soviet communications from 193%stimony over the past few years about thgjenogo oruzhiya v SSSR”
through 1945. The initial batch, released iearly Soviet nuclear and thermonuclear bormé) The directive was published under the rubric “Sbornik
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arkhivnykh dokumentov” (A Compilation of Archival facilities, and the development and produderate of the USSR CPC the level of funding,
Documents). _ &on of an atomic bomb. the size of the workforce, and the volume of
7. For one such decree, approved in September 1994, h hnical i & ial hnical hat i .

see “Yeltsin's Directive on Declassification,” which | 3. ThataTec nica COUI’]CI. be createdhaterial-technical resources t .at it requires,
translated and introduced in CWRHBulletin 4 (Fall  under the GKO's Special Committee to conso that USSR Gosplan can include these
1994), 89, 100. For a more recent, though similaduct a preliminary examination of scientificresources in the spending category listed as
directive adopted by the Russian government, see “Qiy technical matters submitted for reviewSpecial Exenditures of the GKO.”
ustanovleniya poryadka rassekrechivaniyaiprodleniy; h ial . I 8. Thatthe chai fUSSR G |
srokov zasekrechivaniya arkhivnykh dokumentoWY 1 € Speua Commlttee., as well as an - Thatthec airman o ~ Gospian,
Pravitel'stva SSSR, Sobranie zakonodatel'stva €xamination of plans for scientific researciCde. N. A. Voznesenskii, organize within

Rossiiskoi Federats(Moscow) 9 (27 February 1995), and accounts for it, plus technical designs @osplan a directorate to help carry out the

1539-1542. installations, structures, and facilities for th@ssignments of the GKO’s Special Commit-
v x x x use of atomic energy of uranium. The Courtee.
cil will consist of the following: That the dep. chairman of USSR
_ 1. Vannikov, B. L. (chairman) Gosplan, Cde. N. A. Borisov, be placed in
DOCUMENT 1: 2. Alikhanov, A. . —academician (sci-charge of the aforementioned directorate,
entific secretary) and that he be relieved of other work for
TOP SECRET 3. Voznesenskii, I. N. — correspondingGosplan and the GKO.
SPECIAL DOSSIER member, USSR Academy of Sciences 9. That the financial expenditures and
4. Zavenyagin, A. P. upkeep of the GKO'’s Special Committee, of
STATE DEFENSE COMMITTEE 5. loffe, K Ig — academician the First Main Directorate of the USSR
EDICT No. GKO-9887ss/op 6. Kapitsa, P. L. — academician CPC, of the First Main Directorate’s scien-
7. Kikoin, I. K. — corresponding mem- tific research, design, and engineering orga-
20 August 1945 . ber, USSR Academy of Sciences nizations and industrial enterprises, as well
Moscow, the Kremlin. 8. Kurchatov, I. V. — academician  asthe work carried out by other agencies and
9. Makhnev, V. A. departments at the behest of the Directorate,

On a Special Committee Under the GKO'’s

. 10. Khariton, Yu. B. — professor areto beincludedinthe union budgetthrough
Auspices

11. Khlopin V. G. — academician the category “Special Expenditures of the
4. That a special directorate be orgasKO.”
nized under the USSR Council of People’s That financing of capital construction
E‘ommissars—the First Main Directorate ofor the First Main Directorate be carried out

The State Defense Committee orders:

1. Thata Special Committee be forme

. - e USSR CPC, subordinated to the GKO’tirough the State Bank.
under the GKQO’s auspices consisting o,

pecial Committee—to exercise direct su- That the First Main Directorate and the

C[orr;raédgs.. . pervision over scientific research, developinstitutes and enterprises under its auspices

- Beria, L. P. (chairman) ment, and design organizations and induge freed from the registration of staffs in
2. Malenkov, G.Z M. trial enterprises for the use of atomic energfinancial organs.
3. Vozngsenskn, N.A. of uranium and the production of atomic  10. That Cde. B. L. Vannikov be con-
4. Vannlkov,_B. L. bombs. firmed as the deputy chairman of the GKO'’s
5. Zavenyagin, A. P. 5. That the GKQO'’s Special CommitteeSpecial Committee and director of the First
6. Kurghatov, V. be obligated to devise a work plan for thélain Directorate of the USSR CPC, and that
7. Kapitsa, P. L. Committee and the First Main Directorate ohe be discharged from his duties as People’s
8. Makhney, V. A the USSR CPC and measures to carry oG@ommissar of Munitions.
9. Pervukhin, M. G . . thisplan, and to presentittothe Chairmanof That the following be approved as
2. Thatthe GKO's Spemal Commltteethe GKO for approval. deputy directors of the Main Directorate:

be empowered to supervise all work on the 6. Thatthe GKO’s Special Committee = — A. P. Zavenyagin — first deputy

use of atomic energy of uranium:
— the development of scientific re-
search in this sphere;

take operative measures to ensure the fulfill- — N. A. Borisov — deputy
ment of tasks assigned to it under the present — P. Ya. Meshik — deputy
. edict; that it promulgate directives requiring — P. Ya. Antropov — deputy
—the br"f"‘d use of geological survey Ifillment by agencies and departments; — A. G. Kasatkin — deputy.
and the estabhshn_went of.a resource base hd that when a government decision is 11. That the First Main Directorate of
the U.SS.R o obtalq uraniim, as weII. as thr"?eeded, the GKO’s Special Committe¢he USSR CPC and its enterprises and insti-
epr0|tat_|on of uranium deposits out§|de th(%hould presentsits recommendations directtytes, as well as work carried out by other
USSR (in B_ulgarla, Czechoslovakia, an or the approval of the Chairman of theagencies and departments for it, are to be
other countrles);. : . GKO. controlled by the GKO’s Special Commit-
— the organization of industry to pro- o Gy Special Committee will tee.
cess uranium a_nd to produce spemal €AUIR5ve its own staff and funding estimatesand  Without special permission from the
ment.and materials connected with the use gﬁ expense account atthe USSR State Bai@®<O, no organizations, institutes, or indi-
atomic energy; and . . 7. That the GKO'’s Special Committeeviduals have any right whatsoever to inter-
— the construction of atomic eNer9¥qefine and approve for the First Main Direcfere in the administrative or operational ac-
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tivities of the First Main Directorate and itsGroup) is to be set up to study archivallirectorate inthe Federal Security Service of
enterprises and institutes, or to demand itocuments connected with the history of théhne Russian Federation;
formation aboutits work or work carried outdevelopment of nuclearweaponsinthe USSR  B. V. LITVINOV — senior designer at
at the behest of the First Main Directorateand to devise recommendations for thethe Russian Federal Nuclear Center and the
All records of such work are to be directedleclassification. The Working Group is toAll-Russian Scientific Research Institute of
only to the GKO’s Special Committee.  consist of the following: Experimental Physics, Atomic Energy Min-
12. That within 10 days the Special L.D.RYABEV —firstdeputy Minister istry of Russia;
Committee be instructed to provide recomef Atomic Energy of the Russian Federation V. M. OREL — director of the S. I.
mendations for approval by the Chairman ofdirector of the Working Group); Vavilov Institute of the History of Natural
the GKO concerning the transfer ofallnec- R. G. PIKHOYA — director of Science and Technology, Russian Academy
essary scientifc, design, engineering, andosarkhiv (deputy director of the Workingof Sciences;
production organizations and industrial en&roup); V. A. PIDZHAKOV — deputy head of
terprises to the First Main Directorate ofthe  G. A. TSYRKOV — head of a main the Central Physics and Technical Institute
USSR CPC, and to affirm the structuredirectorate inthe Atomic Energy Ministry ofat the Defense Ministry of Russia;
organization, and number of workers on th®ussia (deputy director of the Working  Yu. B. KHARITON — honorary re-
staffs of the Committee and the First MairGroup); search director of the Russian Federal
Directorate of the USSR CPC. V. V. ALEKSEEV — director of the Nuclear Center and the All-Russian Scien-
13. That Cde. Beria be instructed tdnstitute of History and Archaeology of thetific Research Institute of Experimental Phys-
take measures aimed at organizing foreigdrals Division of the Russian Academy oics, Atomic Energy Ministry of Russia.
intelligence work to gain more completeSciences; 2. Within three months, the Atomic
technical and economic information about V. I. ANIKEEV — deputy head of a Energy Ministry of Russia, the Defense Min-
the uranium industry and about atomidirecorate in the Foreign Intelligence Seristry of Russia, the State Committee on the

bombs. He is empowered to supervise alice of Russia Defense Industry of Russia, the Federal Se-
intelligence work in this sphere carried out  V.V.BOGDAN — chief of affairs atthe curity Service of the Russian Federation, the
by intelligence organs (NKGB, RUKA, etc.). Atomic Energy Ministry of Russia; Foreign Intelligence Service of Russia,

A. A. BRISH — senior designer at theRosarkhiv, and the Russian Academy of
Chairman of the State Defense CommitteAll-Russian Scientific Research Institute oSciences will prepare, and present to the
J. STALIN Automation, Atomic Energy Ministry of Working Group, lists of archival documents

Russia; proposed for declassification and for inclu-
Distributed to Cdes.: V. N. VERKHOVTSEV — head of a sion in an official compilation of archival
Beria, Molotov, Voznesenskii, command sector in a main directorate of thdocuments pertaining to the history of the
Malenkov, Mikoyan: all points; Borisov: General Staff of the Russian Federatiodevelopmentofnuclearweaponsinthe USSR
8, 10; Zverev, Golev: 9; Meshik, Armed Forces; during the period through 1954.
Abakumov, Antropov, Kasatkin: 10; G. A. GONCHAROV — department 3. In the third quarter of 1995, the

Pervukhin: 1, 10; Merkulov, Kuznetsov head at the Russian Federal Nuclear Centétorking Group will determine a thematic
(RUKA): 13; Chadaev: 4,9, 10, 11. and the All-Russian Scientific Research Inway of dividing archival documents pro-
stitute of Experimental Physics, Atomic Enposed for declassification in accordance with

A A ergy Ministry of Russia; established procedures and for inclusion in
Yu. V. GRAFOV — deputy head of aan official compilation of archival docu-
DOCUMENT 2 directorate of the Navy; ments pertaining to the history of the devel-

S. A. ZELENTSOV — consultant for aopment of nuclear weapons in the USSR

Directive of the Government of the  main directorate of the Defense Ministry ofluring the period through 1954, and will
Russian Federation Russia; prepare a general list of these documents.

No. 728-r, Issued on 24 May 1995 in E. A. IVANOV — deputy head of a 4. In the fourth quarter of 1995, the
Moscow section in the Department of Defense Industate Technology Commission of Russia, in

try, Administrative Staff of the Governmentconjunction with the Atomic Energy Minis-

Toimplementthe decree “Onthe Prepasf the Russian Federation; try of Russia, the Defense of Russia, the
ration and Publication of an Official Compi- A. P. KALANDIN — deputy chairman State Committee on the Defense Industry of
lation of Archival Documents Pertaining toof the State Technology Commission oRussia, the Federal Security Service of the
the History of the Development of NucleaRussia; Russian Federation, the Foreign Intelligence
Weaponsinthe USSR,”issued on 17 Febru- N. I. KOMOV — senior specialist in a Service of Russia, Rosarkhiv, and the Rus-
ary 1995 by the President of the Russiamain directorate of the Atomic Energy Min-sian Academy of Sciences will, on the basis
Federation: istry of Russia; of established procedures, arrange for the
1. A Working Group of the Govern- V. N. KOSORUKOV — senior engi- declassification of archival documents per-
ment Commission on the Comprehensiveeer in a main directorate of the Defenskining to the history of the development of
Solution of the Problem of Nuclear WeapMinistry of Russia; nuclear weapons in the USSR during the
ons (referred to hereinafter as the Working A. A. KRAYUSHKIN — head of a period through 1954, drawing on the list
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specified in Point 3 of this directive. 3. After that date, Chinese press reports The form of reporting in the Chinese press was
5. The Atomic Energy Ministry of were virtually identical to the coverage irpbviously geared towardthe Chinese reader. Even
Russia is responsible for providing organiether Communist countries, all of whichthough the Chinese people were following the
zational and technical support for the activeondemned the Hungarian revolution an§'s's ' Hungary very closely, itis quite natural
. . . - at for the Chinese people the crisis seemed more
ity of the Working Group and for the prepastrongly supported the Sovietinvasion. Unti istant than it did for, say, the peoples of the
rat_io_n of ma'ter_ials needeq to publish ahovember 2, however, the Chingsg Press,ropean People’s Democracies. In addition, the
official compilation of archival documentswas bolder and more evenhanded in its treatnglo-French aggression against Egypt at that
pertaining to the history of the developmentent of the Hungarian crisis than the othatme was given priority coverage in the Chinese
of nuclear weapons in the USSR during thEast-bloc newspapers were, as Liebermanrpgess. This explains why until the formation of the
period through 1954, report makes clear. The East German dipl&evolutionary Workers’ and Peasants’ Govern-
6. The Russian Committee on the Pressat even expressed anxiety about the det8ent, much more information about Hungary
and Publishing, in conjunction with theof Chinese coverage, saying that“they woulgPPeared in the Chinese press than in the GDR
. .. L . " ress. Under the special conditions of the PRC,
Atomic Energy Ministry of Russia, is to have been better off leaving out” some ofthE} . S
L - o . . ey can pursue this type of reporting without fear
ensure the publlcat!on in 1996 of an OffIC'Ial“nOSt vivid Qescrlptlons of the revolutionaryy, .t it will cause agitation and disquiet among the
pomp|lat|on qf archival documents pertalnfgrment. Liebermann Ieft no dogbt that thehinese people of the sort one can detect among
ing to the history of the development okind of reports featured in the Chinese pressme of the GDR citizens currently here in Pe-
nuclear weapons in the USSR during therould have been unacceptable in East Géfing.
period through 1954. Funding is to comenany. Although the Chinese press during the early
from outlays in the Federal budget for the  The concluding paragraph of Lieberdayswas factualand objective inits reports on the

eriodical press and publishing outlets. mann’s report is intriguing insofar as it re<iSis in Hungary, there were some things re-
P P P g P guing rted in the press that they would have been

. vea}ls k’ngh—level East Ge_r man“c‘: oncerns abc,)gjgtter off leaving out, even if one takes account of
Chairman of the Goyernment of. theC?hma s e'fforts to e;tapllsh a “special posig,, special conditions in the PRC. Two examples
Russian Federation tion’ within the socialist camp” and aboutyj| suffice to illustrate this point.

V. Chernomyrdin Beijing’s general commitment to the Com- 1) The “People’s Daily” on 1 Nov. quoted the

munist bloc. Although Liebermann assureébllowing passage from a speech by Nagy: “The

Fkkdkk his superiors that China “stands solidly becontinual growth of the revolution in our country
RESEARCH NOTE: hind” the socialist camp and “is not takinghas broughtthe movement of democratic forces to

up any sort of ‘special position,” the very?@ crossroads.”
SECRET EAST GERMAN REPORT b any b P y 2) The “People’s Daily” on 1 Nov. also reported

ON CHINESE REACTIONS fact that he had to rebut these accusatlo%at Nagy on 30 Oct. had commenced negotia-

TO THE 1956 HUNGARIAN REVOLT  MPlies that some officials in Eastern Eux,ng it representatives of the armed forces
rope already sensed that the “steadfast alligmmjttee of the freedom fighters and the revolu-
ance” between the Soviet Union and Chingonary committee of the revolutionary intelligen-
might one day be called into question.  tsia and students.

Thus, the documentis valuablein show- A clear statement about the crisis in Hungary

Following are excerpts from a docudng how even a seemingly arcane item frorwas published in a lead article in the “People’s
ment prepared by a senior East Germahe East-Central European archives can shBgily” on 3 Nov. Inthis lead article, which covers
diplomat, H. Liebermann, a few weeks aftelight on the dynamics of Sino-Soviet rela{® Soviet Union’s declaration on ties with social-

Soviett hed th lution in Hurtions ist countries, a portion concerns the crisis in
ovietlroops crushedthe revolutioninHun ) Hungary: “The Chinese people are wholeheart-

”m

Introduced and Translated
by Mark Kramer

aryin 1956. The fullreport, entitled, “Berich ; ;
dber die Halung der VR China zu dero 2121021 Peking, 30 NOVEIDer 1956 oot et f e e o pare
Ereignissenin Ungarn,” is now stored in File resolute socialist fighters for Hungary. We are
No. 120, Section IV 2/20, of the former East Report , . dismayed to see that a small group of counterrevo-
German Communist party archives, known Oné?\?nit?gv(\:/zrgftr:gﬁgglﬁwsHiip:E)llc of |utionary conspirators are exploiting the situation
as Stiftung Archiv der Parteien und Massen gary with the aim of restoring capitalism and fascist

Hgrror and of using Hungary to disrupt the unity of

organisationen der DDR im Bundesarchivhe first report in the Chinese press about t o ; ;
ﬁhe socialist countries and undermine the Warsaw

(SAPMDB, or SAPMO), in Berlin. (A copy cfisis in Hungary was published on 27.10.56.

of the document was recently located at tigould be noted that up through 2 Nov. thi 2t

. . L information was published without commentary, - .
Berlin archive by Christian F. Ostermann, ‘J?Fr example in the foreign policy section of Judging by the stance of the PRC toward the

researcher currently based at the Nationageople’s Daily” on pages 5/6. NeverthelessS!iSis in Hungary, one again can confidently em-
Security Archive in Washington, D.C., angpogh daily published reports (except on 3§nasize that the PRC stands solidly behind the
provided to the author by CWIHP.) Oct., when nothing about Hungary was publishef"P Of socialism and friendship with the Soviet
Liebermann’s six-page report, compiledn “People’s Daily”) the PRC informed the Chi- >1ion- Itis also clear that the PRC is not taking up
at the request of the East German Foreigrese people in detail about the crisis in Hungarg"y SOt of “special position” within the socialist
Ministry, traces Chinese press coverage dhis information, however, was not enough t amp, as certain Western circles would have pre-

/ - . . - - ... ferred. The stance of the People’s Republic of
events in Hungary from late October to midProvide a clear picture of the crisis. This situatio hina toward the crisis in Hungary was no differ-

November 1956. The portions translateffmained essentially unchanged until the forma: o ;
A i p éan of the Workers' and Peasants’ Governmen?ntfromthe stance thhe other socialist countries.
ere pertain to coverage through Novemb (H. Liebermann)
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“A VOICE CRYING are a sterling example, concentrating paf-hough he claimsto have based his accounts
IN THE WILDERNESS": ticularly on moments when diplomats’ pre-on his own experiences and on his conversa-
THE PROFESSIONAL'S REVENGE  rogatives were violated, whether by partyions with other Soviet diplomats, in particu-
functionaries, military officers, or the high-lar Gromyko, the reader finds little from an
by David R. Stone est leadership of the Soviet state. Aftansider’'s point of view. As a low-ranking
Henry Kissinger’'s April 1972 visit to Mos- diplomat, Kornienko may indeed have seen
Georgii Markovich Kornienkdgholodnaia cow, in which he worked closely withand done little worthy of reporting. Even so,
voina: svidetel'stvo ee uchastniiighe Cold  Kornienko, the innocuously bland final statean occasional personal glimpse of life in
War: Testimony of a Participant] (Moscow:ment noted that talks had been “open arfsbviet intelligence and the diplomatic corps
International Relations, 1995). productive.” N. V. Podgornyi, Chair of theslips through. Kornienko relates, for ex-
Presidium of the Supreme Soviet and thusmple, that hawkish officials in the KGB,
After a Soviet fighter plane shot downnominally Soviet head of state, objected thoping to present Stalin with a translation of
Korean Air Lines flight 007 in Septemberthis positive spin on Soviet-American relaGeorge Kennan’'s seminal 1BBoreign Af-
1983, Georgii Kornienko was assigned byions despite his complete ignorance of dfairs article, “The Sources of Soviet Con-
his superior Foreign Minister Andreiplomacy. Only Kissinger's acquiescenceluct,” in which “containment” was trans-
Gromyko to prepare TASS's official pressavoided more serious diplomatic consdated as “suffocation,” pressured Kornienko
release on the incident. In particularquences. Still later, as political instability into spice his translation. The cooler heads of
Gromyko instructed Kornienko to claim Afghanistan grew at the end of the 1970s, tHéornienko and his fellow translators suc-
that the Soviet Union had absolutely naniversal opinion within the Soviet Foreignceeded in standing up for the integrity of the
knowledge of the fate of the airliner, thoughMinistry against military intervention wastranslator’s art.
the Soviet leadership was quite certain thalisregarded—Andropov and Ustinov even- These earlier chapters are most note-
ithad indeed shotdown the plane. Kornienkwally browbeat Gromyko into agreeing to amvorthy for the general theory Kornienko
vehemently protested that the truth of th@évasion, Kornienko informs us, producing affers of the Cold War and its origins, which
matter would inevitably come out and thabloody and ultimately frustrating war withhas a direct bearing on his interpretation of
the best course was to reveal just that: thdisastrous consequences athome and abrolaow the Cold War ended. For Kornienko,
Soviet Union had shot down an unidentified  Despite these tales of underappreciatdere were no vast impersonal forces or
intruder in the full conviction that it was andiplomats, Kornienko’s book is surprisinglyinevitable class contradictions dictating the
American spy plane. Gromyko was indeciunrevealing about the inner workings of Sogrowth of U.S.-Soviet rivalry. Neither class
sive, but invited Kornienko to call KGB vietforeign policy; while discussing Ustinovstruggle nor geopolitical necessity mandated
head Yurii Andropov to state his case. lmand Andropov’s pressure on Gromyko foconfrontation. Soviet policy in Eastern Eu-
Kornienko’s opinion, Andropov was pre-intervention in Afghanistan, he never satisrope was also no obstacle to normal rela-
pared to accept an honest account of thHactorily explains why they themselves hadions, as Kornienko argues that American
event, but was swayed by Defense Ministeabandoned the general conviction that milimethods in Japan did not differ from Stalin’s
Dmitrii Ustinov, long-time master of Soviettary intervention in Afghanistan was a termethods in Eastern Europe. (Poles and
defense industry, and the Soviet militaryible idea. Extraordinarily cagey, he neve€zechoslovaks might be puzzled here at
leadership. Atthe meeting to make the finalraws upon personal experience or Sovi#teir implicit inclusion in the camp of de-
decision, Ustinov won this internal battledocumentary evidence when a Western sefeated Axis powers.) Instead, the Cold War
and Kornienko was only “a voice crying inondary source will do. Personal observestemmed from the pragmatic Roosevelt's
the wilderness.” The consequences provedibns in his work serve either to prove hisintimely death and his replacement by the
Kornienko right; ahuman tragedy was turnedwn acuity and point up the mistakes ofdeologue Truman. Kornienko notes
by the Sovietleadership’s short-sightednessthers or to disparage the talents and chard@uman’s notorious suggestion that the Na-
and the Reagan Administration’s intenséer of those Kornienko worked with. Hiszis and Soviets be left to kill each other off;
criticism into a public-relations disaster formemoirs produce the impression thale likes it so much he repeats it twice.
the USSR. Kornienko had no friends, was particularlyKornienko asks rhetorically, “Was another
Moments like these, in which political unimpressed by Brezhnev, Ford, and Reaggrath possible? It seems to me yes. But
leaders ignore at their peril the advice ofind of all those he dealt with admired onlyfruman consciously rejected it.” That is,
their professional advisors, recur frequentisromyko and Andropov. This does notonfrontation was a specific political choice,
in Kornienko’s memoirs. Covering his overmean that Kornienko’s book is without valueand one for which the Soviets bore at least
forty years of serving the Soviet state frontut it must be used to understand the mindome measure of responsibility, for “if the
junior translator in intelligence work toset and mental world of a member of thA&merican side said ‘A’ inthe Cold War, then
Deputy Foreign Minister, Kornienko’s ob- Soviet foreign policy elite, not to find newStalin didn’t hold himself back from saying
servations are those of a Soviet patriot inteffiacts and revealed secrets. ‘B’.” Since the West never seriously under-
on settling scores both with the West and  Kornienko'’s first three chapters, on théook an end to the Cold War, when the end
with his Soviet comrades. It is perhaps aources of the Cold War, on the Eisenhowdinally did come under Gorbachev, the only
universal failing of memoirs that they em-presidency, and on Kennedy and Khrushchepossible explanation was unilateral Soviet
phasize those times when the hero-authorddfer very little that is new or especiallysurrender.
rightand all about are mistaken; Kornienko'snteresting to students of the Cold War.  Chapter 4 on the Cuban missile crisis is
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nearly as frustrating as the first three in ternaf the most important stages of détente-Soviet efforts in foreign policy were sabo-
of lacking new revelations. Kornienko apKissinger's secret visit to Moscow, Nixon'staged by bungling and short-sightedness.
proves the document collections that haveloscow summit and Ford’s VladivostokHe tells us that West German Chancellor
been published since the advent of glasnostymmit with Brezhnev—only to commentHelmut Schmidt suggested to Aleksei
but does not enrich the story they tell witlbitingly on Brezhnev and Ford’'s lack ofKosygin that the replacement SS-20s be
any significant new information of his own.mental ability, or to claim that Kissingerlimited to a quantity significantly less than
Despite serving as a counselor in the Sovideliberately scheduled meetings in Moscowhe outgoing SS-4s and SS-5s, given the
Union’s Washington embassy during théo keep his deputy Helmut Sonnenfeldt awagualitative superiority of the new missiles,
crisis, Kornienko tells us little of his ownfrom discussions on the Middle East (allegand that this policy be linked explicitly to an
experiences. He does relate (as does thesuly due to fear of Sonnenfeldt's “zionistattempt to head off a new arms race in
Soviet ambassador Anatoly F. Dobrynin innclinations”). Europe. Kornienko, an invited guest at the
his recently published memoirs) that the Détente was short-lived. In Kornienko’sPolitburo meeting that discussed Schmidt’s
Soviet embassy was kept in complete ignanterpretation, the beginning of the end wasuggestion, spoke above his station and out
rance of the installation of Soviet missiles ithe 1975-76 Angolan Civil War; Carter’sof turn to support this initiative. Ustinov
Cuba, and was in fact unwittingly used tgresidency only furthered the deterioratioghallenged him with the possibility of an
pass along disinformation. of U.S.-Soviet relations already begun andmerican arms buildup even after concilia-
The meat of Kornienko'’s story is hisrepresented another missed chance at an éany Soviet gestures. Even in this worst-case
role in one of the key moments of the crisigo the Cold War. The main obstacle tmutcome, Kornienko believed, any tempo-
Khrushchev’s two letters to Kennedy, thémproving relations, in Kornienko’s accountrary advantage the Americans might gainin
first of 26 October 1962 promising with-was not Carter’s concern for human rightapedium-range missiles would be far out-
drawal of Soviet missiles in return for anwhich was irritating but rather insignificantweighed by the beneficial effects of the
American pledge of non-intervention into Soviet leaders, but instead more concretesulting strains in the Western alliance and
Cuba, the second of the next day additiorissues of international politics. While Cartestrengthening of Western Europe’s anti-
ally demanding the corresponding withhimself might have been prepared for a momeuclear movement. With Brezhnevtoo feeble
drawal of American missiles from Turkey.open-minded approach to the Soviet Uniortp make his presence felt, and Gromyko's
According to Kornienko, his own detectivethe Carter Administration, hamstrung byefusal to speak up for Kornienko, Ustinov
work played a central role in Khrushchev’'sinnamed (but easily identifiable) hawksimply proved too powerful. Once again
decision to sharpen his demands. Sovietithin its ranks, was not prepared for a fulKornienko, the lone voice of reason, had his
intelligence sources reported a conversati@ettlement. The United States’ fundamentaldvice unthinkingly disregarded, and the
with an American journalist on his immedi-goals still included superiority not equalityupgrade went forward as planned.
ate departure for Florida to cover the immiin arms control policy, and even the Carter- The second half of Chapter 10 exam-
nent American invasion. Hearing these rebrokered Camp David accord only underines the fate of the SS-23 “Oka” missile.
ports as well as taking into account thenined the chances for a general Mideadthis is one episode of the Cold War whose
heightened alert status of American armegeace viaU.S.-Sovietjointaction, Kornienksignificance is interpreted in radically dif-
forces, Khrushchev accordingly acted to calralleges. ferent ways on either side of the former iron
the situation by sending his first letter.  Chapters 8 and 9 cover the war in Afeurtain. Barely noticed in the West,
Kornienko himself knew the journalist,ghanistan and the downing of KAL 007 a$sorbachev and Shevardnadze’s decision to
scheduled lunch with him (itself provingdiscussed above; Chapter 10 brings us to threlude the SS-23 with its 400km range in
that the journalist was not due forimmediatReagan years and the beginnings of glasnosite list of intermediate range (that is, with
departure), and convinced himself that thor which Kornienko has saved his bitterestange 500 km and higher) missiles slated for
earlier intelligence reports of imminent in-venom. His targetis not Stalin, Brezhnev, oglimination is the touchstone of Russian
vasion had been mistaken. Armed witlany Western cold warrior, but his last twanilitary and conservative condemnation of
Kornienko’s information, Khrushchev felt superiors: Mikhail Gorbachev and Eduardsorbachev, what one officer termsthe “crime
prepared to drive a harder bargain with thBhevardnadze. In Chapter 10 and his coof the century.” While the opposition to
Americans. clusion, he presents the case for the prosedaerbachev can hardly argue that the elimi-
Chapter 5 on the prelude to détente arttbn in Mikhail Gorbachev's treason trial. nation of a single missile system was the root
Chapter 6 on détente itself offer slightlyTraitor is not too strong a word to expressause of the downfall of the Soviet Union,
more. Détente came not from any altelKornienko’s evaluation of Mikhail theydo seethe case ofthe Oka as an example
ations on the Soviet side, but from Nixon an@Gorbachev, but Kornienko admits that blunef all the worst in Gorbachev’s diplomacy:
Kissinger's decision to undertake a moréers began before Gorbachev took power impreparedness, unwillingness to listen to
pragmatic and conciliatory policy towardsl985. Chapter 10 first examines at the prexpert opinion, and, most seriously, sacri-
Moscow. In early 1972, Kornienko workedGorbachev decision to replace aging Sovidice of Soviet national interests in the name
closely with Henry Kissinger on the “Basicmedium-range SS-4 and SS-5 missiles iof agreemenanyagreement, with the West.
Principles” statement on Soviet-AmericarEurope with SS-20s. In keeping withAs Kornienko puts it, the inclusion of the
relations. Despite being at the heart dfornienko’s general portrait of the lateOka under the provisions of a treaty that did
political decision-making at the highest levBrezhnev years, in contrast with more effeaot concern it was “only one of the examples
els, Kornienko strays from standard accountive policy under Stalin and Khrushchevpof what serious consequences occur when
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high-placed leaders ignore the competeninacceptability of German NATO membernever heard, but the rejection of Soviet rule

judgment of specialists and as a result sacship to George Bush in Washington only imn Eastern Europe and the disintegration of

fice the very interests of the state trying foFebruary 1990 and then concedinthe Soviet state itself are what truly demol-

one thing—to that much quickly finish theGermany’s right to remain in NATO withoutished Soviet foreign policy. It is just these

preparation of this or that treaty and light offeceiving guarantees and concessions in events that Kornienko cannot bring himself

fireworks in celebration.” turn. to look at, and to ask whether he and his
The conclusion of Kornienko’'sbook,a  HereKholodnaia voingarticularly suf- fellow professionals bear any responsibility

shortened version of a case set forth earliérs by comparison to Kornienko’'s 199Zor them.

at greater length and in greater detail inollaboration with Marshal Sergei

Nezavisimaia Gazetd 6 August 1994), is Akhromeev, former Chief of the GeneraDavid Stone is a Ph.D. candidate in the

what his argument has been leading to alitaff and one-time personal aide to MikhaiHistory Department of Yale University.

along: the Gorbachev era as the epitome Gorbachev. This earlier bopkslazami

unprofessionalism in foreign policy. Itis amarshala i diplomatdThrough the Eyes of *okok ok

full-fledged condemnation of almost everya Marshal and a Diplomat] (Moscow, 1992),

action undertaken by Gorbachev andovers in book-length form the Gorbachev CHEN HANSHENG'S MEMOIRS

Shevardnadze from 1985 through the finalears which Kornienko discusses in a chap- AND CHINESE COMMUNIST

collapse of the Soviet Union. In particularter. The lion’s share is Akhromeev’s work, ESPIONAGE
Kornienko strives to discredit the idea thaind he was a much more sensitive and forth-
Gorbachev offered something truly new andoming observer, on occasion even reveal- by Maochen Yu

revolutionary in international politics. Asing the details of Soviet tactics in arms con-
Kornienko reminds us, it was Lenin whotrol negotiations. While nearly as condemChen Hanshend/ly Life During Four Eras
first enunciated the principle of “peacefulnatory of Gorbachev as Kornienko[Sige shidai de wo] (Beijing: China Culture
coexistence” with the capitalist world (asAkhromeev as Chief of the General Staff wagnd History Press [zhongguo wenshi chupan
another form of class struggle), and Stalim a position to truly appreciate the steadghe], 1988).
actively endorsed the idea of coexistencéecline of the Soviet Union under Brezhnev
with the West as late as 1951. Ever sinceamd the need for radical reform, though he Post-Mao China has been marked by a
rough nuclear parity had been achieved iparted company with Gorbachev on howransition from a combination of totalitari-
the 1960s, reasonable people on each sigeecisely reform needed to be implemente@nism and socialism to one of
had seen the need for an end to the arms rdéé&hromeev killed himselfin the wake of theauthoritarianism and a “socialist market
and confrontation. GorbacheV's innovatiorailed coup of August 1991.) What Kornienkazconomy.” Along with this transition is the
was not living in peace with the West, bumisses in his evaluation of the Gorbachegradual “withering away of the state,” which
the unilateral “betrayal of the Soviet Union’syears is precisely how desperate Gorbachevs turn has resulted in a looser government
vital interests.” position was by the end of the 1980s. Witgontrol over publication on some historical
Kornienko enunciates a number of spespposition to Gorbachev growing on all sidegssues previously considered taboo during
cific examples of Gorbachev’s craven bean economy spiraling into free fall, Soviethe Mao era. One of the most fascinating
havior—submission to the United Statesroops on hostile ground in Eastern Europ&gWw academic interests in China is the sud-
over the Krasnoyarsk radar station and S@nd the specter of nationalism haunting thHéen surge of materials on Chinese Commu-
viet acquiescence in the use of force againSbviet Union, Gorbachev simply had ndistintelligence, triggered by a massive “po-
Irag—but his most substantial commentground to stand on. It is this last factor—itical rehabilitation” of those Chinese Com-
are reserved for the reunification of Gernationalism—that Kornienko (and for thatmunist Party (CCP) intelligence veterans
many. Kornienko, having passed over imatter Akhromeev) consistently ignores. Iwhowere vanquishedinMao’s ruthless cam-
silence the Soviet interventions in Czechoseems he imagines that a stable end to thaignst The publication of Chen Hansheng's
slovakia and Hungary, takes pains to emcold War could have occurred with Easteriemoirs My Life During Four Erasis just
phasize the right of the German people tBurope still occupied by Soviet troops, an@ne of the telling examples.
self-determination, free from outside influ-he never noticed that half the Soviet Union’s  Chen Hansheng became an agent for
ence. His objection is to the manner ipopulation was non-Russian. the Cominternin 1926 while ayoung profes-
which this unification took place and the  Kornienko, then, continues to be a desor at Beijing University (p.35). His life as
status of the resulting German state. Whypted patriot of the collapsed empire h@&communistintelligence official spans many
he asks, should Germany remain in NAT@erved for four decades. While there is likelflecades of the 20th century and involves
and why should NATO troops remain insome truth to his assertions that Gorbach@@me of the mostimportant espionage cases.
Germany with Soviet troops completelymight have driven marginally harder barChen Hansheng’s memoirs add some new
evacuated from Eastern Europe? The fagains with the West than he in fact did, thénd revealing dimensions to the present un-
that Germany has stayed in NATO he ateal significance of any diplomatic triumphglerstanding of the much debated history of
tributes to the absolutely incompetent wagorbachev might have achieved is questio§-hinese and international communism. In
in which Gorbachev handled the Germaable. What can any diplomat achieve whe@n authoritative manner, this publication
question, avoiding the enunciation of anyhe state he or she represents crumbles awd\gps answer many nagging questions long
clear policy until too late, insisting on theKornienko can complain that his voice wa#the minds of historians, chief among which
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are the following: ders from Moscow. In 1935, when thesignificant contribution to reconnecting this

To What Extent Were the Chinese Consoviet Union was threatened by rising fas€cCP-Moscow tie.
munists Involved in Soviet-Dominated Coneism in Europe and Asia, the CCP followed  Was Agnes Smedley A Comintern Agent?
munist International Espionage in China inMoscow’s order to adopt a policy of a “UnitedDespite vigorous denials by Smedley her-
the 20th Century™Recent memoirs in Chi- Front” (Popular Front) with the Nationalistsself, Chen Hansheng discloses unequivo-
nese, notably by Chen Hansheng and S a joint effort to fight Japanese expansionally that Smedley was no less than an agent
Zhe?2 suggest that the Chinese Communisia Asia. Yet, when Stalin stunned the worldf the Comintern (p.52). (Historian Stephen
were deeply involved. In the 1930s andby signing the Nazi-Soviet Pact in late AuMacKinnon has only established that
1940s, for example, as the Shi Zhe memoigust 1939, the United Front policy collapse®&medley was Sorge’s mistress in Shanghai.)
reveal, both the NKVD and GRU of thein China. Mao Zedong followed Stalin mosFurther, we also know from Chen’s mem-
USSR and the Department of Internationallosely among all the Comintern party chiefspirs that Smedley was involved in every
Res. (OMS) of the Comintern ran alarge splyailing the Hitler-Stalin deal as a majomajor step of the Sorge group’s espionage
training school in Yanan; Chinese Commuvictory against the West and the patrtition ofictivities. In fact, it was Smedley herself
nist spies penetrated deep into the Nationdtoland as necessary for the communistho recruited Chen into Sorge’s Tokyo op-
ists’ (GMD) wartime intelligence organiza-cause® In January 1940, Mao Zedong proerations (p.58). Recent Comintern archives
tions for Moscowd Chen Hansheng's storyclaimed that “the center of the Anti-Sovietalso confirm Smedley’s identity as a
further illustrates this Moscow-Yanan tiemovement is no longer Nazi Germany, buEomintern agerf.

Chen was recruited by the Russians asaanong the so-called democratic countries.”  Was Owen Lattimore A Communist Spy?
Comintern intelligence agent in 1926. On&he modus vivendi of communism and fastattimore topped Senator Joseph McCarthy's
year later, the warlord Zhang Zuolin raideatism in late 1939 created such intense fridist of alleged communist spies in the early
the Soviet Embassy in Beijing which wagion between the Chinese Nationalists, wh®950s. McCarthy accused Lattimore of not
being used as an intelligence base. This raidd been engaged in an all-out and bitter wanly having manufactured a Far East policy
exposed a large international espionageith the Japanese imperial army in Chindeading to the loss of China to the commu-
scheme controlled by Moscotv. Chen and the Chinese Communists, who wengists, but also of being a“top Soviet agekét.”
Hansheng then fled to Moscow and returnefdllowing Stalin’s rapprochement with Ger-Chen’s memoirs provide surprising insights
to China in 1928 to become a member of thany, whose ally was Japan, that in earlgn this matter from the perspective of a
well-known Richard Sorge Spy Ring, therl940, an army of communist troops wasommunist intelligence agent. After Chen
based in Shanghai. When Sorge was reamnbushed by the Nationalists in Southerfled from Tokyo to Moscow in 1935 to
signed by Moscow to Tokyo, Chen went#nhui, an event which essentially ended thprevent the Sorge Ring’s operations from
along and worked closely with Ozaki Hozumsuperficial United Front. Yet when Hitlerexposure, Owen Lattimore, then the editor
and others of the ring until 1935, when thattacked the Soviet Union in June 1941gf the New York-based jourh®acific Af-
unexpected arrest of a messenger from MoStalin reversed his policy on the Populafairs, the mouthpiece of the Institute of Pa-
cow almost exposed Chen’s real identityi-ront: all member parties of the Cominterngific Relations (IPR), asked the Soviet Union,
Chen sensed the danger and fled to Moscdweth in Europe and in Asia, were now ora member nation of IPR, for an assistant
again (pp.61-62). For much of his early lifedered to fight fascism. Unfortunately, in(p.63). In 1936, Moscow recommended
he was directly controlled by Moscow, andChina this did not mean the re-establishme@hen Hansheng to Lattimore, who readily
highly active in international intelligence.of the former United Front against the Japaccepted the nomination. Chen then wentto
Chen’sidentity as a Comintern agent was stese, because the Soviet Union had alreablew York, this time under the direct control
important and secret that Richard Sorgesigned the notorious Neutrality Pact wittof Kang Sheng, who was also in Moscow, to
during his marathon interrogation in TokyaJapan. The Chinese Nationalists, not theork with Lattimore from 1936 until 1939,
by the Japanese police, never gave out Chedapanese, remained the CCP’s main enenwhen Chen was reassigned by Kang Sheng
real name to the Japand&se. In fact, a stunning recent discovery ato a Hong Kong-based operation.

What Was the True Relationship Bethe Japanese Foreign Ministry archives ofa However, Chen states in his memoirs
tween the Soviets and the Chinese Commaecret Soviet-Japanese treaty at the outsetlét Lattimore was kept in the dark as to his
nists during WWII? Some historians have WWI| reveals a deeply conspiratorial schemtue identity as a Communist agent directly
minimized the extent and importance of thevorked out between Moscow and Tokyodispatched from Moscow (p.64). Lattimore’s
relationship between the Chinese Comm®n 3 October 1940, Soviet and Japaneseholarly activities were only to be used as a
nist Party and the Soviet Union during Worldliplomats reached a secret deal that stipaever for Chen. Further, Kang Sheng spe-
War Il. Chen Hansheng's memoirs andated, “The USSR will abandon its activecifically instructed Chen that while in New
other recently available documents from varisupport for Chiang [Kai-shek; Jiang JieshiYork, his position at the IPR should only be
ous sources fundamentally challenge thand will repress the Chinese Communiaised as a means of getting a salary; and that
interpretation. Party’s anti-Japanese activities; in exchang€hen'’s real task was to help Rao Shushi, a

Instead, these new publications showapan recognizes and accepts that the Chlieminternand CCP chiefalsoin New York,
that from the very beginning the CCP wasese Communist Party will retain as a baserganize underground activities (p.65).
intrinsically connected with the internationathe three (Chinese) Northwest province$herefore, Chen’'s memoirs seem to clear
communist movement centered in Moscow(Shanxi, Gansu, Ningxiap” Lattimore from any complicity associated
Every major step of the CCP followed or-  Chen Hansheng's memoirs has madewith Chen Hansheng'’s secret operations in
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New York. When Intellect And Intelligence JoinChina(Berkeley, California, 1994). _
Was Solomon Adler A Communist®hat HappensZChen is a seasoned intellj-* For an example of one Western country’s exploita-
| Adl r hl f|nt ”I n ntf n ffl r Wlth hl h d ml mtlon of this raid in uncovering communist Spy rings in
Solomon Adler, chiefintelligence agent forgence office gh academiC acCOMengiang, see Anthony Cave Brown's biography of
the U.S. Treasury Departmentin China duplishment as an economic historian. Whilgtewart Menzies:C,” published in Britain asSecret
ing WWII, was also prominent on hiserudition has provided him with excellenfervant: The Life of Sir Stewart Menzies, Head of
McCarthy’s communist list. In the 1950s covers for intelligence operations, it was alsg”tISh Intelligence, 19395
l h | . i . f hi . . Stephen MacKinnon, “Richard Sorge, Agnes
Elizabet Bent ey, a courier of a Sq\{leto bec'ome a source of his own dem!sg. Chitnediey, and the Mysterious Mr. ‘Wang' in Shanghal,
apparatus in Washington, further identifiechese intellectuals are frequently willing to1930-1932,” conference paper for the American His-
Adler as a member of Soviet intelliger’ée. serve the state, to be its ears and eyes, yetdfical Association, Cincinnati, 29 December 1988.
Adler at the time denied Bentley’s accusathe end the state often turns against the inté}-Niu Jun.From Yenan to the Worlftong yanan
. isinalv. i hen’ . | ith h h ,zouxiang shijie] (Fuzhou: Fujian People’s Press, 1992),
tion. Syrpnsmg y, in Chen’s memoirs, aslgctuas without mercy. C en Hansheng 84-65; also Mao Zedongelected Works of Mao Zedpn
well as in some other recent Chinese doclife thus becomes a classic example of thigi. 2. (Beijing: People’s Press, 1961), 597-599.
ments, Adler has resurfaced in Beijing as supreme irony. While in Moscow in 19357. Interview with Edgar Snow, in Freta Utl€ydyssey
bona fide communistintelligence offici#. and 1936, Chen witnessed the bloody pur ati;r'f:jrg'ré '\S"Se”ig'%‘)’vgslg'”gton' D.C.: Washington
Acg_ordingto these sources, Adler moved tof Fhe intelliggnce apparatus in the SoVi&{ Bruce A. Elleman, “The 1940 Soviet-Japanese Se-
Beijing permanently in the late 1950s andJnion by Stalin. Many of his Soviet com-cret Agreement and Its Impact on the Soviet-Iranian
has since worked in various capacities irades, some of them highly respected schélupply Route” (Working Paper Series in International
CCP intelligence. Today, he is identified irars, including the former SovietAmbassadcﬁ‘é‘r’:’';rsu'j I,;geE; fé)Hf_og"er Institution, on War, Revolu-
Chinese dpguments as an “Advisor” to théo Beij!ng who originally recruitgd Chen.in 9. Harvey Klehr, John Earl Haynes, and Fridrikh
External Liaison Department of the CentraChinain 1926, were shot by Stalin as traitonigorevich FirsovThe Secret World of American Com-
Committee of the CCP, the department thaind foreign spies. Chen wrote in raw pesgiunisn(New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1995),
) ; : p 0-70.
handlgs sgch well-known figures as Larrynism about the Soviet purge, | could no?o' Senate floor speech by McCarthy, in Ralph de
Wu-tai Chlpg of the CIA, vyho was arrestedunderstand tht was going on then. Ygt Yoledano Spies, Dupes, and Diplomaiew York:
by the FBI in 1983 for espionage, and comwas beyond my imagination that some thirtgriington House Press, 1967), 185.
mitted suicide in jail in 1986. years later, this horrible drama would be rell. Text of testimony by Bentley, in Toledaigpies,
Were the Chinese Communists Part gflayed in China and | myself would be &UPes: and Diplomat 132-133. .

. . . . 2. See Adler’s photo in Chen’s memoirs] &elected
the Internatlonal Communist Movement otarget of the persecution (p_.64). During th@panghai Culture and History Materiaf$hanghai
Merely “Agrarian Reformers” in the 1930s Cultural Revolution, Chen did not escape thgenshiziliao xuanii] 43 (April 1983), Shanghai People’s
and 1940s? Chen Hansheng's memoirsDictatorship of the Proletariat. From 1966 té'ress. _ , ,
provides much new information about thel968, Chen was put under house arrest. I—h eﬁ%rerggé?gestg'fnog;mz see Maochenifmerican
Chine;e Communigt Party’s.extensive inwife was tortured to death in late 1968. BY, many top leaders of the CPUSA, including Earl
ternational connections. Besides the Sorg71 when Chen was allowed to leave throwder and Eugene Dennis, had served as Comintern
and Lattimore cases, Chen served as a chi#fiought reform” Cadre School in remoteagentsin China. See Klehr, Haynes, and FirSegret
communist intelligence officer in Hong Hunan province, he had become almost cof’°r'd of American Communisg 12.

Kong in the late 1930s and early 19409letely blind.

running a cover organization funnelling huge

Maochen Yu, who teaches history atthe U.S.

amounts of funds—3$20 million in two and Naval Academy. is completing for publica
a half years—from outside China to Yanamn. The most revealing case was the rehabilitation of P - Y, . P .g p.
Ion a revision of his Ph.D. dissertation on

mostly for the purpose of purchasing Japd#annian in 1982, after which a large amount of materf- . . ]
nese-made weapons from the “Puppelals on Pan’s role as a Comintern intelligence chief ithe OSS in China during World War II.

. . . . China and CCP spymaster during WWII became avail-
troops in North China, with Cons"der""bleable for scholars. For more details, see the article by this

Japanese acquiesced@eWhen wanted in author, “OSS in China: New Information About An Old
1944 by the Nationalist secret police foRole,"International Journal of Intelligence and Coun-
pro-Soviet activities in Guilin (China), Chenerintelligene, Spring 1994, pp.94-95

L O 2. Shi ZheAlongside the Great Men in History: Mem-
was rescued by the British and airlifted tce)irsofShiZla[zaiIishijuren shengbian:shizhe huiyi lu]

India where he was miraculously put on theeijing: Central Documents Press [zhongyang wenxian
payroll of British intelligence in New Delhi. chupan she], 1991. Shi Zhe served as an OGPU (NKVD
Between 1946 and 1950. while undercov ince 1934) agent for nine years in the Soviet Union until

L hol h h i e was dispatched from Moscow to Yenan in 1940. He
as a visiting scholar at the Johns Hop In§ubsequentlyw0rked as Mao'sintelligence aid in charge

University in Maryland, Chen becameofencoding and decoding the heavy secret communica-
Beijing's secret liaison with the Communisttions between Mao and Stalin during WWII, and as a

Chinese-Russian interpreter. Shi Zhe also was Kang
Party ofthe U.S.A. (CPUSA) (p.82}. After Sheng’s deputy at the Social Affairs Department (SAD)

the CCP took over mainland China{ CheQndthe chief liaison in Yenan between the NKVD team
was summoned back from America t@nd the SAD.
Beijing by Zhou Enlai in 1950 and has3. Yan Baohang and others’ aggressive intelligence

remain maior fiaure in his own in netration into the GMD, see the doctoral dissertation
fgr n?ucehdc?f thaé?’es?l;fehis ”fseo bus est;%; this author entitie American Intelligence: OSS in
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THE 1980-1981 POLISH CRISIS: Yakov Grishin's narrative, is often prOb-and the debate is ||ke|y to continue for many
THE NEED FOR A NEW SYNTHESIS  lematic. Robert Zuzowski's volume pro-years to come.

vides cogent insights into the origins and  zyzowski devotes less attention than
by Mark Kramer functions of the Workers’ Defense Commit-gernhard to Laba’s thesis, and as a result his

tee (KOR) and Grishin’s monograph has gook leaves some key questions unresolved.
Robert Zuzowski Political Dissent and few bright moments, but neither book offerg=or example, Zuzowski acknowledges that

Opposition in Poland: The Workers’ De-as much as one might hope. when the decisive moment came in mid-
fense Committee “KOR (Westport, CT: Zuzowski's study of the origins, activi- 1980, top KOR members were skeptical
Praeger, 1992). ties, and consequences of KOR is enricheghout the prospects for achieving a genu-

by citations from a wide range of open anthely independent trade union. (Some KOR
Ya. Ya. GrishinDramaticheskie sobytiya v underground publications. Of necessity, higfficials even hoped that striking workers

Pol'she, 1980-1981g(Kazan: Izdatel'stvo book relies extensively on (and overlapgould not press too hard for this goal, lest it
Kazanskogo Universiteta, 1993). with) Jan Jozef Lipski's acclaimed two-hecome a pretext for a harsh crackdown.)
volume history of the Workers' Defenserhs is difficult to square with the author's
Many books about the rise of SolidarityCommittee, which was first published incontention that “KOR significantly contrib-
in Poland and the subsequent martial-law983. Zuzowski’s analysis, however, hagted to the formation of Solidarity and to its
crackdown have been published in the Weshree advantages over Lipski's book. Firsgerformance, shaping the union’s program,
but nearly all of them appeared in the earlgs one would expect, Zuzowski is mor&trycture, and strategy (p. 169). Nor does
to mid-1980s. In recent years, particularlgletached and critical than Lipski, whoseryzowski explain why so many workers
since the collapse of Communism in Easterperspective as one of the co-founders aRgho had probably never heard of KOR and
Europe, scholarly interest in the 1980-81eading members of KOR was unavoidablyeyer seen its publications were neverthe-
Polish crisis has largely subsided. Althougheflected in his lengthy account. Secondess ready to demand a wide array of funda-
a few laudable books about the origins aZuzowski's book extends chronologicallymental political changes. It may well be, as
Solidarity, notably those by Roman Labavell beyond Lipski's, which ended with hoth Zuzowski and Bernhard argue, that
(The Roots of Solidagi}, Lawrence C. KOR'’s formal dissolution in SeptemberKOR decisively changed the broader milieu
Goodwyn @reaking the Barrig), and 1981. Third, Zuzowski uses his case study, which the strikes of 1980 occurred and
Michael H. BernhardThe Origins of De- of KOR to derive broader conclusions abouhat this helped Polish workers eschew vio-
mocratization in Polad), were published in the nature and methods of political dissentifgnce and sustain an organized protest move-
the early 1990s, the large majority of Westhighly authoritarian societies. His discusment. But it is not clear that the evidence
ern scholars no longer seem interested sion of the term “intelligentsia” and hisproduced by Zuzowski is enough to contra-
reexamining the dramatic events of 1980verall analytical framework are not always/ene Laba’s basic point.
81. Even in Poland only a handful of expersuasive, but his assessment provides a This reservation notwithstanding, the
perts, mainly those connected with the pauseful basis for historical and cross-countryyrveys of KOR that Zuzowski and Bernhard
liamentary Committee for Constitutionalcomparisons. provide, combined with Laba’s earlier book,
Oversight, are still devoting much efforttoa  Hence, the overlap with Lipski’'s bookgre about as far as one can go with non-
reassessment of the 18-month confrontatiafoes not really detract frofolitical Dis-  grchival sources. Both authors have done an
that followed the emergence of Solidarity irsent and Opposition in Poldn A more admirable job of poring over KOR’s publi-
the summer of 1980. The dearth of academserious problem arises, however, from thgations and other dissident works as well as
interest in the Polish crisis is ironic, for it isoverlap with a recent book by Michaelelevant secondary sources. Both have
only now, when the archives in PolandBernhard (cited above), which was pubprought new analytical perspectives to bear
Russia, and other former Communist courlished at almostthe same time as ZuzowsKign their topic. Now that Zuzowski's and
tries have become accessible and whenn@gonograph. Bernhard’s volume, likegernhard’s books have appeared, other schol-
large number of valuable first-hand accountBuzowski’s, focuses on the origins and pogrs who wish to write about KOR will have
of the crisis have appeared, that a fuller aridical significance of KOR. Both books to draw on recently declassified materials in
more nuanced analysis of the events of 198@epict the Workers’ Defense Committee aghe Archiwum Akt Nowych and other ar-
81 is finally possible. a crucial factor in the rise of Solidarity and ghives in Poland (materials not consulted by
For that reason alone, the two bookkading influence on the opposition movezzowski or Bernhard) if they are going to
under review could have made a far-reactment in 1980-81. This view of KOR's a4d anything of significance to the historical
ing contribution. Both were completed afteimportance has been accepted by many schgdeord.
several of the former East-bloc archives haaks, butit has been challengedinrecentyears zyzowski's failure to make use of newly
been opened and after the initial spate &y Roman Laba, who has claimed that Pofeleased documentation is regrettable, but
memoirs and other first-hand accounts of thish workers, rather than Polish intellectualsyy no means wholly unreasonable. Several
Polish crisis had appeared. But unfortuprovided the overwhelmingimpetus for Solifeatures of his book (e.g., his frequent use of
nately, neither author has made any use déarity and were themselves responsible fgpe present tense to describe things that
archival sources. Although both draw on ahaping the union’s agenda. Laba’s publicgeased to exist after 1989) suggest that he
least a few of the new first-hand accountdions (including the book cited above) havgyrote most of the text in the 1980s before the

the use of this new evidence, especially iprompted spirited replies from Bernhard, continued on page 294
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THE SubopLATOV CONTROVERSY(CONT.)

1 September 1995 ered it: several years ago already Professor It will be useful to pose still one ques-
To the Editor: Igor Golovin mentioned this operation oftion. Was the U.S. government decision to
Beria’s department in the Soviet press.  publishinthe summer of 1945 Henry Smyth’s

| read with great interest “The I do not believe it possible here to dwelivell-known treatise “Atomic Energy for

Sudoplatov Controversy” in the CWIHPparticularly on Sudoplatov’'s new fantasiesMilitary Purposes” really dictated by a wish
Bulletin (Issue 5, Spring 1995, pp. 155-contained in his letter to thBulletin and to share atomic secrets with the Soviet Union?
158). In its own time | also rdeéSpecial which repeat his Appendix Eight of the paEspecially since from the point of view of
Taskswith no less interest. perback edition oSpecial Task(p. 491).  informativeness it exceeded by many times
| believed earlier and now presumethat In such a way as was already, for exBohr’s responses to Terletskii's questions.
the appearance of the recollections of sua@mple, analyzed by me, it was shown that tHResponding to this principal issue, itis easier
a high-ranking employee of the Stalinisteader should very, very critically regardo understand why the attempts to find non-
NKVD is an outstanding event, no matteSudoplatov’s “improvisations:” the princi- existent “flaws,” from the point of view of
whatthey are like in terms of quality. In anypal defect of the “recollections” was evidenthe demands of secrecy, in Niels Bohr’s
case, such recollections better than angven in a “limited space.” Here the assigesponses, are continuing. And in precisely
thing else characterize the era, and the stognce and co-authorship in the drafting ahe same way, it will become clear why the
teller. We can only be sorry that the recolSpecial Taskof such brilliant journalists as efforts to defend the indefensible fantasies
lections, of, for example, Lavrentii Beria,Jerrold L. Schecter and Leona P. Schecteaf Sudopatov are continuing.
do not exist. and the fact that the flattering foreward to  Finally, let's turn to the eloquent ac-
Of course, | cannot read without a smilg¢his book belongs to the pen of the famousnowledgment of the former Soviet intelli-
Pavel Sudoplatov’'s “assertion” that in théhistorian Robert Conquest, are powerlessgence officer Col. Mikhail LiubimovTop
development of my career | am obliged Of course, the point of view of theSecré 3 (1994), 27): “Reading Sudoplatov,
“through KGB connections.” This is aSchecters is interesting, when they asseyhe ought to remember that in intelligence
desperate (consistent with the time!) lungehat “the battle in Moscow over Sudoplatov'sctivity (possibly like science) there is an
arelic of the past, at atime when it is alreadyemoirs continues. On one side are Russiarclination to twist facts, particularly be-
impossible, as was done in the Stalinistcientists who fear the downgrading of theicause under the conditions of the totalitarian
time, toregisterinnocent people as Germaprestige and a threat to the medals theggime it was easy to do without fear of
English, and other “spies,” and to makeeceived for building the atomic bomi8ge- consequences. An intelligence officer or
short work of them. Now this relapse of theial Tasls, Addendum, Paperback Edition).agent could meet and talk with Oppenheimer
past is nothing more than an expressiv&nd in “The Sudoplatov Controversy,” theyor with Fermi, who would not have had any
coloring on the portrait of Sudoplatov him-even introduce a list of former intelligencdédea to whom they were talking, and then
self. And it is evidence of the fact that myoperatives and historians who, evidently, diater they could give them a code name and
article offended him very much. not know atomic technology professionallywith dispatch submit the information to his
In Special Task#he episode connectedbut who applaud Sudoplatov. The truthsuperiors and cast their deed in bronze.” A
with Yaacov Terletskii's mission to Niels however, is that in the fact of the matter, thgusting man in the street could be misled by
Bohr. My critical article, published in the “battle in Moscow over Sudoplatov” endedhe report on the meeting between Terletskii
Bulletin (Issue 4, Fall 1994), touched onlyiong ago. People understood that only spand Bohr. But for Liubimov, who saw that
on that episode. Since | am not a specialistalists, physicists-atomic scientists, are in‘an every line (of the report) the traditional,
in Sudoplatov’s professional element, buposition to resolve whether or not Niels Bohold-fashioned character of the operation is
do have a definite conception of the Soviggave atomic secrets to the Soviet Union. revealed,” it was as clear as two times two
atomic project and its history, in this letter, ~ Then why did the Schecters, while ig-equals four that “Sudoplatov would portray
expressing myself, | will limit myself only noring the opinion of Russian physicists, nahe whole trip to Bohr as a colossal success,
to the mission to Niels Bohr. wish to listen, for example, to one of theBeria would be pleased, and he will report
| assert that nothing in Sudoplatov’'deading U.S. authorities, the prominent parverything to Joseph Vissarionovich (Stalin).
version regarding this mission stands up tticipantin the American atomic project, ProfAnd Kurchatov would not dare to articulate
a comparison with the facts (reason for thelans A. Bethe? In a recent artialeSicien- any doubts about the success of the opera-
trip, significance for the Soviet physicists otific American together with his co-authorstion, [for] like other scientists, he is subordi-
the information which was brought; theobserved: “Thus, the allegation that Bohnate to the system. And just try to squeal
shadow which Sudoplatov casts on Nielshared nuclear secrets with the Soviets &bout the organs.”
Bohr, etc.), and it is a total hoax. Only theefuted by Beria’'s own account of the en-
naked fact that the trip to visit Bohr reallycounter between his agent and Boh{Sti- Sincerely,
did take place remains certain. But eveantific America, May 1995, p. 90.) Or does
here Sudoplatov is not the one who discovke too fear for his awards and prestige? Yuri N. Smirnov (Moscow)
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To the Editor: call a “leak” at the suggestion of a highly-social contact with me, | am in a better
placed church official. Simply put, havingposition than anyone else to say that Yuri
In the letter from the well-known KGB invited an opponent of the victim to visit himSmirnov is a professional atomic scientist
functionary Pavel A. Sudoplatov, publishedn some pretext, the police official slipswvho received his training at Arzamas-16,
in the American journal Cold War Interna-him, as if by accident, a specially-preparedho took part in the design and testing of the
tional History ProjetBulletin (Issue 5, Fall letter which refers to payments receive®0-megaton nuclear bomb, who completed
1995, pp. 156-158), a suggestion or, rathefrom the police department by the individuahis doctoral work under the direction of the
direct charge, is made against my colleague be compromised. well-known scientist D.A. Frank-
of many years, Yuri Smirnov, all of whose  Inthis and similar situations, the “patri-Kamenetsky. During the period in which he
scientific and literary efforts | have wit- otic” attitude of these employees towardsvorked at the Ministry of Atomic Energy, he
nessed, that these efforts were in some wéyeir agencies is touching. They of all peoplevas responsible for a major line of research
connected withthe KGB. Asisusualinsuclainderstand that the discovery of ainto the peaceful use of nuclear explosions.
cases, in place of evidence the letter préadividual's links to their services lead to ~ Such alist of accomplishments does not
vides only murky references to a conversaompromising him in the public’s eyes, andequire any embellishments, and any profes-
tion between Sudoplatov and his formethat this works. It is not clear whether thegional would be pleased to call it his own. It
colleagues on this matter. consider that such actions strengthen theas entirely natural that Yuri Nikolaevich,
Fairly or unfairly, the reputation of the negative image of their agencies. Perhapss a possessor of such arich and varied set of
KGB, as well as that of similar agencies irtonsidering its own reputation to be beyondxperiences, would turn his sights to the
other countries has always been very lowalvage, this is of no concern to them.  history of science, and particularly the his-
There has never been a better way to ruin a Knowing Yuri N. Smirnov to be a histo- tory of nuclear explosive technology. These
person in the eyes of public opinion and higan of science, who has objectively evaluefforts have borne fruit, as is witnessed by
close friends than to suggest that he hased the contribution of our agents in obtairhis string of publications. He is recognized
connections with these services. ing “atomic secrets,” who neither dimin-among historians of modern science, and no
An unparalleled expert in the life ofishes nor exaggerates this contributiorgttempts by Sudoplatov and his colleagues
Russian bureaucrats and behind the scer@sdoplatov and his colleagues, apparentlyo blacken his reputation will stick.
dealings, the author Nikolai Leskov, dedecided to “smear” Smirnov as a protective
scribed a similar intrigue in his stodglmin- measure. Sincerely,
istrative Gra@. In this story, a police offi- As a colleague of Yuri Nikolaevich,
cial wishing to compromise a provincialwho began to work with me 35 years ago andictor Adamsky
public figure organizes what we would nowto this day is in constant professional andrzamas-16

THE KOREAN WAR: able for ordering: 9. The Korean War Paradigm, by Col. Harry| G.
AN ASSESSMENT Summers (17 pages)
OF THE HISTORICAL RECORD 1. Civil is Dumb Name for a War, by Dr. Jamesl0. China’s Military Strategy During the Korepn
Matray (18 pages) War, by Dr. Shu Guang Zhang (33 pages)

On 24-25 July 1995, The Korea Society2- Russian Foreign Ministry Documents on thd 1. Military Objectives and Strategies of Tyvo
Georgetown University, and the Korea-Americ&rigins of the Korean War, by Dr. Kim Hakjoon Koreas in the Korean War, by Dr. Chang-Il Qhn
Society sponsored a conference at GeorgetoW&9 Pages) (18 pages)
University in Washington, D.C. on “The Korean3: Korean War of 1950-1953: Thoughts Aboufl2. The Soviet Role in Prolonging the Korgan
War: An Assessment of the Historical Record.the Conflict's Causes and Actors, by Dr. ValerWar, 1951-1953, by Dr. Kathryn Weathersby
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Korea, China, Russia, and the United States. 4- Why and How China Entered the Korean WailKorean War, by Dr. Natalia Bajanova (13 pages)

To obtain further information or to order theln Light of New Evidence, by Dr. Jian Chen (1614. POWSs, Soviet Intelligence and the MIA Quies-

conference report or participant papers, contadt@ges) tion, by Mr. Paul Lashmar (14 pages)

5. Politics in Peril: The Truman-MacArthur Con-15. The Politics of Conference: The Politi¢al
The Korea Society troversy and the Korean War, by Prof. Roge€onference at Geneva, April 26-June 15, 1954,
1350 Connecticut Ave., NW Dingman (35 pages) by Dr. J.Y. Ra (31 pages)
Suite 204 6. Assessing the Politics of the Korean War, b$6. In Search of Essences: Labelling the Kolean
Washington, D.C. 20036 Dr. Evgueni Bajanov (23 pages) War, by Dr. William Stueck (22 pages)
Tel.: (202) 293-2174 7. A Triangle of Kim, Stalin, and Mao in the
Fax: (202) 293-2184 Korean War, by Dr. Kim Chull-baum (27 pages)  There is a fee of $5.00 for the conferepce
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MoRE ON THE 1956 FbLIsH CRisIS

9 October 1995 ment of Soviet forces based in Poland in his..a number of comrades who are support-
meeting with Marshals Konev anders of a Polish-Soviet union...” (p. 40).
To the Editor: Rokossowskiinthe Sovietembassy on Octo-

ber 19, also referred to in his memoirs (p. 41%incerely yours,

| read the essay “Poland, 1956The troop movements, which the Soviets
Khrushchev, Gomulka and the Polish Octcthen claimed were a long-planned army “exMilton Leitenberg
ber,” by L.W. Gluchowski, and the accom-ercise” (p. 44), were certainly very muctSenior Fellow
panying documents in CWIHBUuUlletin 5 larger than the “one military battalion” (p.Center for International and Security Stud-
(Spring 1995), pp. 1, 38-49, with enormoug0) that Rokossowski admitted to puttinges at Maryland (CISSM)
interest, the reason for which will be evidenton alert” (p. 44). Gomulka’s phrase is “theUniversity of Maryland (College Park)
in a moment. Soviet Army stationed in Poland” (p. 44).

Upon completion of the reading, how-  In 1980 or thereabouts, | was given a
ever, | was thoroughly puzzled by what Kdescription of the same climactic meeting.W. Gluchowski responds:
saw as a major omission from the author’between the Soviet and Polish leaderships by
introductory essay. Though the materiah former Polish party and government offi- | would like to thank Mr. Leitenberg for
appearsinthe documents and in footnotestial who had before 1956 been close to thgs thoughtful comments on my documen-
them, there is no mention at all in the bodfolish First Secretary, Central Committeéary essay, “Poland 1956: Khrushchev,
of the essay concerning one of the mo&hairman and Prime Minister, BoleslanGomulka, and the Polish October,” in the
crucial aspects that determined the ultimat®ierut. That rendition adds information beSpring 1995 issue of theWIHP Bulletin
outcome of the confrontation between thgond that which appears in Gomulka’s dewith regard to Mr. Leitenberg’s comment
Soviet and Polish communist party leaderscription to the Chinese party in Document4hat he was “thoroughly puzzled” by “a
in Warsaw. It concerns the movement of recorded the comments at the time. Theajor omission from” my “introductory es-
Soviet military forces toward Warsaw, thenote which a Polish official handed tosay” concerning “one of the most crucial
circumstances in which the Polish partyGomulka during the meeting with the Soviaspects that determined the ultimate out-
leadership learned of the movements, arets and which informed him of the Sovietome of the confrontation,” notably “the
the threatened response of Polish militarfroop movements resulted from informatiomovement of Soviet military forces towards
units. It appears as a single line in Docueported to Warsaw by Polish military offic-Warsaw...[and] the circumstances in which
ment 3 (p. 43), is amplified in Gomulka’'sers (“colonels”). In addition, Polish Air the Polish party leadership learned of the
rendition of the events to the Chinese ifrorce General Frey-Bielecki requested pemovements,” | shall be brief. Any discus-
Document 4 (p. 44), and in footnote 61mission to bomb the Soviet columns as thesion about the military aspects of the Soviet-
guoting Mikoyan’s notes. The threatened¢onverged on Warsaw. Some Polish AiPolish confrontation of October 1956 is
response of Polish military units is not menForce units apparently threatened such aleeund to be controversial at this early stage
tioned in the documents at all, or by théion whether they received authority to do sof archival research in Poland. In any case,
author. or not. (As | recall, Frey-Bielecki agreed td decided to let this set of documents speak

Gluchowski also quotes two of the commake the request when some of his officefer themselves, and no less than six endnotes
ments in Khrushchev's memoirs; the first—informed him of those threats, telling himinclude extensive discussions of military
“...the people of Warsaw had been prepareghat they intended to do. With that, henatters during the crisis. Even Mr.
to defend themselves and resist Soviet troopecided to approach the political leadershipl)eitenberg acknowledges that “the material
entering the city..."—without asking whatThe Polish internal security forces were alsappears in the documents and in the foot-
“Soviet troops,” from where; and the secpreparing some sort of resistance. Gomulkeotes to them.” Furthermore, in the body of
ond—"...our own armed strength far exwas the source of Khrushchev’s assessmany essay, | noted: “Three days in October
ceeded that of Poland, but we didn’t want tthat “the people of Warsaw had been prgi8 to 20] 1956 resolved four outstanding
resort to the use of our own troops”— withpared to defend themselves.” Gomulka agnd interrelated conflicts of the de-
out pointing out that it is belied by parently told him, in effect, “Leave us aloneStalinization period in Poland.” The second
Khrushchev’s outburst at the October 1@nd everything will be OK; if not, there will conflict | outlined reads as follows: “the
meeting (quoted on page 40): “That numbdse a popular uprising.” And the RussianSoviet threat to intervene militarily in the
won't pass here. We are ready for activehought that the Poles would fight; in theaffairs of the Polish Party ended with a
intervention....l would like the comrades tovords of the Polish official, “All the Czech compromise agreement on the part of the
voice their views on this matter: interven{raditions are different.” CPSU leadership and the PUWP leader-
tion or...” One might add one more pointship.” It is clear that | agree with Mr.

It seems very likely, even obvious, thaGluchowski never comments on the propog-eitenberg: “one of the most crucial as-
Khrushchev gave the order for the moveals fa union, although Khrushchev refers topects” of the confrontation in Warsaw had to
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do with the threat of Soviet military inter-
vention.

My first departure with Mr. Leitenberg
comes when he elevates “the circumstances
in which the Polish party leadership learned
of the movements” to some kind of special
moment in the negotiations. We still don’t
have enough Soviet evidence to draw Mr.
Leitenberg’s conclusions. This is particu-
larly true when we consider his comment:
“It seems very likely, even obvious, that
Khrushchev gave the order for the move-
ment of Soviet forces based in Poland in his
meeting with Marshals Konev and
Rokossowski in the Soviet embassy on Oc-
tober 19, also referred to in his memoirs.” In
this case, an omission on my part may have
resulted in the confusion, and | am grateful
to Mr. Leitenberg for bringing it to my
attention.

In my attempt to edit out a number of
long historiographical comments about the
documents from the essay | submitted to the
Bulletin, | deleted a remark about the reli-
ability of Khrushchev’'s memoirs on the
Polish crisis, which was originally included
with Molotov’s characterization of
Rokossowski in the Felix Chuev interview
(containedm One Hundred and Forty Con-
versations with Molotdvcited in endnote
28. | should have left in place the following
observation:

put the 8th Plenum on hold, to fur-
ther discuss the Polish position to-
wards Khrushchev, while the Sovi-
ets went to their own embassy.
Rokossowski attended all the meet-
ings of the Polish Politburo during
this tense period. The Stenographic
report of the 8th Plenum also notes
that Rokossowski attended all sit-
tings of the 8th Plenum from 19-21
October 1956. It would be difficult
toimagine Rokossowski not attend-
ing meetings of the only legal bod-
ies that could force him from the
leadership. Khrushchev probably
decidedto letthe Poles begin the 8th
Plenum for a number of reasons,
including the necessity of providing
Gomulka with the legal status he
needed to negotiate on behalf of the
Polish side at the Belvedere talks.
More important, Rokossowski was
a full member of the PUWP Polit-
buro and Central Committee.
Gomulka had to treat Rokossowski
as part of the Polish negotiation team,
at least officially, and no one on
either side would have suggested, at
least in public, otherwise.

the readers of #Bulletin decide for them-
selves the merits of my case when | present
it in full, in a second documentary essay |
have begun to put together, this time with
Edward Nalepa of the Military Historical
Institute in Warsaw, before | was made aware
of Mr. Leitenberg’s letter, for an upcoming
issue of teBulletin. Our documentsinclude
a series of reports prepared by Polish mili-
tary counter-espionaggnformacija offic-

ers throughout the period of the crisis.

In my firstessay | wanted to focus on the
political aspects of the crisis, particularly the
bottom line positions staked out by the two
key personalitiesin this struggle: Khrushchev
and Gomulka. Reflecting the tendency at
these high level meetings to focus on per-
sonalities, both sides argued over the sym-
bolic significance of Marshal Rokossowski's
continued presence in People’s Poland. Al-
most all other outstanding issues that di-
vided the Soviets and the Poles were left for
further negotiations. | am currently prepar-
ing a list of the documents that cover this
vast subject. The documents | selected for
translation or cited in the footnotes of my
first Bulletin essay make up the most up to
date collection on the Polish version of what
happened at the Belvedere Palace on 19-20
October 1956. The Czech documentrecord-

Military aspects of the 1956 crisis, withing a 24 October 1956 meeting at the Krem-

which | have been grappling since 1984jn, which outlines the Soviet version of

This is another example of how
Khrushchev's memoirs are accurate
in so far as the general atmosphere
of the discussions are concerned,
and at the same time confusing be-
cause he again tends to take what
were obviously a series of discus-
sions and compress them into one
important conversation. Surely, as
Document 1 clearly shows,
Rokossowski could not have gone
with Khrushchev to the Soviet em-
bassy on 19 October [1956], al-
though Khrushchev’s emphasis on
Rokossowski as a main source of
information for what was happen-
ingin Poland at the time tells us a lot
about what everyone in Poland took
for public knowledge: Rokossowski
was Moscow’s man in Warsaw. The
Polish Minister of Defense was at
the Politburo meeting, held imme-
diately after First Secretary Ochab

have been among the most difficult issues ®vents—a document introduced and trans-
date to discuss with any degree of confilated by Mark Kramer and published in the
dence. Documentary evidence, until resame issue of thBulletin (pp.1, 50-56)—
cently, has been limited, while humanishelps to complete the documentary part of
sociology, brushed with rumors, hearsaythe whole puzzle, but more Soviet docu-
and unsubstantiated gossip, grows with ewents are still required to draw less tentative
ery memoir. With some exceptions, th&onclusions.
latter part of the little story from the long My thesis, not in dispute insofar as Mr.
Belvedere meeting recited to Mr. Leitenberd eitenberg’s letter is concerned, is that the
by his Polish source has a ring of truth. | caRolish crisis of October 1956 ended in a
imagine, during the most heated momentgplitical settlement. Khrushchev made the
Khrushchev and Gomulka exchanging veilefinal compromise which ended the standoff:
threats, using language that spawned imageskossowski’s future was left to the PUWP
of heroic Polish resistance and Soviet mili€C; and they later voted to oust him from the
tary glory. Khrushchev and Gomulka werd>olitburo. Both sides compromised and
not the quiet diplomatic types. But it wouldclaimed victory, although Gomulka came
be a leap to suggest that “one of the mostt of the stormy negotiations especially in
crucial aspects” determining the “ultimatea strong position. Khrushchev, on the other
outcome of the confrontation” was the “cir-hand, managed, as | argue, “to put the Polish
cumstances in which the Polish party leadequestion to rest for almost 25 years.” The
ship learned of the [Soviet military] move-Soviet compromise should not go unno-
ments,” at least with the limited selection oficed.
documents | included in my essay. Indeed, all this was accomplished at a
However, | will let Mr. Leitenberg and time of great international tension, ideologi-
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cal confusion, social unrest in the countrwith “a former Polish party and governmentChina, dated 27 October 1956, Stanislaw

where the negotiations were taking placefficial who had before 1956 been close t&iryluk wrote:

and led by two leaders who still had tahe Polish First Secretary...Bierut.” At this
operate within some kind of collective leadstage, | will only emphasize that this too is a
ership framework. Other than “active interproblem. How Polish communists, sharply
vention,” as Khrushchev called it, could thedivided before October 1956, immediately
Soviet leader (or Gomulka for that matterpfter the crisis, appropriated and transformed
have guaranteed anything other than thbe October events and then continued to re-
threat of military intervention during theinvent the “Polish October” after each suc-
talks at the Belvedere Palace, without aessive period of conflict during the Cold
prolonged and exhaustive period of face-tdA/ar, is worthy of note.
face negotiation? We already know, for |take full responsibility for a number of
example, that Khrushchev only knew whainisprints that appear in the published text.
others had told him about Gomulka or théMr. Leitenberg’s final critical remark to me,
situation in Poland, and that he was alread¥sluchowski never comments on the [So-
suspicious of half the Polish Politburo, whonviet] proposal for union,” is one of the most
he met in March 1956. In fact, Khrushchewserious errors. Three separate letters with
positively despised Roman Zambrowskigorrections were sent toafBulletin, but it
the leading Gomulka supporter inthe PUWRppears the last one did not make it into the
Politburo atthe time. Mikoyan's warning tofinal text. The sentence from which Mr.
Gomulkathat he would “be pulled to the topeitenberg cites (p. 40), where Gomulka is
by the Jews and then again they will droputlining to the Polish Politburo
him” was directed at Zambrowski, whoKhrushchev’'s comments, should read as fol-
again became the target of Soviet scofows: “They are upset with us because the
during informal Soviet-Polish meetings ovelPolitburo Commission proposed a new list of
the future of Soviet-Polish relations aftemembers to the Politburo without a number
October 1956. of comrades who are supporters of a Polish-
With regard to the second assertion b$oviet alliance [not union-sejuszu polsko-
Mr. Leitenberg; namely my refusal to distadzieckie@]; namely,

...attwointhe morning I was invited
to meet with the CPCh [Communist
Party of China] leadership. Talks
with Mao Zedong, Zhou Enlai, Chen
Yun lasted for three hours ... [The
Chinese leaders stated:] “Between
19-23 Octobera CPCh delegation...
in Moscow convinced Khrushchev
about the rightness of the political
changes in Poland ... Matters of in-
dependent Polish activities cannot
be questioned despite the reserva-
tions of the CPSU Politburo, which
has become accustomed to methods
and forms of behavior that must be
eliminated from relations within the
socialist camp.” Mao used, in this
context, the phrase “great power
chauvinism.” [See Archive of the
Polish Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
Collection of telegrams from Beijing
in 1956, Telegram no. 17599, 27
October 1956]

It appears the Chinese may also need to
comrades be given some credit for the success of the

cuss “the threatened response of Polish milRokossowski, [Zenon] Nowak, Mazur,“Polish October.”

tary units” to the Soviet troop movementsJozwiak.” The next two sentences should

which “is not mentioned in the documents atead: “l explained to them that we don’t hav€entre for Russian and East European
all, or by the author,” I will add this for the such tendencies. We do not want to break ti&tudies. University of Toronto
moment. The Soviet control of the Polislriendly relations [not alliancezrywac 25 November 1995

Army, acknowledged in the body of myprzyjaznize Zwiazkiem Radzietkiith the
essay, extensively discussed in my footSoviet Union.”
notes, and covered by Document 5 Incidentally, Khrushchev's commentto
(Khrushchev's letter to Gomulka on 22 OcGomulka about Poland’s leading supporters
tober 1956), as well as the Soviet threat tof a Soviet-Polish alliance is closely related
intervene militarily in the affairs of the to Khrushchev’s previous comment, cited by
Polish party, cannot be separated. If angomulka in Russian: “The treacherous ac-
communistin Poland at the time can maketavity of Comrade Ochab has become evi-
claim to have threatened to go to battldent, this number won't pass here.” It was
against Soviet tanks and troops, who alsoot obvious to me when | prepared the first
marched with some Polish military unitsessay, although | now hope to make my case
towards Warsaw, it was the commanders ahortly elsewhere, but it appears that
the security troops under the command dfhrushchev’'s anger, directed as it was to-
the Polish interior ministry, and perhapsvards Ochab, probably stemmed from
some individual Polish Army officers who Ochab’s September 1956 meeting with the
turned to them. But all these matters nee@hinese, as mentioned in Document 5, and
further clarification. Edward Nalepa and Isubsequent negotiations between Warsaw
will try to sort through the myth and drawand Beijing. Soviet-Chinese talks over Po-
some more appropriate conclusions in thieand appear to have led Beijing to demand
essay we will present in a fuiBulletin. ~ from Moscow a more collective approach to
We will also try to put into context Mr. the way the Kremlin dealt with the Warsaw
Leitenberg’'s presentation of the observafreaty Organization states. In a telegram to
tions shared to him during a talk in 198@omulka from the Polish ambassador to
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MoRE ON THE 1956HuUNGARIAN CRISIS

23 October 1995
To the Editor:

The Spring 1995 issue o&Bulletin, as
rich and as informative as ever, contains two
stimulating articles by Professor Johanna
Granville. Permit me to make a few com-
ments on both.

In the first article—"“Imre Nagy, Hesi-
tant Revolutionary”—Professor Granville
correctly argues that Prime Minister Nagy, a
lifelong Communist, hesitated to side with
the revolutionaries during the early days of
the 1956 Hungarian uprising (October 23-
27); that he created a new, reform-minded
party leadership that was more congenial to
his way of thinking only on October 28th;
andthat, finally, he embraced the revolution’s
main demands of neutrality and political
pluralism on November 1st, after he realized
that Moscow had deceived him.

Alas, this is not a new interpretation,
nor do the documents that follow Professor
Granville’s article provide important new
evidence to confirm it. Hence your claim,
not hers, made in the Table of Contents Box
on p. 1—"Imre Nagy Reassessed"—is mis-
leading. Ten years ago, and thus long before
the archives opened, this is what | wrote in
Hungary and the Soviet Bip1986, pp. 128-
29 (all emphases in the original):

[It is one of the paradoxes of
political life in Eastern Europe that,
until the last days of this short-
lived revolutionNagy was the man
Moscow counted on, and could
count on, to save its cause in Hun-
gary. Indeed, from the time of the
first demonstration on October 23
to October 31, Nagy could only
envisage a Hungarian future based
on Soviet tutelage. With Soviet
consent, he sought to make order
by promising ‘reforms,’” assuming
that the promise of such reforms
would end the uprising.

Nagy's firstturning pointcame
on October 28 when he reached the
conclusion that thparty had to be
changed, too. He had come to
understand—and the Kremlin con-

curred—that the time for reform
had passed, and his all but impos-
sible historic mission was to rec-
oncile Soviet power-political in-
terests with those of a new—some-
what independent and somewhat
pluralistic—Hungarian political
order. He consulted with Anastas
Mikoyan and Mikhail A. Suslov,
the two Politburo members who
were in Budapest, and with Yuri V.
Andropov, the Soviet ambassador
to Hungary, to gain their approval
for the transfer of the functions of
the hapless Central Committee to a
new, six-member party Presidium.
So anxious was Nagy not to cir-
cumvent Moscow that he called
the Kremlin from Andropov’s of-
fice that morning to obtain confir-
mation of treauthorizationhe had
just received from the Soviet rep-
resentatives in Budapest....

Only his second turning point,
which came on November 1, signi-
fied a parting of the ways between
Nagy and Moscow. Soviet troops
having reentered Hungary the night
before, Nagy realized that morn-
ing that the Kremlin was no longer
interested in finding a political so-
lution to the crisis under his leader-
ship. He felt betrayed. Invain had
he consulted with the Kremlin; in
vain had he gained Soviet approval
for every major measure he had
adopted between October 23 and
31. The party was over. From the
loyal Muscovite he had been all his
life, this is when Nagy became a
Hungarian revolutionary. On No-
vember 1, acting for the first time
without Soviet concurrence, his
government declared Hungary’s
withdrawal from the Warsaw Pact
and the country’s neutrality. On
November 4, when its troops
reached the Hungarian capital, the
Soviet Union overthrew the Nagy
government and crushed the revo-
lution.

ten years ago, Professor Granville’s article
must be regarded as a “restatement” of that
interpretation, albeit a useful one. | am not
aware of a single scholarly book or article
published anywhere in recent years that has
claimed that Nagy was anything but “hesi-
tant.”

In her second article and in the docu-
ments from the archives of the KGB that are
attached to it—"“Imre Nagy, aka ‘Volodya'—
A Dent in the Martyr’'s Halo?"—Professor
Granville does offer areassessment of Nagy’s
life in Moscow in the 1930s. While the
documents make wild claims, Professor
Granville prudently and correctly indicates
some of the circumstances under which they
were released in mid-1989. She puts it well:
“The story of how these materials came to
light is a story that has more to do with
Soviet, Hungarian, and communist party
politics amidst the revolutionary upheaval
of the late 1980s and early 1990s than with
historical or scholarly investigation” (p. 34).
My purpose here is to add a few comments,
including some new information on the role
of akey player, about how and why the KGB
released parts of its file on “Volodya.”

On the basic issue at hand: Having read
the four KGB documents published by Pro-
fessor Granville (pp. 36-37), and having
read fragments of others in 1991-92, | share
Professor Granville’s suspicion that Imre
Nagy was almost certainly an informer for
the NKVD, the KGB'’s predecessor, in the
1930s. Like most other Communist exiles,
Nagy was also a Soviet citizen and a member
of the Soviet Communist Party. He was
attached to the Soviet-dominated Commu-
nist International.

However, the claims about the conse-
quences of Nagy’s reporting made by KGB
Chief Vladimir Kryuchkov in his letter of
transmittal to the Soviet Central Committe
on 16 June 1989 (p. 36) are almost certainly
nottrue. His suggestion that Nagy alone was
responsible for the arrest, exile, or execution
of dozens of high-ranking Communist ex-
iles defies common sense. Nagy, after all,
was hardly an important figure at that time;
he did not even belong to the inner circle of
Hungarian activists. He was a lonely man,
writing on Hungarian agriculture in an ob-

To the extent this was a “reassessmensture émigré journal no one read and com-
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menting on the Hungarian-language broadlanos Kadéar earlier that year and of the By the time Rajnai “authenticated”
casts of Radio Moscow no one heard, latharacter, composition, and objectives of thidagy’s handwriting in July or early August
alone listened to. As one of his Muscovitelemocratic opposition. His visit confirmedof 1989, Nagy had received—on 16 June
colleagues would observe many years lataghat he must have known: that the critic989—a ceremonial reburial at Budapest's
even the leading émigrés “had nothing dboth inside and outside the party were gaitderoes Square in front of hundreds of thou-
consequence to do but they behaved asitifg new adherents by using Imre Nagy’'sands of people while millions watched the
they had. They practiced assiduously somexecution in 1958 to discredit not only Kadaevent live on Hungarian TV all day. Still,
thing they referred to as politics, plotted on@nd his associates butto undermine the whdRajnai clung to the hope that he could save
another’s downfall, and generally prancegost-1956 Hungarian political order. As irthe regime in which he believed and his own
and cantered and whinnied like superannd955-56, Nagy—a man Kryuchkov knewskin, too, by publicizing damaging informa-
ated parade horses at the knacker's gatesvhile he was the Soviet Embassy’s predfon about Nagy—by portraying him as a
(Julius HayBorn 1900: MemoirfLa Salle, attaché in Budapest—had once again bélse pretender, a deceiver who sold out his
[Il.: Library Press, 1975], pp. 218-19.) Givercome the flag for the gathering storm. friends and comrades, a Stalinist stooge.
the atmosphere of suspicion prevailing in | do not know if it was Kryuchkov who Only in this way could Rajnai help the
Moscow at the time, the Russian commisthen initiated the KGB'’s search for informa-hardliners in the HSWP, notably Kéroly
sars did not trust information conveyed byion on Nagy’'s past. Nor does it muchsrész, to defeat such critics as Imre Pozsgay
foreign Communists. matter. Both he and Grész were anxious Wwwho used Nagy's name to gain political
Could Nagy, a nonentity among thediscredit Nagy in order to deprive the Hunground. Not incidentally, only in this way
nonentities, have been a petty mole, thergarian people—and the anti-Kadar, antieould Rajnai justify his own past and clarify
Yes. Could hisreporting have contributed tdsrosz reformers in the HSWP—of a symbathe meaning of his life. He told me as much
the bloody purge of foreign, especially Hunof courage and sacrifice, of a reformer whduring the course of some 40 hours of con-
garian, Communists in the 1930sYes. broke ranks with Moscow. An astuteversation over several months in 1991 and
Could he have been directly responsible fdkremlinologist may also interpret their ef-'92.
the arrest of 25 Hungarian Communisfort as an attempt to disparage Nagy in order As it happened, Rajnai forwarded the
émigrés, of whom 12 were executed and the undermine Mikhail S. Gorbachev’s repu*Volodya File” to Grész; it was translated
rest sent to prison or exilelo. One: The tation. from Russian into Hungarian by Mrs.
Soviet authorities were always both suspi- | do know, however, who went over toThirmer. Grész presented a verbal sum-
cious of and contemptuous toward all forthe headquarters of the KGB to authenticateary, similar to Kryuchkov’s, to the HSWP
eign Communists; the NKVD surely did notNagy’s handwriting and pick up the newlyCentral Committee on 1 September 1989. In
rely on one such informant’s reports. Twofound “Volodya File.” Accompanied by his speech Grész told the Central Committee
As Kryuchkov put it, the 1989 release of th&syula Thirmer—Grész's special assistardf Nagy’s direct responsibility for the arrest
“Volodya File” to Karoly Grész, General for Soviet affairs who, married to a Russiaand sentencing of 25 leading Hungarian
Secretary of the Hungarian Socialist Workwoman, spoke excellent Russian—and posadres in Moscow and the execution of 12 of
ers Party (HSWP), was meant to be “expesibly by a “Third Man,” also from Budapest,them. But then Grdsz declined to open the
dient” and Grosz was to be advised “abouhe Hungarian in charge of the transactioftoor for discussion or answer any questions.
their possible use” (p. 36). Three: Given thevas Sandor Rajnai, the Hungarian Ambass@he Central Committee resolved to send the
KGB's aptitude for falsifying documents, dor to Moscow. Unlike the young Thirmer‘Volodya File” to the archives where it was
the authenticity of anything emerging fromand the “Third Man,” Rajnai had long knownshelved. Oddly enough, even Grosz seemed
its archives must be carefully scrutinized.Nagy and his handwriting very well indeeddoubtful of Volodya'’s political value at this
A few hitherto unknown details will For, in 1957-58Lieutenant-ColoneRajnai late date. “Itis my conviction,” he declared,
amplify the skepticism implicit in these of the Hungarian political police was respon“that what you have just heard will not be
reservations and supplement Professaible for Nagy's arrest in and forced returmlecisive when it comes to making the ulti-
Granville’s able account of the politicalfrom his involuntary exile in Romania; formate judgment about Imre Nagy's whole
circumstances of 1989. Nagy'’s year-long interrogation in a Budapedtife.” (The text of Grosz’s speech was pub-
In 1988, KGB Chief Vladimir jail where even his presence was top secréished on 15 June 1990—ten long months
Kryuchkov flew to Budapest on a secretind for the preparation of Nagy’'s equallyater—in the hardlin&szabadsg, a small-
fact-finding mission. Long familiar with, secrettrialwhose scenario Rajnai had draftecirculation Communist weekly edited by
and reportedly very fond of, Hungary, hgLoyal, competent, sophisticated, and adsyula Thirmer.)
stayed for several days. He met a few partyired by his superiors and subordinates alike, In the end, Rajnai’'s hope of saving the
leaders, the head of the political police, anthis creative author of the last bloody Comene-party Communist regime by publiciz-
at least one mole the police had planted imunist purge was subsequently richly reing the “Volodya File” was dashed, and his
the country’sincreasingly vocal democratiavarded for a job well done. After a longfear of being held accountable for the phony
opposition movement. Judging by the quesenure as head of Hungarian foreign intellieharges he had concocted against Nagy in
tions he asked and the people he met, lgence, he served as Ambassador to Romadia57-58 turned out to be unwarranted. For,
wanted to gain a first-hand impression odnd then—the top prize—to the Soviet Unionwhile the Hungarian Supreme Courtin 1989
the bitter struggle that engulfed the HSWInh the 1980s he became a member of thieclared the trial of Imre Nagy and his
leadership after the forced resignation dfiSWP Central Committee as well.) associates nulland void, it declined to charge
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those responsible for it. (Several Politburdf a decision to intervene had been taketine Bulletin on pp. 30-31. In para. 5 (on p.
members deeply involved in the case, irearlier, what was there to “reexamine in it81) he cites an alleged conversation by a
cluding Kadéar's Minister of Internal Af- entirety”? Moreover, the Soviet public decKGB Hungarian source with some Ameri-
fairs, were then—and are still—alive andaration of October 30 advanced a liberadans (named but not identified) who were
well. However, the chief prosecutor cominterpretation of Warsaw Pact relationshipgeported to have said that “if the uprising is
mitted suicide in the 1970s; Janos Kadar, ttend included an explicit promise to negotinot liquidated in the shortest possible time,
main culprit, died minutes before the Courate a possible complete Soviet military withthe UN troops will move in at the proposal of
“retried” and rehabilitated his nemesis; andrawal from Hungary. That may, of coursethe USA and a second Korea willtake place.”
the head of the kangaroo court that had selmhve been intended only to deceive Hungalagy had told Andropov on November 1
Nagy to the gallows in 1958, who remainedan, Western and world opinion. But if so, ithat Hungary was not only withdrawing from
unrepentant to the end, died in 1991.)  was a costly device—its brutal repudiatiorthe Warsaw Pact immediately, but would
As for Rajnai, by the time we got ac-in practice a few days later was a seriouseek UN and Big Four guarantees of its
guainted in 1991 he had resigned his ambdslow to the Soviet Union in the Westermeutrality. Did the Soviet leaders on Octo-
sadorship and retired. He was in sembocialist world as well as in Eastern Européaer 30-November 1 fear a U.S. intervention,
hiding, worried about retribution. A few | continue to believe what | first wrote inpossible under UN auspices circumventing
months after our last conversationin 1992,d RAND paper (P-984) on November 28their veto, if they withdrew? Perhaps new
received a letter from him in which he asked956 (first publishedni Problems of Com- documents will clarify that issue.
for my help in getting an American visa. Imunisn in January 1957, and later in my  In closing, | would like also to correct
have since heard that he died abroad, notlwd Soviet Military Policy: while Soviet one small error in the translation of one of
the United States, of natural causes. Perhagantingent preparations for possible interthe documents. A report by Deputy MVD
so. Butin his last years, the memory of Imreention were no doubt underway, it was onlilinister Perevertkin on 24 October 1956, is
Nagy appeared to consume his mind ansh October 30-31 that the final decision taited (on p. 22 of thBulletin) as saying that
cripple his will to live. intervene was made. the Soviet intervention force at that time
On October 31, when Mikoyan andnumbered in all “128 rifle divisions and 39
Sincerely, Suslov metwith Imre Nagy and Zoltan Tildy,mechanized divisions"—which would have
the latter rejected an offer to withdraw im-meant almost the entire Soviet Army! The
Charles Gati mediately all Soviet troops that had nofigures evidently refer to 128 rifle and 39
earlier been present in the country. Moranechanizd companisg, not divisions. As
A A over, Tildy told Mikoyan that Hungary would correctly noted in the text of Mark Kramer's
definitely repudiate the Warsaw RPatany commentary (on p. 51), the Soviet force in
cae—that is, even if the Soviet leaderdHungary on October 24 totaled some 31,500

22 November 1995 accepted their demand to withdrall So- men drawn from five divisions in and near
) viet forces immediately. (This was dis-Hungary.
To the Editor: closed in a monitored broadcast by [Hungar-

_ ) ian Defense Minister] General Pal MaleteSincerely,

The articles by Janos Rainerand Johangg November 1 or 2.) | believe that that was
Granville in Issue 5 of éBulletin make a the final straw that tipped the decision t&Raymond L. Garthoff
major contribution to our understanding ofntervene. The new documents, while not
the Hungarian revolution of 1956 and theonclusive, are consistent with that interpre-
Soviet decisions relating to it. Both articlesation. We can hope that other documents
tend to conclude that the Soviet decision ot yet discovered or published will clarify
intervene decisively to suppress the Nagyis matter.
government was probably made in the pe- | do not argue that the thesis | have
riod October 26-30. The documents availgytlined briefly above has been confirmed,
able to date do not answer the question, byit it has not been disconfirmed by the new
| read them as consistent with a conclusiogyigence available, and in my view the new
that the Soviet decision was not made uniihaterial tends to substantiate it. | believe we
October 30-31-after the Hungarians had shoyld continue to regard the question as an
disclosed their intention to declare neutralopen one.
ity and leave the Warsaw Pact. Mikoyanand  otherimportant developments were also
Suslov, in their telegram of October, 8@y occurring, including the Anglo-French in-
have been reporting on their assurances {&vention in Suez on October 30 (which, as
Nagy asimplementation of a deception planyjagdislav Zubok has pointed out, the Soviet
but why then would they say to their Politieaders initially interpreted as blessed by the
buro colleagues “If the situation deteriorategjnjted States). Further attention should also
further, then, of course, it will be necessaryg given to the intriguing comment in KGB
to reexamine the whole issue in its entirety.hief Serov's report of October 28, cited in
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TheUpdatesection summarizes items in th&Var |l Losses, Moscow New$English] 16 66.)

popular and scholarly press containing new28 April-4 May 1995), 7.)

information on Cold War history emanating Inquiry into events surrounding Stalin’s death

from the former Communist realm. ReaderStalin’'s handling of Nuremberg trials asand struggle to succeed him. (Y. Zhukov,

are invited to alert CWIHP to relevant cita-sessed by historian Natalya LebedevéKrelenskiie Laini: Stalin otetranili ot vlasti

tions. Readers should consult references {fiStalin and the Nuremberg TrialMoscow b 1951 godu?” [Kremlin Secrets: Did Stalin

Bulletin articles for additional sources.  News[English] 11 (24-30 March 1995), 12.)step down from power in 19517?],
Nezavisimaia Gazat 21 December 1994,

Abbreviations: Russian evidence on Soviet-Italian relation3.)

and the Italian Communist Party, 1944-48.
DA = Deutschland Archiv (Elena Aga-Rossi and Victor ZaslavskyBeria's letters from prison, 195@stochnik
FBIS = Foreign Broadcast Information SerL’'URSS, il PCl e 'ltalia: 1944-1948 Storia 4 (1994), 3-14.)
vice Contemporana25:6 (December 1994), 929-
NYT=New York Times 982.) Party and state archives inform study of
RFE/RL = Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty Kremlin power struggles, 1945-62. (Y.N.
VjZ = Vierteljahreshefte fuer ZeitgeschichteProblems of Post-Communis42:5 (Sep- Zhukov, “The Struggle for Power in the
WP = Washington Post tember-October 1995) spotlights new findSoviet Leadership from 1945 to 1962,”

ZfG=Zeitschrift fuer Geschichtswissenschafings from Soviet archives: Vladislav M.Voprosi Istori 1 (1996), 23-29.)

Zubok, “Soviet Activities in Europe After

Russia/Former Soviet Union World War IlI,” pp. 3-8; Hope M. Harrison, Archival evidence yields new view on Beria's

“Soviet-East German Relations After Worldole in post-Stalin power struggle. (Boris
Interview with Stalin granddaughter Galinawvar II,” pp. 9-17; Scott Parrish, “SovietStarkov, “Koe-chto noven’koe o Berii”
lakovkevnoi Dzhugashvili. (Yuri Dmitriev Reaction to the Marshall Plan: OpportunitfSomething New About Berighrgumenty i
and Samarii Gurarii, “Syn Stalina” [Stalin’'sor Threat?” pp. 18-24; and KathrynFakty46 (November 1993), 6.)
Son] Trud, 31 May 1994, 3.) Weathersby, “New Russian Archival Mate-

rials, Old American Debates, and the KoreaNina Vacil'evna Alekseeva on her relation-
1945 letter on postwar strategy from senioWar,” pp. 25-32. ship with L.P. Beria. (Irina Mastykina, “Ya
Soviet diplomat .M. Maisky to Stalin from Byla Ne Liubovnitsei Berii, a Ego Zhertvoi”
Foreign Ministry archives printed. (“The Report on persecution and isolation of Rugt Was Not Beria’s Lover, | Was His Vic-
Fiftieth Anniversary of the Conference ofsians who returned from WW Il Germartim], Komsomol'skaia Pravd@5-28 March
the Three Allied Powers in Yalta,” POW camps includes April 1956 recom1994, 8-9; 8-11 April 1994, 6-7.)
Diplomaticheskii Vestnik3-4 (February mendation from commission headed by De-
1995), 78-79.) fense Minister Zhukov to relax measure€Ex-CPSU official L.N. Efremov discusses

(Vladimir Naumov and Alexander Korotkov,memories of Nikita Sergeevich. (Valery
December 1945 documents from RussiaWWIl POWs Condemned as Traitors,”Alekseev, “Takoi Raznoi Khrushchev” [The
Foreign Ministry archives illuminate Moscow New{English] 17 (5-11 May 1995), Varied KhrushchevyPravda, 16 April 1994,
Moscow’s refusal to join International Mon-11. 4)
etary Fund and International Bank for Re-
construction and Development. (HaroldRecounting of Soviet policy toward earlySon of G.M. Malenkov on father’s relation-
James and Marzenna James, “The Origiri3old War flashpoint on basis of Communisship with N.S. Khrushchev. (Andrei
of the Cold War: Some New Documents,’Party and Foreign Ministry archives. (N.IMalenkov, “Malenkov i Khrushchev,”
The Historical JournaB7, 3 (1994), 615- Egorova, “Iranskii Krisis’ 1945-1946 gg. Guddk[Whistle], 16 April 1994, 4; 19 April
622.) po rassekrechennym arkhivym dokumentan’994, 3; 20 April 1994, 3.)

[“The Iran Crisis” 1945-1946 on the Basis of
Gen. Dmitrii Volkogonov announces (2Declassified Archival Document$jovaiai Recollections of Russo-Ukrainian relations
December 1994) plans to revise estimate dfoveishaia Istora 3 (1994), 24-42.) under Khrushchev. (Andrei Barkovskii,
total Soviet deaths during World War II; “Velikodushno, bez vsiakikh kolebanii”
says 44 Soviet soldiers and officers remai8talin’s postwar policy in Eastern EuropgMagnanimous, Without Hesitation],
MIA from the 1956 invasion of Hungary, assessed. (Vadim Tarlinskii, “Sud’baRabochaia Tribuna22 January 1994, 3.)
300 were still missing from the war in Af-federatsii” [Fate of the Federation],
ghanistan, and a Col. Udanov, missing ilNezavisimaia Gazetdl7 December 1993, Dissident perspective on 1956 Soviet inva-
Ethiopia in 1978, was reported to be alive.) sion of Hungary. (Viktor Trofimov,
and working in a Somali stone quarry as late “Neordinarnye otnosheniia” [Unusual rela-
as 1989. (RFE/RL Daily Repdr229 (6 Cominform reassessed on basis of party dfens], Nezavisimaia Gazetd7 June 1994,
December 1994).) Dispute over number athives. (G.M. Adibekov, “An Attempt at the4.)
Soviet deaths in World War |l reviewed.‘Cominternization’ of the Cominform,”
(Boris Sokolov, “New Estimates of World Novaia i Noveishaia Istoriid-5 (1994), 51- Conversations recalled with Prime Minister
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Kosygin. (Nikolai Sergeev, “Vyzval secret germ warfare plant for worst knowrmmand Nikolay N. DetinoyThe Big Five: Arms
Kosygin...” [Kosygin Called..,]Trud, 17 outbreak of anthrax, near Sverdlovskin Ural€ontrol Decision-Making in the Soviet Union

March 1994, 4.) in 1979. ("79 Anthrax Traced to Soviet Mili- (Westport, CT: Greenwood Publishing,
tary,” NYT, 18 November 1994, A10.) 1995); A.M. Aleksandrov-AgentqvOt
Recollections of Soviet policy-making from Kollontai do Gorbacheva: Vospominaniya

1950 on. (Oleg Grinevskii, “No SmolenskoiStory of search for rare German stamps twiplomata, sovetnika A.A. Gromyko,
Ploshchadi v 1950-kh godakh,”give Brezhnevon1979tripto GDR. (Mikhailpomoshchnika L.I. Brezhneva, Yu. V.
Mezhdunarodnaya zhizrll (November Pogorelyi, “Tseppelin’ dlia Brezhneva” Andropova, K.U. Chernenko i M.S.

1994), 120-126.) [Zeppelin for BrezhneyKrasnaia Zvezd, Gorbacheva(Moscow: Mezhdunarodnye
7 May 1994, 6.) otnosheniya, 1994); G.M. Kornienko,
Previously unpublished 1963 interview with Kholodnaia voina: svidetel’stvo ee

Khrushchev from CPSU CC archivesMemoir of more than three decades imichastnikgThe Cold War: Testimony of a
(“Vesloe ozhivelenie” [A Happy Revival], Soloviev Psychiatric Hospital. (Maiia Participant (Moscow: International Rela-
Komsomol'skaia Praval 27 November MikhailovnaKorol', “Sudby zhen sovetskoitions, 1995); Vojtiech MastnyThe Cold

1993, 3.) elity” [The Fate of the Wives of the SovietWar and Soviet Insecurity: The Stalin Years,
Elites], Rosskiiskie VestR0 May 1994, 5.) 1947-1953 (Oxford: Oxford University
Account of Soviet officials’ reaction to as- Press, forthcoming, 1996).

sassination of John F. Kennedy. (Melobiplomatrecalls negotiationsleadingto 1975

Sturua, “22 Noiabria 1963 goda” [22 No-Helsinki Accords. (Yuri Dubinin, “The Nuclear Weapons Isssie

vember 1963Nezavisimaia Gazat20 No- Thorny Path to Helsinki 1975Novaia i

vember 1993, 8.) Noveishaia Istoriiad-5 (1994), 177-194.) Historian Zhores Medvedev on various as-
pects of the Soviet atomic program, includ-

Documents on Khrushchev's 1964 meetexcerpts from personal papers of late Foing the roles of prison labor and the KGB.

ings with Danish leaders. (“About a 1964ign Ministry official, focusing on Soviet (Zhores Medvedev, “KGB i Sovetskaia

Visit to Denmark on the Highest Level,”involvement in Afghanistan. (Anatoly Atomnaia Bomba” [The KGB and the So-

Diplomaticheskii Vestnik-8 (April 1994), Adamoishin, “Evreiskii Anekdot” [Jewish viet Atomic Bomb], Smem [Change], 24

70-5.) Anecdote] Nezavisimaya Gazet1l5 Sep- August 1994, 4; Medvedev, “Bomba c
tember 1994, 5.) kleimom LON” [Bomb with the Mark of
New CPSU CC documents on Soviet policy LON (Camp of Special Significance)],

toward 1968 Czech crisis. (R.G. PikhoiaMemories of Chernenko from his nieceRabochaia Tribua, 30 September 1994, 5;
“Czechoslovakia, 1968: The View from(Aleksandr Khinshtein, “Ne uspel nichegol October 1994, 3; Medvedev, “The KGB
Moscow: According to Documents of thedelat” [| Did Not Have Time to Do Any- and the Atomic BombB,Rossia, 31 January
Central Committee of the Communist Party,thing], Moskovskaia Komsomoge®5 De- 1995, 6.)

Novaia i Noveishaia Isto@i6 (1994), 3 ff.) cember 1993, 8.)

More Soviet documents on fall-out from Assessment of role of espionage in Soviet
Prague Spring. (“Prague Spring 1968’ echPolice officer “S” recalls Soviet policy to- atom bomb. (Vladimir Skomorokhov, “From
oes...; Istochnik4 (1994), 95-99.) ward Sakharov. (German OrekhovWhere Was It Born, Our Atorfi”Delovoi

“Yospominania Sakharova” [Memories ofmir [Business World], 22-23-25-28 June
Eyewitness account of 1969 assassinatiddakharov] Smeia [Change], 14 December1994.) Interview with Prof. Balentin

attempt against Brezhnev. (Mikhaill993, 4.) Belokon’ on debate over origins of Soviet
Rudenko, “I broneboinaia pulia dala atomic bomb. (Oleg Moroz, “Sovetskaia A-
rikoshet...” [And the Armor-Piercing Bul- Behind the scenes in the Russian air transemba: Sobstvennoe izobretenie ili plagiat”
let Ricocheted...]Moskovskaia Praval 5 port authority in the late Soviet era[The Soviet A-Bomb: Indpendent Invention
October 1994, 4. (Vozdushnyy Transpof (January 1995), 2- or Plagiarism]Literaturnaia Gazet&6 (29

3, in FBIS-SOV-95-038-S (27 FebruaryJune 1994), 10.) Several secret letters printed
Khrushchev’s interrogation upon Westerri995), 13-17.) in commentary on book by ex-KGB officer
publication of his memoirs in 19740stochnik Pavel Sudoplatov. (Aleksandr Minkin,
4 (1994), 64-75.) Publications: Vladislav M. Zubok and“Bomba” [Bomb], Moskovskii

Constantine Pleshakdnside the Kremlin's Komsomol'ed, 29 June 1994, 1.)
Previously classified KGB reports on Rich-Cold War: Soviet Leaders from Stalin to
ard Nixon’s visits to Moscow in 1959 andKhrushcheyCambridge, MA: Harvard Uni- Evidence from the archives of D.V.
1972. (Ludmilla Velichanskaia et al., “Neversity Press, forthcoming, Spring 1996)Skobel'tsyn. (Mikhail Rebrov, “Mog li
znaiushchi broda Richard Nikson” [RichardMichael Scammell, ed. and introThe Sovetskii Soiuz pervym sdelat’ atomnuiu
Nixon, Who Didn'tKnowthe FordKuranty, Solzhenitsyn Files: Secret Soviet Documentt®mbu?” [Could the Soviet Union Have
12 August 1994, 7.) Reveal One Man’s Fight Against the MonoBeen the First to Make an Atomic Bomb?]

lith (Chicago, Berlin, Tokyo, Moscow: edi-Krasnaia Zvezda30 April 1994, 5.)
U.S.-Russian scientific team blames Sovidion g, inc., 1995); Aleksandr’ G. Savel'yev
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Interview with Arkadii Brishch on his work pearance of several tons of uranium in 1989.
on Soviet atom bomb. (Oleg Moroz,according to German report. (Berlin DDPNaval commander on Soviet atomic subma-
“Skopirovna byla ne bomba, a skhem@DN, 21 August 1994, in “Secret Nuclearine progream. (lvan Gulaev, “K-27:
zariada” [Itwasn't the Bomb that Was Cop-Depots Reported in FRG, East Europe, iRodvodnyi rekord 1964 goda” [K-27: The
ied, It Was the Storage System]FBIS-WU-94-162 (22 August 1994), 12.) 1964 Underwater Record{rasnaia Zveza
Literaturnaia Gazet&6 (7 September 1995), 25 June 1994, 6.)
10.) Publications: Thomas B. Cochran, Robert S.

Norris, and Oleg A. BukharjriMaking the Investigation into 1970 fire aboard nuclear
New data on atomic bomb project fromRussian Bomb: From Stalinto YeftéBoul- submarine “K-8.” (Vladimir Shigin,

family archives of Lt.-Gen. Boris L'vovich der, CO: Westview Press, 1995). “Tragediia v Biskaiskom Zalive” [Tragedy
Bannikov. (Mikhail Rebrov, “Atomnaia in the Bay of BiscayMoskovskaia Praa
bomba: Kak nachinalsia otchet vremeniMilitary Issues: 12 April 1994, 9.)

[The Atom Bomb: How the Countdown

Began] Krasnaia Zveza 20 August 1994, Dmitrii Volkogonov interviewed on searchNew data on disaster aboard nuclear subma-

7) for missing U.S. military from World War I1. rine PL-574 which claimed 89 lives. (“Taina
(Valerii Rudnev, “Rossiia prodolzhaetiskat™gibeli PL-574" [The Secret of the Disaster of

Interview with |. Zavashin, director of [Russia Continues to Searchdvestia, 28 PL-574]} Komsomol'skaia Praval 30 De-

“Avangard”factory at Arzamas-16, formerly October 1993, 6.) U.S.-Russian commissiocember 1993, 7.)

secret Soviet nuclear center. (Vladimifrustrated by lack of evidence behind claims

Gubarev, “Yuri Zavashin: Pontiatie ‘nado’captured US pilots were held on USSR terrFormer vice-admiral recalls 1974 mine-

my vpitali s molokom materi” [Yuri tory. (“MIA’s from the cold war, Moscow sweeping operation in Gulf of Suez.

Zavashin: The Concept of “Must” We Im-News [English] 23 (10-16 June 1994), 14.XAleksandr Apollonov, “6.000 chasov na

bibed with our Mother’'s Milk],Segodm, On 15 September 1952, Russia returns bodyinnykh poliakh” [6,000 Hours on the

28 September 1994, 9.) of U.S. Air Force captain whose RB-29 reMinefields], Krasnaya Zvezal 17 Septem-
connaissance aircraft was downed over theer 1994, 6.)

Description of Soviet Air Force 1956 train-Kurile Islands on 7 October 1952. (Reuters

ing maneuver for nuclear war, in which 27Zited n RFE/RL Daily Reporfi78 (19 Sep- Series on Pacific Ocean battles covered up

troops were ordered to land at ground zertember 1994).) Revelations on plight oby Soviet regimes. (Nikolai Burbyga,

(Aleksandr Kyrov, “Dernyi Desant” [Turf Americans shot down over USSR, VietnaniZhertvi heob iaviennykh voin” [Victims of

Landing] Rossiskaia Gazetd6 May 1994, including case of B-52 crewman Lt.-Col.Unannounced Wars]lzvesta, 5 January

7) Robert StandervikKomsomolskaya Praagd 1994, 6; 9 February 1994, 8.)
in FBIS-SOV-95-040 (1 March 1995).)
Account of secret Soviet 1959 testing of Reports on investigation of wreck of the

atomic weaponsin Pacific. (Mikhail Rebrov Detailed account of postwar Soviet submeBoviet atomic submarine “Komsomolets.”
“Otriad osobnogo naznacheniia: Khronikaine building program. (I. Spasskiy and V(Vladimir Svartsevich, “Poligon nashei
neob ‘iavlennoi ekspeditsii”” [An Order of Semenov, “First Soviet Submarine Withsovesti” [Proving-Ground of Our Con-
Special Significance: The Story of an UnreTurbine Power Plant (Design Project 617),5cience] Nezavisimaia Gazetd 1 August

ported ExpeditionKrasnaiaZvezd& May Morskoy Shorrk (Moscow) 7 (July 1994), 1994, 5-6; Kirill Dybskii, “Mstislav Keldysh’

1994, 6.) 65-69, in JPRS-UMA-94-053 (15 Decembevernulsia ‘so shchitom™ [The “Mstislav
1994), 19-23. Keldysh” Returns “with the Shield”],
Hidden history and environmental costs of Segodra, 17 August 1994, 7.) Interview

Soviet program of “peaceful nuclear exploReport on early plans for development ofvith Tengiz Borisov, former KOPRON di-
sions” (PNEs) from 1965-88 probed. (JuditiRussian “PKO” defense system. (Anatolirector, on new data concerning
Perera, “Revealed: 23 Years of Soviet Nukbokuchaev, “The Russians Weren't ShoottKomsomolets.” (Eduard Lunev, “Poslednii
ing,” The Daily TelegrapkLondon), 8 Feb- ing American Satellite$ Krasnaia Zvezda parad ‘Komsomol'tsa™ [The Last Parade of

ruary 1995, 16, in JPRS-TAC-95-001 (1430 June 1994, 6.) the “Komsomolets”|Rossiia25 (6-12 June
February 1995), 27-28.) 1994), 6.)

Report on 1955 disaster aboard battleship
Environmental impact of nuclear tests omNovorossisk. (Ol'ga Musafirora, New data on Soviet ballistic missile devel-

Totskii proving grounds, and increased carfHerazgadannyi vzryv” [Unsolved Explo- opment.(Krasnaia Zvezdal8 June 1994,

cer rates in city of Orenburzh, assessed Isjon], Komsomol'skaia Prava 28 October 6.)

Duma representative. (Tamara Zlotnikoval 993, 3.)

“Zabytyi genotsid” [Forgotten Genocide], Sino-Soviet Relations:

Nezavisimaia Gazat 14 September 1994,0n 1962 Soviet naval campaign in Indone-

2) sia. (Andrei Zhdankin, “Do voiny ostavalos’'Correspondence printed between Stalin and
tri chasa” [There Were Three Hours LeftMao from January 1949 reveals disagree-

Soviet KGB head Kryuchkov noted disap-Until War], Rossiia 1-7 June 1994, 1.) ment on tactics regarding potential media-
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tion of Chinese Civil War. (Sergei L.and indicate Julius Rosenberg indeed ratB86 (20 July 1994).) Russian Academy of
Tikhvinskii, “lz Arkhiva Prezidenta RF: Communist spy ring, though some key eviSciences devotes meeting to discussion of
Perepiska I.V. Stalina s Mao Tszedunom dence of atomic espionage still lackingbook, various comments cited in
yanvare 1949 g.” [From the Presidentia{Walter Schneir and Miriam Schneir, “Cryp-Literaturnaya gazetan 27 July 1994 RFE/
Archives of the RF (Russian Federation)}tic Answers,” The Nation 14/21 August RL Daily Repor145 (2 August 1994).)
Correspondence of L.V. Stalin with Mao1995, 152-53.)
Zedong of January 194®ovayainoveisha Moscow publishers Mezhdunarodnye
istoriya4-5 (July-October 1994), 132-40.) Christine Keeler, call-girl who was key fig- otnosheniye to release six-volume history of
urein 1963 Profumo spy scandal in EnglandRussian foreign intelligence service, reports
Newly released Soviet documents omeportedly admitted for first time to havingTrud on 15 October 1994RFE/RL Daily
Mikoyan’'s secret visit to Mao and CCPbeen a Soviet spy. (British magazine OK, Repot 201 (21 October 1994).)
leaders, 31 January-7 February 1949. (Andrsiovember 1994, quoted IRFE/RL Daily

Ledovskii, “Secretnaia missiia A.l. Repot 211 (7 November 1994).) Interview with ex-KGB official Lt.-Gen.
Mikoyana v Kitai” [Secret Mission of A.l. (ret.) Nikolay Leonov, authorfdSeditious
Mikoyan to China], Problemi Dalnego Story behind publication of Yuri Shvets’sTimes (1994); comments on Ames case,
Vostola 2, 3 (1995).) Washington Station: My Life as a KGB SpKGB defectors, etc. (“KGB Lieutenant

in America (Dmitry Radyshevsky and General Nikolay Leonov: Failure by Ames
New Russian evidence on Sino-Soviet reldNataliya Gevorkyan, “The memoirs of ainthe United States was Impossible: He Was
tions, 1949-52. (B. Kulik, “Kitaiskaiia Sovietintelligence officer have created a bi@etrayed in Moscow, Komsomolskaya
Narodnaiia Respublika v period stanovleniigpanic; Moscow New$English] 16 (22-28 Pravdg 22 December 1994, 6, in FBIS-
(1949-1952) (Po materialam ArkhivaApril 1994), 14.) SOV-94-248 (27 December 1994), 17-19.)
vneshnei politik RF” [The Chinese People’s
Republic in the Founding Period (MaterialdRecollections of Andropov from ex-KGB Interview with Vladimir Stanchenko about
from the Archive of foreign policy of the colleagues. (Aleksandr CherniakSoviet and Russian espionage. (“The Spy
Russian FederationProblemi Dalnego “Andropov—Izvestnyi i neizvestnyi” Who Returned to the Cold,lzvestig, 2
Vostola 6 (1994).) [Andropov—The Known and Unknown], September 1994, 9.)

Pravda 15 June 1994, 3; Aleksei Grishin,
Mao’s reactions to Khrushchev's 20th PartyV ego stikakh bylo mnogo ostrykh CIA's record vis-a-vis USSR in Cold War's
Congress speech, as told to Soviet ambass#avochek” [In His Poems There Were Manglosing years assessed. (Walter Pincus,
dor in Beijing. (P. Yudin, “Zapis besedy sSharp WordsNezavisimaia Gazat21 June “Reagan Buildup at CIA Spawned Current
tovarischem Mad, Problemi Dalnego 1994, 6.) Woes! Washington Post29 December
Vostdk 5 (1994). 1994.)

Interview of Vladimir Barkovskii, who
New information on 1971 crash of Lin Biaoworked with Soviet spies in London, on roleKGB watched Russian National Unity Move-
during flight from China. (Andrei Kosyrev, of espionage in development of Sovietatomiment leader Aleksey Vedenkin for “keen-
“Delo Lin Biao’: Zagadka Pochti bombs. (Andrei Vaganov, “Sorok piat’ letness on fascistideas” since 1981, authorities
Rasreshena” [“The Lin Biao Affair”. The nazad, 29 avgusta, byla ispytana pervalasay; other report says Vedenkin probably
Mystery is Nearly Solved]Moskovskaia CCCR atomnaia bomba” [Forty-Five Yeardelonged to KGB. (Moscow RIA, 1 March
Pravda 24 March 1994, 4; Yuri Dmitriev, Ago, On August 29, the USSR’s First Atom1995, in FBIS-SOV-95-046-A (9 March
“Poslednii polet kitaiskogo marshala” [TheBomb Was TestedNezavisimaia Gazat 1995), 3-4; als Moskovskiy Komsomokgt
Last Flight of the Chinese Marshalfud, 9 30 August 1993, 1.) 1March 1995, 1, as “Article Links Vedenkin
April 1994; Ivan lavnok, “Marshal Lin Biao to KGB,” FBIS-SOV-95-055 (22 March
Razbilsia v Mongolii” [Marshal Lin Biao On the controversy over the book by ex1995), 20.)
Diedin Mongolia]Krasnaia Zvezd, 7 May KGB officer Pavel Sudoplatov et épecial
1994, 6.) Tasls, and its allegations that prominentnterview with ex-KGB double agent-de-

Western scientists knowingly provided infector Oleg Gordievsky on publication of his
Interview with Li luzhan, Mao’s interpreter formation to Soviet intelligence. (Vladimir memoirsSunday Time@.ondon) publishes
for meetings with Khrushchev and Brezhnewadein, “Proval po vsei semi:—Pochemexcerpt with names of KGB sources. (“Ex-
(Andrei Kabannikov, “Mao v okruzhenii nashemu velikomu shpionu ne posvolilSpy Causes Uproar in Britain” afi@limes
vragov i tantsovshchits” [Mao, Surroundedlevat’' v Amerike” [Malfunction of All Sys- Publishes Names of British KGB Inform-
by Enemies and Dancergomsomolskaia tems:—Why Our Great Spy Was Not Al-ers; Moscow New[English] 8 (24 Febru-

Pravda 6 January 1994, 14.) lowed to Slander America],Vestip, 4 June ary-2 March 1995), 11; see also “KGB:
1994, 5.) Lavrenti Beria's son Sergo claimdlichael Foot was our agehtThe Sunday
Intelligence/Espionage Issues: on Russian television no 15 July 1994 thakimes(London), 19 February 1995.)

J.Robert Oppenheimer secretly visited his
Former defenders of Rosenbergs say Venofather in the USSR in 1939; historians disNew official publication White Paper on
decrypts of KGB messages seem genuimeiss story as absurRFE/RL Daily Report Russian Secret Servise(Moscow:
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Obozrevatel, 1995), on problems andHigher than the World Standardiiovaia Joint Task Force on Archives, American
achievements of Russian secret servicE&hednevnaia Gazetl September 1994.) Association for the Advancement of Slavic
published. (Itar-Tass, 11 October 1995, in Studies and The American Historical Asso-
FBIS-SOV-95-196 (11 October 1995), 39Russian presidential decree (no. 489-rp, datethtion, 1 April 1995, Slavic Revies 54:2
40.) 22 September 1994) is supposed to lead Bummer 1995), 407-426.)

massive declassification of materials more
Publications: Oleg Gordievskiext Stop than 30 years old. (“Decree to Reveal Sénterview with Rosarkhivhead R.G. Pikhoia.
Execution: The Autobiography of Olegecrets] Moscow New [English] 40 (7-13 (“‘Rossiia atnositsoa | chislu belikikh
Gordievsk (London: Macmillan, 1995); October 1994), 14.) archivnikh derzhav' [“Russia Acts Toward
Harvey Klehr, John Haynes, and Fridrikh a Time of Great Archival PowerRossiiski
Igorevich Firsov, edsThe Secret World of State Duma passes legislation on Freedoméésti 22 June 1995, 7.)
American Communis (New Haven, CT: Information giving citizens rights to state

Yale University Press, 1995). information resources, repsRossiiskie vesti Interview with head of the Russian Presi-
on 23 November 1994 RFE/RL Daily Re- dential Archives (APRF) Aleksandr
Archival/Research Development port 223 (28 November 1994).) Korotkov. (“Dla chevo otkrivaiem ‘osobuyu

papki” [Why Open the “Special Files”],
Complaints persist on difficulties of archi-State Duma passes Russian “Federal Law 8masnaia Zvezda August 1995, 2.)
val access. (Anna Repina, “Komu oninformation, Informatization, and the Pro-
nuzhny, etitainy” [They are Secrets to thoseection of Information” on 25 January 1995; Armenia
Who Need ThemBmenal2 October 1993, signed by Yeltsinon 20 February 1995. (Text
4.) in Rossiyskaya Gazgt22 February 1995, Document published purporting to confirm
15-16, in FBIS-SOV-95-048-S (13 Marchsecret collaboration between Dashnak party
Archive official’'s report, based on a De-1995), 29-37 (Armenian Revolutionary Federation (ARF))
cember 1993 speech at RTsKhIDNI. (V.P. and KGB during Soviet era.Afagil Elec-
Kozlov, “Zarubezhnaia arkhivnaia RossikaX eltsin signs decree no. 180 dated 17 Febrtronic News Bulletin(Yerevan), 4 March
Problemy i Napravleniia Raboty” [Foreignary 1995 to declassify and publish docut995,in FBIS-SOV-95-043 (6 March 1995),
Archives Relating to Russia: Problems anthents on Soviet nuclear weapons progra88s.)
the Direction of Work]NovaiaiNoveishaia up to 1954. (“Yeltsin Opens Archives On
Istoriia 3 (1994), 13-23.) Soviet Nuclear History,Washington Pds Ex-KGB officer describes work in 1980s.
19 February 1995, AA®MRI Daily Digest (Golos Armerii(Yerevan), 6 July 1995, 1-2,
Russia and France complete first of series 86:1 (20 February 19933 0ssiskaya Gazgt in FBIS-SOV-95-136 (17 July 1995), 92-
planned archival exchanges. (“Archival Filesd March 1995, 14, in FBIS-SOV-95-058-34.)
Are Returned to Russia from France,(27 March 1995), 1.) Commission formed to

Diplomaticheskii Vestnilk3-4 (February implement decree; members listed. Belarus
1994), 79.) (Rossiiskaia Gazetd June 1995, 5, in FBIS-

SOV-95-115-S (15 June 1995), 67.) Belarus body aiding U.S.-Russian MIA/
Archival regulations. (“Polozheniie ob POW commission facing disbandment.

arkhivom fonde Rossiiskoi Federatsii” [TheRussian government decree on declassific@¢evgeny Sulyga, “About Traces of the Viet-

State of the Archives in the Russian Federéion and archives adopted. (“Ob ustanovieniyaam War in the City of Minsk,”

tion], Rossiiskaia Gazetd April 1994, 4.) poryadka rassekrechivaniya i prodleniy&omsomolskaya Pravd®oscow], 28 Feb-
srokov zasekrechivaniya arkhivnykhruary 1995, 1, 3, in FBIS-SOV-95-040 (1

Sakharov’s archives open. (Marinadokumentov Pravitel'stva SSSR5obranie March 1995), 51-52.)

Lebedeva, “Otkryvaetsia arkhiv Sakharovazakonodatel'stva Rossiiskoi Federa®sj27

[Sakharov's Archive Openslzvestia, 21 February 1995), 1539-1542.) Estonia

May 1994, 4; Pavel Kol'tsov, “Arkhiv

Sakharovav Moskve” [Sakharov's Archivednteragency regional conference irEstonian government concerned by reports

in Moscow] Nezavisimaia Gazat21 May Novosibirsk discusses need to protect secret KGB documents being sold on black

1994, 6; Viola Egikova, “Zemlianoi val. information(Vecherniy Novosibiks 19 June market; Estonia’s Archives Department ac-

Arkhiv Sakharova” [Earthern Rampart:1995, 2,in FBIS-SOV-95-121 (23 June 1995knowledges loss of “thousands of files on

Sakharov's ArchiveMoskovskaia Praval  34.) the activity of the KGB and other intelli-

24 May 1994, 9.) gence agencies.” (Interfax report of 20 No-
Probe of archival situation in Russia, recomvember 1994, ifRFE/RL Daily Repor221

Interview with Rosarkhiv head R.G. Pikhoiamendations, by panel of American scholarg§21 November 1994).)

(Sergei Barshavchik, “Tseny na(Norman Naimark, William G. Rosenberg,

gosudarstvennye tainy v Rossii poWiliam Taubman, Kathryn Weathersbhy,Parliamentary committee reports results of

prezhdemy vyshe mirovykh” [As Before,Donald J. Raleigh, Gregory Freeze, and Davitvo-year investigation of KGB activities in

the Prices on State Secrets in Russia aRansel, “Discussion: Final Report of theEstonia, including review of archives.
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(Tallinn ETA, 20 February 1995, iin FBIS- Archiv 28:3 (1995), 290-298; Gerhard
SOV-95-034 (21 February 1995), 99. Ukrainian archives yield new data on 198&Vettig, “Stalin - Patriot und Demokrat fur
Chernobyl nuclear power plant disasteDeutschland?” and Loth, “Kritik ohne
Law calling on ex-KGB agents in Estonia tqN.V. Makovs’ka, “Politichnaia Gundlagen. Erwiderung auf Gerhard
confess or face public exposure workingRetrospektiva Chornobyl's’koi Katastrofi v Wettig,” Deutschland Archvi 28:7 (1995),
“surprisingly well,” police say. (Tallinn Dokumentakh” [A Political Retrospective743-750; Wettig, “Die beginnende
BNS, 3 April 1995, in FBIS-SOV-95-064 (4 ofthe Chernobyl Catastrophein Documentslymorientierung der sowjetischen

April 1995), 73.) Arkhiv Ukrainy1-3 (1993), 99-105.) Deutschland-Politik im Fruhjahr und
Sommer 1953,'Deutschland Archi 28:5
Latvia Detailed recounting of W glasnostin late  (1995), 495-507.

1980s permitted freer airing of true dimen-
Courtfinds Saeima deputy Roberts Milbergsions of 1933 famine in Ukraine. (James EStasi files disclose data on notorious terror-
not guilty of having collaborated with KGB. Mace, “How Ukraine Was Permitted to Reist “Carlos” and lawyer now defending him,
(RFE/RL Daily Repor22 (23 November member, The Ukrainian Quarterly49:2 Jacques Verges. (Peter Sandmeyer, “The
1994).) (Summer 1993), 121-151.) Jackal and the Villain Sten (Hamburg), 22

September 1993[4], 202-204, in FBIS-WEU-

KGB recruiter says current parliamentariaiCzech Republic/Former Czechoslovakia 94-185 (23 September 1994), 14-15.)
Andrejs Silins was listed as KGB agent in
1972 without his knowledge. (Tallinn BNS,Czech parliamentary commission investiSocial Democratic Party (SPD) chair
9 December 1994, in FBIS-SOV-94-238jating late 1980 Warsaw Pact maneuveRudolph Scharping seeks Stasi files to rebut
(12 December 1994), 86-87.) may have had political overtones, but link teharges by Helmut Kohl and others that the

possible invasion of Poland still unclearSPD betrayed the goal of German unifica-
KGB document found dating from 1982(Prague CTK, 8 February 1995, in “Notion in talks with GDR officials.
granting accessto secretdocumentsto pres&itect Proof’ of 1980 Poland Invasion(Sueddeutsche ZeitgiiMunich), 8 Febru-
day Defense League volunteer paramilitarifound,” FBIS-EEU-94-027-A (9 Februaryary 1994, 4, in “Scharping Rejects CDU
organization head Johannes Kert, who say995), 6-7.) Accusations of SPD-Stasi Cooperation,”
he cannot explain documefiRahva Ha} FBIS-WEU-94-027 (9 February 1994), 31.)
21 December 1994, in Tallinn ETA, 21Government approves principle of opening
December 1994, in FBIS-SOV-94-246 (225tB (secret police files), Interior MinisterReports cite Stasi files showing Party of
December 1994), 52.) Estonian securitRuml denies it will lead to wave of lawsuits Democratic Socialism (PDS) politician
policy say KGB files refute allegations thatPrague CTK, 30 March 1995, in “RumlGregor Gysi collaborated with secret police
Kert was linked to the KGB. (Tallinn BNS, Outlines Provisions of Bill on StB Files,” against his client, dissident Robert
24 January 1995, in FBIS-SOV-95-016 (2% BIS-EEU-95-062-A (31 March 1995), 5.)Havemann; Gysi denies charges. (“Meeting

January 1995), 52.) at ‘Ellen,” Der Spiegk(Hamburg), 17 Oc-
Former East Germany tober 1994, 21-26, in FBIS-WEU-94-201

Controversy erupts in parliament over fate  (German Democratic Republic) (18 October 1994), 23-25; “Gregor’s Re-

of unopened archives of Latvian KGB. ports; Der Spiege(Hamburg), 7 Novem-

(Tallinn BNS, 5 May 1995, in FBIS-SOV- Evidence on Soviet occupation of Germanker 1994, 26-30, in “Files Incriminate Gysi

95-087 (5 May 1995), 88.) after World War Il. (Norman M. Naimark, for Stasi ‘Collaboration,” FBIS-WEU-94-

“Die Sowjetische Militaradministration in 216 (8 November 1994), 22.)
Lithuania Deutschland und die Frage des Stalinismus,”

Zeitschrift fur Geschichtswissensch&®4 Charges lodged against couple for spying
Mystery and controversy continue to sur1995), 295-97; Naimark, “The Soviets andor Stasi against West Germany between
round status and fate of estimated 300,0@0e Christian Democrats: The Challenge of 8971 and 1976. (Berlin DDP/ADN, 27 Oc-
files left behind by Lithuanian KGB. ‘Bourgois’ Party in Eastern Germany, 1945tober 1994, in FBIS-WEU-94-209 (28 Oc-
(Nikolay Lashkevich, “Lithuania: Who Has 1949; 9:3 (Fall 1995), 369-92; see alsdober 1994), 18.)
Got the KGB Archives, Izvestiia (Mos- Naimark’s The Russians in Germapgited

cow), 10 March 1995, 4, in FBIS-SOV-95-below. Interview with Markus Wolf, former head of
049 (14 March 1995), 103-105.) GDR external intelligence service. (“East
Debate continues on 1952 Stalin Notes ar@ermany’s Old Spymaster Talks: So Many

Ukraine question of early opportunity for GermarRegrets, but UncontriteNYT, 6 June 1995,

unification. (Manfred Kittel, “Genesis einerA11.)
Letters pertaining to 1969 arrest of UkraiLegende. Die Discussion um die Stalin-
nian activist Maj.-Gen. P.G. Grigorenko.Noten in der Bundesrepublic 1952-1958,Publications: R.C. Raagctalin’s Drive to
(“Petr Grigorenko: 1z Khroniki Tavli” [Pe- Vierteljahrshefte fur Zeitgeschicht¢l:3 the West, 1938-1945: The Origins of the
ter Grigorenko: From the Chronicle of hig(1994), 355-389; Wilfried Loth, “Stalin die Cold Wa (Stanford, CA: Stanford Univer-
Persecution]Segodra, 12 April 1994, 9.) deutsche Frage und die DD®gutschland sity Press, 1995); Norman Naimarkhe
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Russians in Germany: A History of the SoEngelmayer, Hungarian ambassador to P&adio, 30 March 1995, in FBIS-EEU-95-
viet Zone of Occupation, 1945-1®Cam- land, recounting influence of 1956, 1968061 (30 March 1995), 23.

bridge, MA: Harvard University Press,1970, etc. (“Ambassador with a Rucksack,”

1995) Inventar der Befehle des ObersteMhe Hungarian Quarteyl 35:133 (Spring Student groups demand release of secret
Chefs der Sowjetischen Militaradministra-1994), 123-128.) police files on 1977 death of anti-govern-
tion in Deutschland (SMAD) 1945-1949 ment activist Stanislaw PyjaRFE/RL Daily
(Munich: K.G. Saur, 1995); Wilfried Loth, Publications Die Ungarische Revolution Repot 41 (1 March 1994).

ed, Die deutsche Frage in die Nachkriegszeit 956 [findings of an Austrian-Hungarian

(Berlin: Akademie, 1994); Philip Zelikow Conference in Vienna, 6 April 1995] (Wien:Publications Tajne Dokumenty Biura

and Condoleezza Ric&ermany Unified Collegium Hungaricum, 1995). Politycznego: Grudzien 1978ecret Docu-
and Europe Transformed: A Study in State- ments of the Politbureau of the Polish Com-
craft (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Poland munist Party (PUWP) on Events of Decem-
Press, 1995). ber1970] (London: Aneks Publishers, 1991);
Sejm considering State Secrets Bill barrinfajne Dokumenty: Biura Politycznego:
Hungary release of information on intelligence activiPZPR a “Solidarnosc” 1980-198[Secret

ties for 80 years, national security or defendeocuments of the Politbureau of the Polish
Recounting of case of school-teacher airformation for 40 years, and economic secommunist Party (PUWP). Party versus
rested in connection with show trials increts for 30 years; media, liberals, oppos&olidarity” 1980-1981] (London: Aneks
Hungary under Matyas Rakosi in Stalin’dill, which is returned to committe¢RFE/ Publishers, 1992)ajne Dokumenty Biura
last years. (Eva V. Deak, “A Show TrialRL Daily Repar 163 (29 August 1994).) Politycznego i Sekretariatu KC: Ostatni rok
Case History: The Story of GyorgyiGovernment and media agree new constitwladzy 1988-198ecret Documents of the
Tarisznyas, The Hungarian Quarterly tion will guarantee freedom of information,Politbureau of the Polish Communist Party
35:134 (Summer 1994), 75-91.) press; parliament rejects restrictive secredPUWP) and the Secretariat of the Central

law. (Rzeczpospolitard Gazeta Wyborcza Committee: The Last Year in Power, 1988-
Budapest Military Prosecutor’s Office onreports, 25 October 1994, quotedRRE/RL 1989) (London: Aneks Publishers, 1994);
28 October 1994 presses charges agairi3aily Repot 203 (25 October 1994).) Andrzej GarlickjZ Tajnych Archiwev[From
three army officers accused of killing un- the Secret Archives] (Warsaw: Polska
armed demonstrators during 1956 eventgx-Soviet base near Szczecin seen &ficynaWydawnicza'BGW’, 1993); Pawel
according to MTL(RFE/RL Daily Report econological hazardGlos Szczecinskl Machcewicz Polski Rok 195¢The Polish

207 (31 October 1994).) February 1995, 1, in JPRS-TEN-95-004 (28 ear 1956] (Warsaw: Oficyna Wydawnicza
February 1995), 21-22.) ‘Mowia Wieki’, 1993); Andrzej Garlicki
Survey of international dimension of 1956 and Andrzej Paczkowski, ed&aciskanie

Hungarian crisis, using new Eastern, WesRussian Prime Minister Chernomyrdin on ®etli: Tajne Dokumenty Dotyczace
ern, and Hungarian sources. (Csaba Beke3eptember 1994 meets Polish team inves@zechoslowacji 1968 {Tightening of the
“The 1956 Revolution and World Politics,” gating Katyn massacrgGazeta Wyborcza Noose: Secret Documents Concerning
The Hungarian Quarterly36 (Summer cited n RFE/RL Daily Reporl73 (12 Sep- Czechoslovakia 1968] (Warsaw:
1995), 109-121.) tember 1994).) Polish president Walesa, &/ydawnictwo Sejmowe, 1995); Michael
ceremony marking 55th anniversary of Katy®ernhard and Henryk Szlajfer, edgrom
Recordings of Radio Free Europe/Radimassacres, calls on Russia to reveal futhe Polish Underground: Selections from
Liberty broadcasts during 1956 Hungariatruth. (Warsaw TV, 3 April 1995, in FBIS- Krytyka, 1978-198 (University Park, PA:
crisis discovered NYT, 24 October 1995.) EEU-96-064 (4 April 1995), 32-33.) Crimi- Pennsylvania State Press, 1995).
nal probe begun in 1993 by Smolensk Mili-
Newly-available Hungarian archives informtary Prosecutor’s Office drawing to a close. Romania
account of Budapest's role in 1968 CzechgKomsomolskaya Pravd&loscow), 29 April
slovak crisis. (Istvan Vida, “Janos Kadarl995, in FBIS-SOV-95-085 (3 May 1995),Report on Soviet policy toward December
and the Czechoslovak Crisis of 1968he 6-7.) Polish, Russian, Ukrainian, and989 Romanian events, including letter from
Hungarian Quarterly35:135 (Autumn Belarusian prosecutors sign accord on coofhevardnadze to Gorbachev and minutes of
1994), 108-123.) eration regarding Katyn investigations. (Warmeetings. (“On the Events of 1989 in Roma-
saw PAP, 31 May 1995, in FBIS-EEU-95ia,” Diplomaticheskii VestniKMoscow)
Government abolishes Historical Investi107-A (2 June 1995), 23.) Walesa speaks2t-22 (November 1994), 74-80.)
gation Committee established by previouKatyn. (FBIS-EEU-95-107 (5 June 1995),
Hungarian governmentto investigate “blanki8-49.) Yeltsin sends message to ceremorippearing before “December 1989” parlia-
spots”inrecent history, says radio Budapegioscow Interfax, 3 June 1995, in FBISimentary commission, President llescu de-
on 22 December 1994. RFE/RL Daily SOV-95-107 (5 June 1995), 9.) nied allegations he sought Soviet assistance
Repot 241 (22 December 1994).) on 22 or 23 December 1989 Adevarul
Ministry of Internal Affairs considers open-(Bucharest), 20 December 1994, 2, in FBIS-
Biographical interview with Akos ingup archives upto 1956. (Warsaw PolskiEEU-94-249 (28 December 1994), 17.)
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Target Zhou Enlai: The ‘Kashmir PrincessEnglish translations of newly released Rus-
Controversy erupts over documents claimncident of 1955, The China Quarterhit39 sian materials, with commentary. (Vladimir
ing past collaboration by Bishop LaszloSeptember 1994), 766-782.) Petrov, “Soviet Role in the Korean War
Tokes, ethnic Hungarian priest whose arrest Confirmed: Secret Documents Declassified,”
sparked 1989 revolt, with RomanianArticle based on CCP sources explores Zhalournal of Northeast Asian Studids3:3
Securitatesecret police [Romanian Intelli- Enlai’s handling of the 1958 Taiwan StraitgFall 1994), 42-67.)
gence Service, or SRI]. (Gyorgy Jakabgrisis, including data on secret communica-
“UDMR Will Ask to See the SRI Files of All tions between PRC and Taiwan. (Liadathryn Weathersby, “New Russian Archi-
Political Leaders,”Adevardi (Bucharest), Xinwen,“Zhou Enlaiyu heping jiejue taiwanval Materials, Old American Debates, and
29 December 1994, in FBIS-EEU-95-001 (3ventide fangzhen” [Zhou Enlai and the Inithe Korean War,'Problems of Post-Com-
January 1995), 24.) Paper publishes putiative to Peacefully Solve the Taiwan Probmunisn42:5 (September-October 1995), 25-
ported documents showing Tokes was palém], Dangde WenxiafParty Documents] 32.
Securitate informer. (“According to5 (1994), 32-38.)
Renasterea Banatean&aszlo Tokes In- A conference on “The Korean War: An
formed the Securitate Under the Name dReassessment, using new Chinese sourcAssessment of the Historical Record,” was
Laszlo Kolozsvar, Curierul National of Mao’s evolving views of U.S. (He Di, held at Georgetown University, Washing-
(Bucharest), 31 December 1994, in FBIS“The Most Respected Enemy: Mao Zedong'ton, DC, on 24-25 July 1995, sponsored by

EEU-95-003 (5 January 1995), 19.) Perception of the United State$he China The Korea Society, Korea-America Soci-
Quarterly 137 (March 1994), 144-158.) ety, and Georgetown University. Please
Mongolia consult the sponsors for copies of papers

Publications: Michael H. Hunt and Niu Jundelivered.
Account of Sovietinterventionin 1984 Mon-eds, Toward a History of Chinese Commu-
golian putsch. (Zorik Tsedenbal, “Novoenist Foreign Relations, 1920s-1960s: PerPublications: William StuecklThe Korean
‘Delo Vrachei™ [A New “Doctor’s Plot”], sonalities and Interpretive ApproachesVNar: An International HistoryPrinceton,
Nezavisimaia GazetéMoscow), 2 March (Washington, DC: Asia Program, WoodrowNJ: Princeton University Press, 1995); Shu

1994, 8.) Wilson International Center for ScholarsGuang ZhangMao’s Military Romanticism:
n.d.); John Wilson Lewis and Xue Litai,China and the Korean War, 1950-1953
People’s Republic of China China’s Strategic Seapower: The Politics ofLawrence, KS: University Press of Kansas,

Force Modernization in the Nuclear Agel1995)
[Ed. note: For detailed lists of recent source§Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press,
see the essays by Michael Hunt and Che®94); Nicholas Eftimiade€hinese Intelli- Vietnam/Vietnam War
Jian elsewhere in this issue of Bglletin.] gence OperationfAnnapolis, MDL Naval

Institute Press, 1994); Robert S. Rdgego- USSR sent 3,000 troops to Vietnam during
Evidence on early wrangling between Chitiating Cooperation: The United States andJ.S. involvement there, and 13 were killed,
nese Communist Party (CCP) and Mosco®hina, 1969-1989Stanford, CA: Stanford writes former Tass correspondent, citing in-
over Soviet seizure of Chinese industridUniversity Press, 1995); Thomas Jterviews with ex-Soviet ambassador I.
equipment in Manchuria at close of WorldChristensen Useful Adversaries: Grand Shcherbakov and other former officials. (AP
War Il. (Liu Guowu, “Zhanhou zhongsu Strategy, Domestic Mobilization, and Sinoéispatch citing article Aleksandr Minaev in
liangguo chuli dongbei rewei chanyedeAmerican Conflict, 1947& (forthcoming Ekho Planeg[Echo of the Planet], Novem-
jiufen” [The Argument Between China andin 1996 from Princeton University Press). ber 1995.)
the USSR After the War Over How to Deal
with the Japanese Puppet’s Industibd- Korean War Viethamese evidence on reactions to 1965
ern Chinese HistorgChinese People’s Uni- U.S. peace overtures. (Robert K. Brigham,
versity Publications Reprint Series) 1 (199550viet policy toward Korea immediately“Vietnamese-American Peace Negotations:
100-104. following World War |l assessed. (Kan InThe Failed 1965 Initiatives,” forthcoming in

Gu, “The Soviet Union’s Korean Policy The Journal of American-East Asian Rela-
Reassessment of early stages of relatioRsllowing the Second World War (1945-tions)
(and non-relations) between U.S. and PR@948), Vestnik Sankt Peterburgskogo
(Thomas J. Christensen, “A ‘Lost ChanceGosudarstvennogo Universiget6 (1994), Survey of PRC policy toward Vietnam War,
for What? Rethinking the Origins of U.S.-91-93.) using recently opened Chinese sources.
PRC Confrontatiori, The Journal of Ameri- (Chen Jian, “China’s Involvement in the
can-East Asian Relation:3 (Fall 1995), Soviet documents on the Korean War, invVietham War, 1964-1969The China Quar-
249-278.) cluding military reports to Stalin. (“The Par-terly 142 (June 1995), 356-378.)

ticipation of the USSR in the Korean War
Account of alleged attempt by GuomindangNew Documents), Voprosi istori 11 Former Chinese People’s Liberation Army
(Kuomintang) to murder PRC Premier Zho{1994), 30-46.) official Zhu Kaiyin writes that Mao scaled
Enlaiin 1955. (Steve Tsang, “Research Note: back military aid to North Vietnam in late
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1960s because he believed weapons \
being wasted. (Reported Xinwen ziyou
daobadPress Freedom Guardian], 29 S
tember 1995, 3.)

Publications: llya V. GaidukThe Sovie
Union and the Vietnam W#Chicago: Ivan
R. Dee, scheduled for publication Sp

i
1996); Commission for Research on Pqrty,excusable for a scholar who had alrea

completed a manuscript and who would ha?éﬂom a scholarly standpoint it is sorely defi-

[had to travel many thousands of miles tgient. _
Itis a pity that neither of the books under

History, ed.Ho Chi Mirh, 4th ed. (Hanoi
The Gioi Publishers, 1995); Ho Chi Min
Prison Diaty, 9th ed. (Hanoi: The Giqg

POLISH CRISIS

continued from page 277

ere on Jaruzelski's own accoyi@tan wojenny

sulted any newly opened archives. Thit his introduction) is to depict Solidarity

@ecision was unfortunate, but it was nodsnegativealightas possible. Forpolem
rposes his book may have some value

I work in the former East-bloc archives, per-
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dlaczegdpublished in Poland in 1992), and

Reollapse of Communism. Although he addeliis Pook often seems little more than a
some observations about events through tf@Prise of the memoir. Aside from reiterat-
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