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While the opening of Soviet ar- War, 1950-53, and the Armistice Ne-

The British writer and literary critic Lytton chives brought high expectations for gotiations,” is one such find. It is a
Strachey once remarked that “ignorance is the firsyick answers to long-standing ques-survey of Soviet and Chinese involve-
requisite of the historian — ignorance, which simpli- tions about the Cold War, those of usment in the Korean War that was
fies and clarifies, which selects and omitsBy this  \working in the Soviet archives have compiled in 1966 by so far unidenti-
criterion, historians studying the Soviet Union werefound that they are like other historical fied members of the staff of the Soviet
remarkably lucky until very recently. Unlike scholars collections; individual documents con- Foreign Ministry archive. The appar-
of American politics and foreign policy, who had the tajn only fragments of the information ent purpose of this internal history
daunting task each year of poring through thousandge seek. It is only after laboriously was to provide background informa-
of newly declassified documents, specialists on th&jfting through a great and varied masstion for the small group of Soviet
Soviet Union normally were forced to go about their of records that we can begin to pieceofficials who were at that time en-
work without reading a single item from the Sovietggether even one part of the intricategaged in discussions with the People’s
archives. Soviet authorities exercised tight controktory of the Cold War. Republic of China and North Viet-
over all official documents and archival repositories,  QOccasionally, however, we come nam over possible Soviet assistance
and no procedures were in place to release any of theg@on a single document that directly to the Viet Cong in their war with the
materials to the public. For nearly 75 years, theanswers a major question. The docuUnited States. This document thus
information available about Soviet policy-making ment excerpted below, “On the Koreantells us something about Soviet atti-
was so sparse that Western scholars often had to rely continued on page 14
exclusively on published sources, supplemented by a},
few interviews.

Now that the Soviet Union has ceased to exist
several of the key Soviet archives have finally beer A DOCUMENTARY SAMPLER
opened —if only on alimited and sporadic basis — fof
scholarly research. This development has brought Qn _12-15 January 1993, in the presid_ium of _the Russi_an Academy of Sc ences
ot benei vtk The ocu ere wil of D108 cscon 1 cotr matoaritn o sl
malnl)_/ on the draWback.s,.but that does not mean the sources in the former Soviet Union. CWIHP organized the conference in cof§abo-
benefits have been neglllglble. As recently as threg P ration with the Institute of General History of the Russian Academy of Sciencgs and
four years ago, the notion that Western and Russia the Storage Center for Contemporary Documentation (SCCD, or TskhSI, its
scholars would be permitted to examine sensitivd Russian acronym), which houses the post-1952 records of the CPSU Cntral
postwar documents in the archives of the Sovie] Committee. Overfour days Russian and American scholars presented roughly three
Foreign Ministry or the Central Committee of the | dozen papers, on topics ranging from the Cold War’s origins to the Sino-Sovieg split

continued on page 18 to the Sovietinvasions of Hungary and Czechoslovakia to the superpower crisqs over
Suez, Berlin, the Taiwan Straits, and Cuba. (Several of these papers have singe been
published by CWIHP in revised form as Working Papers—by Hope Harrisorf and

\
Soviet Foreign Policy During the Cold War:

INSIDE: Vladislav Zubok on the Berlin Crisis, 1958-62, and by Kathryn Weathersby on §oviet
policy and the origins of the Korean War, 1945-50—and more are slated to afpear

Soviet Invasion of Czechoslovakia (Part 2) as working papers and in a forthcoming edited volume.) ]

Russian Foreign Ministry Archives 26, 27 An essential precondition to the holding of the conference was a wijtten

Soviet Tactical Nuclear Weapons and agreement by SCCD that all participants, whether Russian or foreign, would refeive
the Cuban Missile Crisis: An Exchange , equal access to released materials, that all materials released for the confgence

Warsaw Pact Planning: A Response would be made available to the world scholarly community, and that “no resgic-

continued on page 55
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THE PRAGUE SPRING AND THE emerged up to now suggests that, for thgeen a substitute for materials contained in

SOVIET INVASION OF most part, the best analyses produced lychives, but, taken cumulatively, they gave
CZECHOSLOVAKIA: Western scholars in the pre-glasnost era wiWestern scholars a body of evidence incom-
New Interpretations stand up very well. There are, of coursearably richer than the meager details known
innumerable details that have to be revisedpout most other Soviet foreign policy deci-
by Mark Kramer and, as indicated below, details can often Isons. It is not wholly surprising, then, that
(Second of two parts) important. Butexcept for a few more sweeppre-glasnost analyses of the Czechoslovak

ing changes that may be necessary (as will besis have fared remarkably well amidst the

The first part of this two-part article discussed in the final section of this article)flood of post-Communist revelations.
provided a brief review of the vast amounprevailing conceptions of the crisis and ofthe  Still, if it is true that documents released
of material that has been released over ti8®viet-led invasion have not been greatlgince 1989 have not undermined our basic
past few years regarding the Prague Sprirdtered thus far by the declassified docuinderstanding of the Soviet invasion of
and the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakienents, new memoirs, and other evidence th&zechoslovakia, it is also true that earlier
in August 1968. The aim of this part is to has recently come to light. treatments of certain key aspects of the crisis
offer a preliminary look at some of the new  The fact that drastic changes have noteed to be revised to take account of new
interpretations that can be derived from thibeen required in the broad historical record isvidence. The revised interpretations of
wealth of fresh evidence, including newlyin part attributable to the insight and meticuthese matters can help provide a clearer
available materials from East European arldus research that Western scholars earlipicture of the crisis as a whole. Obviously,
former Soviet archives. brought to bear on the topic. The events dhe discussion that follows is not intended to

Thefirst question to be asked is whethetr968 attracted some of the best analysts be an exhaustive compilation of changes
the documents and memoirs that have réhe field, and it shows in the quality of theimecessitated by evidence that has emerged
cently become available or soon will bavork. Anotherreason that pre-glasnostschobver the past few years, but it should give a
available are likely to force drastic changearship has stood up well, however, is thatasonable idea of the importance that seem-
in the historical record. Does the new eviwestern observers had access to far moirgly narrow aspects of the crisis can have
dence compel Western scholars to rethiniimary material about the Czechoslovakvhen seen in a new light. Many other topics
their whole understanding of the Czechcerisis thanthey normally had about key eventsot discussed here—including the influence
slovak crisis? Will older analyses of then Soviet foreign policy. Scholars were ablef hard-line East European leaders; the role
subject have to be discarded? Occasionallp make good use, for example, of documentd prominent officials such as Janos Kadar,
historical disclosures do bring about fundathat were brought out of Czechoslovaki#leksei Kosygin, and Yurii Andropov; East-
mental changes in traditional interpretationshortly after the invasioh.They also were West military and diplomatic relations be-
of events. Such was the case, for examplhle to draw on the first-hand observationfore and during the invasion; Soviet/East
with the revelations in the mid-1970s aboutontained in published interviews with andcuropean military preparations; Brezhnev's
the crucial role of code-breaking and signalsommentaries by leading figures in the crieontacts with Dubcek; and the post-invasion
intelligence (SIGINT) in the U.S. and Brit-sis, such as Josef Smrkovsky, Jiri Hajek, Jitalks between the Soviet Union and Czecho-
ish efforts in World War IF. Military histo-  Pelikan, and Zdenek HejzlamMoreover, by slovakia—will be covered in other analyses
ries that had failed to take due account dhe mid- to late 1970s a growing number oy the present author scheduled for publica-
this factor — which is to say, all histories upnemoirs by former Czechoslovak officialstion in the near future.
to that point — were suddenly renderedvere available in the West. Books by Hajek,
obsolete, or at least were in need of majatdenek Mlynar, and Pelikan, among othersdl,. The “Letters of Invitation”to Brezhnev
revision. Will the same hold true for exist-and accounts by senior Czechoslovak intelli-
ing accounts of the 1968 crisis and thgence agents who fled to the West, provided During the latter stages of the 1968
Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia? Western scholars with valuable evidence thatisis, a small group of hard-line officials in

For now, no definitive answer to thisthey could not otherwise have hoped to olihe Czechoslovak Communist Party (KSC),
guestion is possible because not all the evain, short of gaining access to Soviet ankd by the Slovak Communist Party chief,
dence is yetin. In particular, there are stiEast European archivédndeed, to cite but Vasil Bil'ak, did their best to promote Soviet
several key archives in Moscow — thene example, it is striking how accuratenmilitary intervention, though without being
Presidential Archive, the KGB archivesSmrkovsky’s and Mlynar’'s versions of theso overt about the matter (until the invasion
and the military archives — with reams ofCierna nad Tisou, Bratislava, and Moscowccurred) that they would provoke a back-
crucial documents about the crisis that amegotiations provedto be when judged againstsh and charges of treason against them-
still almost wholly untapped. If these itemsactual documents and transcripts from thoselves. Bil'ak and his two main colleagues,
are released, they may produce revelationseetings. The same high standards are ewilois Indra and Drahomir Kolder, secretly
that will necessitate far-reaching changes itent in retrospective accounts written in thpassed on information to Leonid Brezhnev
previous accounts, especially about the prtate 1960s and early 1970s by East Europeand others in the Soviet Politburo, depicting
cess of consensus-building in the Sovietnd Soviet emigres who had served as intethe situation in the most alarming terms
Politburo during the spring and summer gpreters at one or more of the conferences apdssible. They andtheiralliesinthe Czecho-
1968. A good deal of caution is therefore imeetings in 1968. slovak army and state security (StB, for
order. Nevertheless, the evidence that has All these different sources may not havétatni bezpecngsirgans were the ones who



CoLb WAR INTERNATIONAL HisTORY PROJECTBULLETIN 3

first informed the Soviet authorities aboutiaison with the hard-line members of theas Soviet “troops move into action on the
the interest that General Vaclav Prchlik, th&KSC? The KGB station chief in Bratislavanight of 20 August,” the “healthy forces” in
head of the KSC'’s Military Administrative helped Bil'ak arrange to meet with Shelesthe KSC would proceed with their “plan of
Department, had expressed in organizinglone in strict secrecy. During a break in thaction” to oust Dubcek and set up a “provi-
armed resistance to a possible invasionegotiations just before 7 p.m. the two offisional revolutionary government of workers
Newly released evidence also confirms thatials met in a men’s lavatory, and Bil'akand peasants.” Indra said he could “guaran-
Bil'ak’s group colluded with senior Easthanded an envelope to Shelest, who opentgk” that a majority of the KSC Presidium,
European officials, especially the East Geiit, read the letter, and profusely thanked thine KSC Central Committee, the National
man and Polish leaders, Walter Ulbricht an8lovak Party leader. Shelest immediatelpssembly, and the Czechoslovak govern-
Wiladyslaw Gomulka, in forming a widerwent to Brezhnev’s suite and gave him thenent would formally align themselves with
anti-Dubcek coalitiofi. Their aim through- letter, explaining what it was. Brezhnewhe “healthy forces® Chervonenko
out was to persuade the Soviet Union texpressed deep gratitude, but for the timgromptly relayed these assurances to the
remove the KSC First Secretary, Alexanddreing he offered no direct reply in writing. CPSU Politburo, which had begun a three-
Dubcek, and put an end to the Prague Spring. When the Bratislava conference endeday meeting on 15 August to make a final
Yet, despite these efforts, Bil'ak ac-and tensions briefly subsided in both Mosdecision about the invasion.
knowledged in his memoirs that as late asow and Prague, Bil'akrealizedhe hadtoact On 17 August, the same day that the
mid-August he and the other hard-linersjuickly to ensure that Soviet “fraternal asSoviet Politburo wrapped up its delibera-
feared that the Soviet Union might refrairsistance” would be forthcoming. If he waitedions, the group led by Bil'ak and Indra—
from intervening and instead cut some sotbo long, he would likely find himself re- who as yet apparently had not been apprised
of deal with DubceR. To forestall any moved from office at the upcoming Slovakof Moscow’s final decision—dispatched a
arrangement that would leave even a senfParty congress, making it far more difficulimessage to Brezhnev reaffirming what Indra
reformist government in place, one ofor him to act effectively. Because the datbad told Chervonenko. They warned that
Bil'ak’s associates, Antonin Kapek, wrote gor the Slovak Congress had recently beaurgent action was needed and called on the
letter to Brezhnev during the Cierna nadnoved up to 26 August, only three sessiorBoviet authorities to respond to the collec-
Tisou meeting at the end of July. Kapebf the KSC Presidium—on 6, 13, and 2Qive “letter of invitation” by 19 August, the
urged the Soviet leader to “extend fraternaugust—were due to take place before théay before the effective deadline for military
assistance to our Party and our whole natidbongress opened. The optimal time for aimtervention® They also claimed, as Indra
in dealing a rebuff” to the “anti-socialist andinvasion was during one of those three sebad in his meeting with Chervonenko, that
anti-Soviet” forces that had taken over theions, when all the top KSC officials wouldsix of the eleven members of the KSC Pre-
KSC and were posing a “serious danger toe in the same place and could be rounded sjgdium and 50 additional members of the
the very fate of socialism” in Czechoslovaat once, precluding any chance of organizddSC Central Committee would side with the
kia* Because Kapek was the lone signatomgsistance. Moreover, a Presidium meetiranti-reformists, enabling them to form an
of the letter and only a candidate member afas the only appropriate venue for Bil'ak talternative regime by the time the invading
the KSC Presidium, his appeal presumablseek a vote of no-confidence in Dubcek anfibrces arrived, with Kolder to be the new
carried relatively little weight. Itis not clearestablish a new, hard-line government tha&SC First Secretary. Bil'ak and Indra of-
when or even whether the letter was transould welcome the incoming Soviet troopsfered Brezhnev further assurances along
mitted to Brezhnev, or what the Soviet leadefhus, the KSC Presidium meeting on 2these lines over the next two day3.he pro-
did with it if in fact he received it. August became a deadline for Soviet miliSoviet faction intended, among other things,
Far more significant was a collectivetary intervention, giving Bil'ak, Kolder, and to order the arrest of some 40,000 people
“letter of invitation” that Bil’ak’s hard-line Indra barely two weeks to follow up on theimwho were to be brought before a “special
group addressed to Brezhnev a few dayketter of invitation.” tribunal,” with penalties meted out accord-
later, during the multilateral conference at On 10 August, Bil'ak had a lengthying to degree of “guilt.” High-ranking offi-
Bratislava on 3 August. This second lettetelephone conversation with Brezhnev, whoials, including those on the KSC Central
which was signed by Bil'ak, Indra, Kolder,had spoken by phone the previous day witBommittee and certain others, would have
Kapek, and another senior KSC official Dubcek®®* The conversation enabled Bil'akbeen subject to the death pendttpll these
Oldrich Svestka, echoed Kapek'’s initial letto denounce the KSC leader for having dongans fell through, however, when two of
ter in warning that “the very existence ohothing to redress the situation. ThrougBil'ak’s and Indra’s presumed allies on the
socialism in our country is in danger.” Theother channels as well, the anti-reformisKSC Presidium, Jan Piller and Frantisek
five signatories called on the leaders of thgroup continued passing on fresh reports ®arbirek, decided at the last minute to sup-
Soviet Communist Party (CPSU) to “use alMoscow about Dubcek’s purported failurgport Dubcek and oppose the invasion. The
means at your disposal,” including militaryto live up to the Bratislava accords; and thegnti-reformists were unable to make good on
force, to “prevent the imminent threat ofbegan preparing to seize power with Sovietny of their promises, and the Soviet Union
counterrevolution® Rather than risk giv- military support* On 14-15 August, Indra ended up having to reinstate Dubcek’s gov-
ing the letter to Brezhnev directly, Bilakand another KSC hard-liner, Oldrichernment for several months.
decided it would be best to approach anoth@avlovsky, met clandestinely with the So-  Soon after the invasion, on 25 Septem-
member of the Soviet Politburo, Pyotwviet ambassador in Czechoslovakia, Stepdoer 1968, the two “letters of invitation” were
Shelest, who had been acting as an inform@hervonenko, and assured him that as sototked away in Special Dossier No. 255 in
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the CPSU Politburo archives. The foldeR. Todor Zhivkov’'s Position position comes, not surprisingly, from
containing the letters was stamped “TOP Zhivkov himself. In an interview with sev-
SECRET” and was personally sealed by the It has long been known that Gomulkaeral Western newspapers in late 1990, he
head of the CPSU General Departmenand Ulbricht were vehemently opposed targued that he had supported the reforms in
Konstantin Chernenko, with the followingthe Prague Spring from the outset and wezechoslovakia in 1968 and had been ex-
instructions: “To be preserved in the Politamong the earliest proponents of militargremely reluctant to go along with the “to-
buro Archive. Notto be opened without myntervention. But until recently, it had nottally unjustified” invasion. Zhivkovinsisted
express permission.” Rumors about thed®en as clear when the Bulgarian leadehatthe only reason he ordered the Bulgarian
“letters of invitation” circulated for many Todor Zhivkov, began expressing similamarmy to take part was that Moscow had
years after August 1968, but in the absen@®ncerns about the events in Czechoslovtireatened to impose economic sanctions
of the documents themselves, itwas unclelia. Traditionally, most Western analystotherwise?® Throughout the interview
whether such letters had actually existegurmised that it was not until the Warsawhivkov stressed that he, unlike Gomulka
Not until July 1989, when a posthumousneeting in mid-July 1968, which broughtand Ulbricht, was never ideologically op-
interview with the Hungarian leader, Janotogether leaders from the Soviet Union, Pgosed to the Prague Spring.
Kadar, mentioned the collective appeal, wdand, East Germany, Hungary, and Bulgaria, Attempts to sort out these three con-
the existence of the “letters of invitation"that Zhivkov clearly joined ranks with flicting interpretations—“early antagonism”
officially confirmed (though Kadar incor- Ulbricht and Gomulka. At that meeting,versus “belated antagonism” versus “no an-
rectly claimed there had been 18 signat@hivkov declared thatthe Warsaw Pact coutagonism”—would have been futile in the
ries)!® The whereabouts of the two lettersries had an obligation to forestall the victorypast, but enough new evidence about
was kept secret for another three years, untif “counterrevolution” in Czechoslovakia, if Zhivkov's role has emerged that one can
July 1992, when they were finally turnechecessary by providing direct “military as-piece together a fourth version of events that
over to the Czechoslovak government bgistance” to the “forces of socialisrft.”"For differs from all of the above. The real
Russian president Boris Yeltsin. lack of evidence to the contrary, Westersituation, it turns out, was more complicated
In retrospect, the significance of thescholars assumed that until Zhivkov felt théhan either the traditional Western version or
two “letters of invitation” may attimes haveneed to issue this stern warning, he hatie two more recent interpretations imply.
been overstated. The first one, sighed onfpdopted a wait-and-see attitude on the que$he fourth version incorporates certain ele-
by Kapek, was apparently of negligible im+tion of military intervention.? ments from both the traditional Western
portance, and even the second one was not The notion that Zhivkov displayed “be-interpretation (“belated antagonism”) and
decisive in provoking the invasion. Thdated antagonism” toward the Prague Sprintpe version put forth by Mladenov (“early
hard-liners in the KSC had plenty of othefto use H. Gordon Skilling’s phrase) hasntagonism”), but is not wholly consonant
channels through which to communicateecently come under challenge, howeier.with either. Zhivkov’'s own recent interpre-
their views. Nevertheless, the collectivé&since 1989, two alternative—though mututation (“no antagonism”) is the only version
“letters of invitation” did contribute to the ally incompatible—interpretations of that should be dismissed outright. The evi-
CPSU Politburo’s mistaken impression thaBulgaria’s position have emerged. One aflence, both in the public record and in newly
a viable hard-line alternative existed irthese new interpretations implies thatleclassified materials, confirms that Zhivkov
Czechoslovakia. In that sense, the lettéthivkov’s “antagonism” in 1968 was un-displayed profound “antagonism” toward
undoubtedly gave greater weight to Sovietompromising from the very start, whereathe Prague Spring, and that he did so earlier
proponents of military intervention duringthe other interpretation suggests that Zhivkothan most Western analysts had thought.
the crucial two weeks of deliberations thalharbored no “antagonism”atall. The former  Mladenov’s contention that Zhivkov led
followed the Bratislava meeting. More-interpretation was actually put forth two decthe way in denouncing the Prague Spring
over, both “letters of invitation” offered acades ago, but it did not come to light untind in calling for military intervention is not
convenient pretext for the Soviet authoritiegate 1990, when the transcript of a July 1978s far-fetched as it may at first seem. New
to claim to be acting on behalf of a legiti-Central Committee plenum of the Bulgariarevidence reveals that Bulgarian leaders re-
mate alternative government. Indeed, theommunist Party was declassified. At thacted “with great anxiety and apprehension”
lengthy “appeal” for “fraternal assistance’plenum the Bulgarian foreign minister, Petuto the removal of Antonin Novotny as KSC
that was published in the Soviet press on 2Mladenov, lauded Zhivkov for having beerFirst Secretary and the election of Dubcek as
August 1968—an appeal supposedly issuéthe firstamong leaders of the fraternal parhis replacementin January 198&8ulgaria
by unnamed “officials from the KSC Cen-ties to define the situation [in Czechoslovawas the only Warsaw Pact country whose
tral Committee, the Czechoslovak goverrkia in 1968] as an open counterrevolutiomewspapers did not feature the lengthy biog-
ment, and the National Assembly"—wasand to recommend the measures that all of taphy and portrait of Dubcek supplied by the
based in part on the letters that Kapek anmtbw assess as having been the only possit@lgechoslovak Press Agency (CTK). The
the others had writtefi. and correct ones® If true, Mladenov’s only mention made of Dubcek’s election in
Thus, the discovery of the two “lettersstatement obviously would mean thathe Bulgarian press was in a brief CTK news
of invitation” in the Soviet archives haszZhivkov embraced the extreme hard-lingelease about the plenum and in some cur-
shed important light on the way Bil'ak’s andstance of Gomulka and Ulbricht much earliesory biographical data prepared by the Bul-
Indra’s anti-reformist coalition tried to swaythan Western scholars had assumed. garian News Agency. Furthermore, the con-
Soviet decision-making in 1968. The other new explanation of Zhivkov’'sgratulatory telegram from Bulgaria to
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Dubcek was handled in an unorthodox margarian press, in fact, was notable for itmisgivings he was feeling by that time. His
ner. Contrary to normal procedures, théavorable coverage of Dubcek and the Pracattered comments at the meeting were
telegram was not directly addressed to angue Spring during the first half of 1968.notable only for how little they revealed
one and was not signed by Zhivkov. Th&ulgarian leaders eschewed polemics lonabout his position.
coolness of Bulgaria’'s response to Dubcekafter scathing commentaries had begun ap- In short, there is no evidence that sub-
election was conspicuous enough that it evgrearing regularly in the media of both Postantiates—and much new evidence that con-
drew a protest from Soviet diplomats, whdand and East Germa#sy. travenes—Mladenov’s assertion that
called the Bulgarian actions “hasty and basi- The belatedness of Bulgaria’s “antagoZhivkov was out in front of all his Warsaw
cally improper” and urged the Bulgariannism” toward the Prague Spring is also eviPact colleagues in advocating the use of
authorities “to treat [Dubcek’s] election thedent in newly declassified materials frommilitary force against Czechoslovakia.
same way we have treated changes of leadd¥rmer Soviet and East European archives. At the same time, evidence that has
ership in other fraternal partie¥.” During the first few months of 1968, Bulgar—+ecently come to light suggesting that
Nevertheless, it seems clear that thian officials voiced almost no misgivings aZhivkov did begin shifting to a hard-line
unease felt by Zhivkov and other Bulgariamll about the reforms in Czechoslovakia; angosition earlier than most Western scholars
officials about Dubcek’s election was nothe one or two complaints they did havéad assumed. In late May 1968, two weeks
due to any forebodings of drastic policywere muted* Not until April and May did after the conference in Moscow, Zhivkov
changes to come in Czechoslovakia. IrBulgarian assessments of the Prague Spritrgnsmitted a secret “Report Concerning the
stead, the Bulgarian leader was apparentigke on a somewhat more negative t8neSituation in Czechoslovakia” and an “infor-
discomfited by the manner in which NovotnyAlthough it might be argued that Bulgaria’amation bulletin” on the same topic to the
was replaced. Normally, such a step woulbw-key approach to the Czechoslovak reSovietambassadorin Sofia, A. M. Puzaffov.
have been “recommended” by the KSC Prderms during the first few months of 1968The report and the bulletin were prepared by
sidium and then obediently ratified by thevas simply a matter of discretion, new archithe Bulgarian Ministry of Defense and the
Central Committee; but in late 1967 andal materials do not bear this out. After allBulgarian State Security forces, respectively,
early 1968 the KSC Presidium was deadBulgarian leaders at the time were nevend both items received Zhivkov's official
locked. Consequently, Novotny's fate wadesitant about expressing harsh criticism @nhdorsement. The two documents expressed
determined by a vote of the full KSC Centraévents in both Romania and Yugosla¥ia. strong opposition to the reforms in Czecho-
Committee. For understandable reasons, A similar picture of Bulgarian policy slovakia, oftenin crudely anti-Semitic terms,
this unusual way of ousting the long-timevis-a-vis Czechoslovakia emerges from thand adverted several times to the possible
KSC First Secretary was disconcerting foonce-secrettranscripts and summaries of theed for military intervention. To be sure,
Zhivkov, who had come to power at aroundnultilateral East-bloc conferences at Dresdegxcept for the anti-Semitic remarks, the tone
the same time that Novotny did in the earland Moscow in the spring of 1968. Thesef the two reports was not as hysterical as
1950s. Although some Bulgarian officialsdocuments confirm that Gomulka andsome of the statements that Ulbricht and
may have had genuine concerns aboulibricht, not Zhivkov, led the way in oppos-Gomulka had been making; among other
Dubcek’s “bourgeois nationalism” (achargeng the Czechoslovak reforms. At thehings, Bulgarian officials still expressed
leveled by Novotny), the real motivationDresden conference in late March, whicleonfidence that “healthy forces” (i.e., ortho-
behind Bulgaria’s less-than-friendly re-Zhivkov did not attend because of a scheduttox Communists) could prevail in Czecho-
sponse to the events in Czechoslovakia ing conflict, Gomulka and Ulbricht vehe-slovakia. Moreover, unlike the strident criti-
early 1968 was undoubtedly Zhivkov's feamently depicted the events in Czechoslovaisms voiced by East German and Polish
that a similar leadership change could occliia as outright “counterrevolutior?” No leaders, neither of the Bulgarian documents
in Bulgaria. one else at the conference, not even Bil'akyas intended for public consumption. Nev-
Hence, the initial Bulgarian response tavas yet ready to go that far. Certainly therertheless, anyone in Moscow who read the
Dubcek’s election does not in itself bear out no evidence that Zhivkov's representamaterials would have had little doubt that as
Mladenov’s claim about “early antagonism.tives at the conference joined—much lessf May, Zhivkov had become decidedly
Only if Bulgarian officials had continued topreceded—Gomulka and Ulbricht in por-hostile to the Prague Spring and to Dubcek
express deep hostility toward the events itmaying the situation in such dire terms. Ompersonally.
Czechoslovakia during the first few monthshe contrary, the Bulgarian participants’ brief By the time of the Warsaw conference
of 1968 would Mladenov’s interpretation beremarks at the Dresden conference seemeelveral weeks later, Zhivkov had aligned
vindicated. Yet the evidence on this scorenoderate compared to the harsh statememisnself unambiguously with the extreme
rather than confirming Mladenov’s view,made by their East German, Polish, and evéibricht-Gomulka point of view’ Even
undercuts it. The public record shows thaboviet colleagues. Much the same was tridbken, however, the Bulgarian leader was not
Gomulka was the first East-bloc leader tof the Moscow conference in early Mayas vitriolic or obsessive in his condemna-
declare, in a lengthy speech on 19 Marchwyhere Ulbricht and Gomulka stepped upions of the Prague Spring as either Ulbricht
that “imperialist reaction and enemies ofheir previous denunciations of the “couner Gomulka was. Moreover, it is unlikely
socialism” were behind the Prague Sprihg.terrevolution” in Czechoslovakia and dethat Zhivkov’'s adoption of an uncompro-
No comparable public statements fronmanded that immediate action be taken.mising stance had any real influence on his
Zhivkov appeared until several months lateZhivkov, by contrast, was still not willing to Soviet or East European counterparts. Judg-
in mid-July® The tightly-controlled Bul- resort to such strident language, despite tlireg from transcripts of the multilateral con-
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ferences in 1968, it does not seem that tieessage he transmitted to the CPSU Polié balanced assessment of the crisis:
other Warsaw Pact leaders evertook Zhivkdwuro in early August 1968, just before the

particularly seriously or looked to him forBratislava meeting: I's no secret that the KGB played an impor-
advice. Kadar, in fact, had not even wanted tant role in many decisions concerning for-
Bulgaria to participate in the conferences at Despite the results of the bilateral negotia- ~ €ign policy matters. This applies to the
all, lest the assembled Warsaw Pact statedions at Cierna nad Tisou [which had just ~ eventsof 1968 in Czechoslovakia. The KGB
give the impression that they were trying to concluded)], the situation in Czechoslovakia  Stirred up fears among the country’s leader-

isolate Romania. Kadar urged that atten- ., give no reason to believe that the NATO aggression or a coup unless certain

dance at the meetings be limited to the four currentleadership of the Czechoslovak Com-  actions were undertaken promptly. Atabout
East-bloc countries bordering on Czecho- mynst party will be able to change thingsfor ~ the same time, | reported from Washington
slovakia® Ultimately, this suggestion was  the better. . .. To improve the situation in  thatthe CIAwas notinvolved inthe develop-
not heeded, and Bulgarian leaders ended upCzechoslovakia and save the Communist Ments of the Prague Spring. But my attempt
taking part in all the multilateral confer- party and socialist achievements, we must ~ atan even-handed report simply did notfitin
ences; but that was only because Brezhnewse all possible and necessary means, includ- with the KGB's concept of the way events
approved their attendance, presumably be-ing the Warsaw Pact's armed forces. . .. Ifwe V\r/lerefshaplng up Inb CZGth0ﬁ|0\}/<ak§, :l/lnd
v ; do not manage to turn events around, it will  therefore never got beyond the KGB. My
lieving he could use the Bulgarian represen- ° ; inf ti tetl

: . : be a catastrophe — a blow against the Soviet INformation was wasted.
tatives as a wedge for his own views. The

f h fth s il Union, against our socialist countries, against .
actthat some of the participants were Will- ;6 interational Communistmovement, and Kalugin also reported that he “found out a

ing to exclude the Bulgarians altogether against the development of our socialist coun- year later, when [he] went on leave to Mos-
provides ample confirmation of the periph- tries. . . . The Warsaw Pact forces will be cow, that the leadership of the KGB had
eral nature of Zhivkov's role. severely weakened, and that will be a grave given instructions in 1968 that [his] mes-

It is not surprising, then, that Zhivkov  threat to the GDR, Hungary, and Poland. . .. sages should be destroyed and not shown to
would have been disinclined to stake out a Our opinion [in Bulgaria] is: Force the v 0ne %3 The same apparently happened
firm position during the first several months tcﬁlzeCh?smvtak .'eaqeif‘h'pttok C‘iﬁ'tmatf' " with a few other KGB analysts who tried to
of 1968, until he had a better idea of where "°Y "ELSETOGVE N, RENTAKE ONETEXTEME | oo their assessments free of distorted in-

s ! . measure$’
the prevailing sentiment in Moscow would formation.

lead. Ulbricht and Gomulka could fU|mi'AIthough Zhivkov may not have been the By contrast, dispatches from agents who
nate all they wished about the situation i, oot agyocate of military intervention inclaimed to offer proof of a “subversive”
Czechoslovakia, but it would not have ma 1968, he was certainly ready to embrace thaetwork in the KSC or of Western involve-
tered from Bulgaria’s standpoint unles%ptioh enthusiastically when the time camenentin the Prague Spring were immediately
Brezhnev eventually moved in their direcy,g ooy it it would earn him Moscow's fransmitted to the highest political levels.
tion as well. Not until the five—power Con'approval. In this matter. as in most Otherf‘lthoth the KGB'’s files on the Czechoslo-
ference in Moscow in early May was they o g, jgarian leader's main objective was wyak crisis are still tightly sealed, copies of
extent of Soviet displeasure with I:)chel§upport whatever position would ingratiatsome of the agency’s reports and memo-

and the Prague Spring fully evident tq"\ i his Soviet counterparts. randa were sent to the CPSU archives, and
Zhivkov. By the time of the Warsaw meet- these provide striking evidence of how
ing in mid-July, as Kadar later acknowl-z - roje of the KGB slanted the KGB's assessments of the situa-
edged, “the ranks of the supporters of mili- tion in Czechoslovakia were all through

tary intervention had increased” on the So- Recent disclosures have borne out eak968% In some cases, KGB officials attrib-
viet Politburo?® hence, it was only natural ;. assumptions that the KGB acquired urited every negative development they could
that at this point Zhivkov, too, placed himy, o infuence during the 1968 crisis. It hafnd in Czechoslovakia (traffic accidents,
self squarely on the interventionists’ side.Iong been known that senior intelligencdires, burglaries, etc.) to the effects of the
Fromthen on, any quaims or hesitatiofy¢ iais in poth Czechoslovakia and thePrague Spring; in other cases, they simply
that Zhivkov may have had in the first parfssp gejiberately offered alarming asseséabricated events or exaggerated the influ-
of 1968 were cast aside. Asthe sentimentments of the Prague Spring, in part becau§&ce of small reformist groups. The KGB's
Moscow shifted steadily in favor ofmilitarythey feared that NATO was exploiting thentelligence assessments coincided with, and
intervention, Zhivkov shifted his own posi-gi, w00 |n the mid-1970s. former agent&einforced, the biased and distorted cables
tion accordingly, adding his own peculiag. "+ '« B and the Czechoslovak Stat@nd reports that Soviet leaders were receiv-
anti-Semitic twists. This pattern belies th ecurity forces (StB) revealed that aCCUraﬂ.@g from the Soviet ambassador in Czecho-
claim he made many years later, in thg . 1aion about the events in Czechoslgslovakia, Stepan Chervonenko, as well as
interview in 1990, about his supposed ave(> Lia in 1968 often was not sent on to th&om Chervonenko’s deputy at the embassy,
sion to using military force in August 1968. roper authorities in Moscoft. These dis- Ivan Udal'tsov, and the head of the Czecho-
All evidence suggests that Zhivkov's recenglosures were recently corroborated by glovakia Sector in the CPSU Central Com-
attempts to portray Bulgaria as a reluctanf . «sRB station chief in Washington, Mittee, Sergei Kolesnika¥.During most of
participant in the invasion cannot be takep, -~ - Oleg Kalugin, who described the prot;the crisis, therefore, the information flowing

seriously. The Bulgarian leader's real attiy, ,\'1,o ancountered when trying to preseHP to the top levels was skewed, at least to
tude at the time can be gauged from a secret some degree.
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Other new disclosures by Olegkia, though the KGB forces tended to be illsix liaison agents in his office, and he im-
Gordievskii, who, like Kalugin, was a high-suited for their mission%. The use of these plied that those agents would all soon be
ranking KGB official until the mid-1980s, special operations troofSfjetsnamwvas still removed?® Later on he openly characterized
indicate that the KGB's role in the Czechovaluable, however, in highlighting improve-the “discovery” of the arms cache in western
slovak crisis went well beyond the distortiorments that were needed and in drawing leBohemia as a KGB provocatiéhThe pros-
and manipulation of intelligence.sons for future combat, as in Afghanistan ipect of further revelations about the KGB’s
Gordievskii confirms earlier reports by aDecember 1979, where KGpetsnaforces activities in Czechoslovakia loomed in July
former StB official, Frantisek August, thatwere used effective§. One final mission 1968 when articles by Karel Kaplan, the
large numbers of Soviet and pro-Sovietor the KGB both during and after the invachief researcher for the Piller Commission,
agents were responsible for secretly monsion of Czechoslovakia was to monitor anegan appearing. The Piller Commission
toring the activities of senior KSC officialsuphold the “ideological maturity, discipline,had been set up to investigate the political
and employees of the StB from early 196&orale, and political character” of Sovietrials of the 1950s, and Kaplan's articles left
on: Constant surveillance was maintainettoops who took part in the operatithRe- no doubt that the final report—which was
through a variety of technigues, includingsponsibility for this task fell to the KGB'’s not released before the invasion, and was
wiretaps, eavesdropping devices, signaBpecial Department©6obye otdelyin the then suppressed—would cast the Soviet
intelligence, and reports by collaborators isoviet armed forces, which carefully checketdnion’s role in an unsavory light. Some
Prague. Among the collaborators were te letters and packages of Soviet soldiers Roviet officials, recalling the experience in
few top Czechoslovak officials (e.g., thé'determine whether they have any anti-Sddungary in 1956, may also have feared that
deputy interior minister, Viliam Salgovic) viet content.” The mail-screening campaigtthe commission’s report would lead to harsh
and some well-placed members of the KSCwas part of a wider KGB effort in the fall ofreprisals against former StB agents whose
clerical staff (e.g., one of Smrkovsky’s sec1968 to “prevent the dissemination of antichief loyalty had been to Moscdw. Fur-
retaries). Furthermore, according tdoviet publications and other hostile materithermore, as Soviet leaders were well aware,
Gordievskii, nearly three dozen KGB agentals from Czechoslovakia within the territorythe Piller Commission had recommended
posing as Western tourists were dispatched the USSR.* that the Czechoslovak secret police be dis-
to Czechoslovakiato collect whateverinfor-  In short, recent evidence makes cledranded, and KSC leaders had tentatively
mation they could from “counterrevolution-that the KGB'’s efforts against the Czechoaccepted this recommendation just before
aries” withinthe KSC7 Other Soviet agents, slovak reform movement in 1968 were sthe Cierna nad Tisou confererfeThese
led by General N. Skripo, who visiteddiverse and comprehensive that it would béevelopments, coupled with the changes of
Czechoslovakia in May and June for ammpossible tounderstand Moscow's respongeersonnel that had already occurred, seemed
ostensible reunion with old wartime com-during the crisis without taking full accountto be undermining the Soviet Union’s whole
rades, performed secret military reconnaisf the role played by the Soviet securityntelligence network in Czechoslovakia.
sance missions that proved crucial lateffonforces. The new evidence also confirms To make matters worse, the danger of a
The political and military intelligence thatearlier suspicions about why the KGB wasspill-over” from the Prague Spring into the
the KGB gathered from these various sourca® anxious to bring an end to the Pragugoviet Union itself, especially in Ukraine,
was useful not only before and during th&pring. It is clear now that the ferment irwould have greatly complicated efforts by
invasion, but also afterwards in removingczechoslovakia had caused problems fahe domestic sections of the KGB to main-
the StB and KSC officials who had beemwirtually every department and branch of théain order. Fears about internal unrest in
supportive of Dubcek huge agency. For one thing, Soviet influEastern Europe after 1953 had always been

In addition to keeping close track of theence over the Czechoslovak security artibd, at least to some extent, to Moscow's
situation in Czechoslovakia, the KGB perintelligence apparatus steadily diminishedoncerns aboutthe possible eruption of wide-
formed numerous other covert functions dufrom early 1968 on, as many of the StBpread disorder at home. Even the faintest
ing the 1968 crisis. The agents who had beagents who were most subservient to Mosigns that the reformist influence of the
sent as “tourists” to collect information incow, including the head of the apparatufrague Spring was beginning to filter into
Czechoslovakia were also responsible fdgeneral Josef Houska, were removed. Iihe Soviet Union by mid-1968 (e.g., in the
carrying out provocations, such as puttingnost cases, they were replaced by officialsub-Carpathian region of Ukraine) had
up posters calling on Czechs and Slovaks teho strongly supported the Prague Spfihg.caused panic in some quarters of the Soviet
rise up against Communism and pull out df his trend sparked growing apprehension ipolitical elite®* The inspiration that promi-
the Warsaw Pact, as in Hungary in 1956he First Main Directorate of the KGB (i.e.,nent Soviet dissidents such as Andrei Sa-
The “tourists” also planted caches of Amerithe foreign intelligence-gathering branch)kharov took from the Czechoslovak reforms
can-made arms in western Bohemia near téhich had relied heavily on the StB’s assiswas a further source of anxiétyMoreover,
German border, leaving them to be “discovtance in the past. discussionsin Czechoslovakia about the past
ered” and played up in the Soviet press as Concerns within the First Main Direc-abuses of the StB gave rise to concerns that
“evidence” of animpending CIA-sponsoredorate became even more acute when tlémilar discussions would eventually take
coup or insurrectioff. During the invasion new Czechoslovak interior minister, Joseplace in Moscow about the Soviet security
itself, the KGB took on a supporting combaPavel, took steps to curb the KGB’s influ-organs. It is not surprising, then, that by
role. Militarized security units accompa-encein Czechoslovakia. Among otherthingsnid-1968 KGB officials who were respon-
nied regular army troops into CzechoslovaPavel publicly disclosed that the KGB hadsible for internal security viewed the whole
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situation in Czechoslovakia with alarm. Germany, Poland, and Hungary) seriouslgn arrangement would have left East Euro-
The perception within the KGB that theimpeded the Warsaw Pact’s military prepapean officials with no say at all in the use of
Prague Spring was a threat to both the extertions against NATO. Soviet requests tthe Pact’s “joint” nuclear arsenal. As for the
nal and internal security of the Soviet Uniorstation a Group of Forces in Czechoslovakinousands of tactical nuclear weapons that
helps explain why several high-ranking ofhad been turned down on numerous occ&oviet forces themselves deployed in Po-
ficials inthe agency were among the earliesions in the 1950s and 1960s by Gottwalkhnd, East Germany, and Hungary, the lack
and most adamant proponents of militargnd Novotny, but Soviet leaders had nadf East European input was thought to be
intervention in Czechoslovakia. To be given up their hopes of gaining a permanemven more conspicuous, as Soviet leaders
sure, support for an invasion was by npresence on Czechoslovak territory, as thejected all proposals for the establishment
means unanimous among senior KGB offievents of 1968 revealed. At several pointsf a “dual-key” system along the lines that
cials, as recent evidence has made cleauring the crisis, top-ranking Soviet officerasNATO worked out in the mid-1960s.
Those responsible for foreign operationsuch as Marshal lvan Yakubovskii, the com-  Evidence that has recently come to light
tended to be especially hesitant about reaander-in-chief of the Warsaw Pact, urgedtrongly confirms this earlier speculation
sorting to military forcé? Nevertheless, the Czechoslovak government to accept trebout nuclear command-and-control proce-
there is little doubt that all top KGB person-temporary” deployment of a Group of So-dures in the Warsaw Pact. Itis now known
nel were dismayed by the “excesses” of thé@et Forces in CzechoslovakiaOfficials in  that Moscow secretly arranged in the mid-
Prague Spring, and hoped that the refornfrague rejected these Soviet demands, H860s to station nuclear warheads under
could be halted and reversed. Even officia/estern analysts have long maintained thatrict Soviet control on Polish, East German,
reluctant to go along with an invasion begakloscow’s desire to gain a large-scale troopnd Hungarian territory, where the three
to lose patience when Pavel continued r@gresence contributed to the Soviet Higlextant Groups of Soviet Forces were already
moving pro-Soviet agents in the StB an€€Command’s implicit and explicit support forfirmly entrenched. All the agreements on
Interior Ministry. armed interventio® As it turned out, of this matter were bilateral, but were described
Thus, over time, the number of topcourse, the invasion did result in the estalas being “within the framework of the War-
ranking KGB personnel who believed that ishment of a “Central Group of Sovietsaw Pact’™ The nuclear warheads were to
military response would be necessary greworces” numbering some 75,000-80,000 sobe fitted to delivery vehicles belonging to
substantially. The problem with this trenddiers, which remained on Czechoslovak sofoviet troops stationed in the East European
however, isthatit compromised the agencyisntil July 1991. countries; and some of the warheads may
role as a source of (relatively) unbiased What has become clearer over the lastiso have been intended for weapons em-
information for the highest political au-few years, however, is that the primary issugloyed by the local armies under direct So-
thorities. Once senior officials in the KGB for the Soviet military in 1968 was not sim-viet command. As in the past, all decisions
including Yurii Andropov, had decided toply whether the Czechoslovak governmentn when to “go nuclear” were reserved for
press for an invasion, they resorted to theould agree to a Soviet troop presepeese Soviet political and military leadefs.
manipulation and distortion of intelligence(though that was certainly a key matterinits  In the case of Czechoslovakia, how-
to bolster their case. In particular, they andwn right), but whether the Prague Springver, the nuclear issue had always seemed
Chervonenko badly misled top Soviet offiwould disrupt arrangements that had beemore problematic because no Soviet troops
cials about the support that a post-invasiosecretly codified in the early to mid-1960dhad been stationed there since 1945. The
regime would command from the Czechofor “joint” nuclear weapons deployments. Inpresence of several hundred thousand So-
slovak populatior® Although a more bal- the late 1950s and early 1960s the Czechwaiet forces in East Germany, Poland, and
anced flow of information would probablyslovak, East German, and Polish armed forcélingary facilitated the closely-guarded de-
not have changed any minds in the CPShkegan receiving nuclear-capable aircraft anployment of nuclear warheads in those coun-
Politburo during the final vote on the invasurface-to-surface missiles from Mosctw. tries. If the Soviet Union had been unable to
sion, accurate reports from the KGB mighShortly thereafter, the Bulgarian and Hunstore nuclear warheads under similar condi-
have caused Soviet leaders to think moigarian armies also obtained nuclear-capablions in Czechoslovakia for wartime use, a
carefully about the enormous difficulty ofaircraft and missiles from the Soviet Unionserious gap would have been left in the
reestablishing political (as opposed to miliand even the Romanian military was eventwenter of the Warsaw Pact’'s nuclear front
tary) control. ally supplied with nuclear-capable FROG-1ine against NATO. Even if plans had been
and Scud-B missiles. These new East Euraiade to ship large quantities of nuclear
4. Military Motivations and Concerns  pean weapons were officially described awarheads under Soviet control to Czecho-
components of the “Warsaw Pact’s joinslovakia during a crisis, the execution of
Western analysts have long suspectauliclear forces” and used for simulated nucleauch plans would probably have been de-
that military-strategic considerations fig-missions during Pact exercises; but Westetacted by NATO and might have triggered a
ured prominently in the Soviet Union’s re-analysts have always assumed that nucleareemptive strike against the Warsaw Pact.
sponse to the Prague SpriigiVell before warheads for the delivery systems remainethese considerations led a prominent West-
the 1968 crisis, Soviet military commandunder exclusive Soviet control, and that thern analyst, Lawrence Whetten, to conclude
ers had believed that the lack of a permanedelivery vehicles also would have come unsoon after the invasion that “the absence of
Soviettroop presence in Czechoslovakia (ider direct Soviet command in wartime if theySoviet troops” in Czechoslovakia had been
contrast to the large deployments in Eastere equipped with nuclear charges. Sucia glaring weakness in the Pact’s defenses”
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because it resulted in a “lack of nucleaBpring, but Soviet officials obviously wor- mended a number of far-reaching changesin
preparedness’” He surmised that thisried that the reformist trends would deraiCzechoslovakia’s defense policy and in the
“weakest link” in the Warsaw Pact—theplans to finish the construction and to begikVarsaw Pact, which were widely supported
inability to deploy nuclear warheads orstoring nuclear warheads. The implicationgithin the Czechoslovak military establish-
Czechoslovak territory because of the lackf any such threat to the projected deployment and just as widely criticized by Soviet
of Soviet troops there—was one of the keynent of nuclear weapons in Czechoslovakiefficials. Subsequently, a much more radi-
factors behind the Soviet Politburo’s deciwere enormous. Before the Prague Springal set of changes was proposed in a compre-
sion to undertake military intervention.the SovietHigh Command might have agredukensive report on Czechoslovak “External
Numerous other Western analysts have coa- if only reluctantly — to rely on Czecho-and Internal Security,” which pledged to do
curred with Whetten’s arguments. slovak forces, rather than Soviet troops, taway with the country’s “Stalinist security
There is, to be sure, a good deal of menitrotect the three nuclear depots in westesystem” once and for all. This document,
to these claims, but classified documentBohemia, which were to be kept under tighprepared in the summer of 1968 under the
obtained from the Czechoslovak ministry oKGB control as well. After all, until 1968 auspices of the KSC Central Committee’s
defense in the spring of 1991 reveal that thgoviet commanders had no reason to qudghlitary-Administrative Department, was to
matter was more complicated than Whettetion the steadfast loyalty of senior officers irserve as the basis for the military and secu-
implied. It now turns out that the Soviethe Czechoslovak People’s Army (CLA). rity policies of the 14th KSC Congress in
Union and Czechoslovakia signed two agredhe CLA was the most impressive of theSeptember 1968. The draft was not made
ments, one in August 1961 and the other iBast European armed forces, and Soviptblic before (or after) the invasion, but a
February 1962, entitling the USSR to dis“representatives” were present at all levelsopy of it was leaked to the Soviet embassy
patch nuclear warheads immediately tofcommand. These factors might have beénPrague in August 1968 by “Czechoslovak
Czechoslovakia in the event of an emerenough to induce Soviet military and politifriends” (presumably in the CLA or StB),
gency. Those agreements in themselvesal leaders to live without a full-fledgedand it was then transmitted by Chervonenko
would not have detracted from Whetten'&sroup of Soviet Forces on Czechoslovato a number of top Soviet political and mili-
analysis, but they were followed in Decemterritory even after the planned storage dhry officials®
ber 1965 by a “Treaty Between the Govermuclear warheads had begun. The adverse effects of these proposed
ments of the USSR and CSSR on Measures Once the Prague Spring was under waghanges and of the replacements of military
to Increase the Combat Readiness of Missitewever, reformist influences quickly spreaghersonnel were compounded, in Sovieteyes,
Forces,” which was signed by the theninto the Czechoslovak armed forces. Afterby a news conference that General Vaclav
Sovietdefense minister, Rodion Malinovskiicampaign by orthodox, pro-Novotny elePrchlik, the head of the KSC’s military de-
and his Czechoslovak counterpart, Bohumiments in the military against Dubcek in latgpartment, gave in mid-Jufy. Prchlik ex-
Lomsky’ The treaty provided for the sta-1967 and early 1968 was rebuffed, many gdlicitly criticized Soviet hegemony within
tioning of nuclear warheads at three sites ithe staunchly pro-Soviet commanders anthe Warsaw Pact, condemned the USSR and
western Czechoslovakia — at Bela podNational Defense Ministry personnel werether Pact members for having “arbitrarily
Bezdezem, Bilina, and Misov — under exyremoved. Although a few conservative ofstationed their units on [Czechoslovakia’'s]
clusive Soviet control. The reinforced storficers retained their posts, they found thenterritory,” and called for broad changes in
age bunkers for the nuclear warheads and teelves increasingly isolated and bereft dhe alliance and in Czechoslovak policy,
housing for elite KGB units assigned tanfluence?’” Most of the newly appointed which mightultimately have affected nuclear
guard the weapons were to be constructedmmanders were firm supporters of liberweapons deployments. More importantthan
jointly by the Soviet Union and Czechoslo-alization in both the society and the army, the news conference itself were reports fil-
vakia, with the construction and operatingrait that caused anxiety in Moscow early otering into Moscow around the same time
costs of all the facilities to be picked up byabout “certain tendencies in Czechoslovathat a group of Czechoslovak officers, under
the Czechoslovak government. A seniomilitary circles.”™ Soviet concerns were Prchlik’s guidance, were preparing contin-
Czechoslovak defense ministry official latehardly allayed when lively debates ensued igency plans to resist a Soviet/Warsaw Pact
confirmed that “the procedures for the dethe Czechoslovak military press about thevasion® These plans never got anywhere
fense and protection of these special-pupossibility of sharply reducing defense exbecause Dubcek immediately vetoed them,
pose storage centers for nuclear weapopgnditures—and, by implication, thebut the reports were alarming enough from
were such that no one from our side hacountry’s obligations to the Warsaw Pact—Moscow’s perspective to make itimperative
permission to enter, and even Soviet offiand of shifting toward a truly “national” to get rid of Prchlik. With the news confer-
cials who were not directly responsible fomilitary doctrine, rather than the standardence as a catalyst, Soviet officials condemned
guarding and operating the buildings werezed doctrine of the Eastern bloc. ProposaRrchlik's “malicious fabrications,” “irre-
not allowed in.™ for bold reforms in the Warsaw Pact alssponsible ravings,” and “outright lies,” and
Construction of the facilities was origi-began to appear. began openly insisting that he be remotfed.
nally due to be completed by the end of These different themes were incorpo- The Soviet response to Prchlik’s news
1967, but unforeseen delays prevented thated in the so-called “Gottwald Memoranconference would have been harsh even if
storage bunkers from being ready until som&lum,” prepared by the staff of the Klementhe question of nuclear weapons had not
time in 1969° Work on the buildings was Gottwald Military-Political Academy in the beeninvolved, but the existence of the secret
supposed to continue during the Praguspring of 1968° The memorandum recom-treaties on nuclear deployments in Czecho-
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slovakia gave an even sharper edge thanless the storage sites were converted inteveral dozen Czechoslovak citizens died
usual to the Soviet attacks. An authoritativiarger bases for Soviet forces. Indeed, judghuring the invasion and that hundreds more
article in the main Soviet military newspa-ing by the location and scale of Soviet troogvere wounded, but the precise figures were
per,Krasnaya zvezdalaimed that Prchlik movements during the crisis, the Pact’s “exaot disclosed until very recently. The data
was “so blinded by ‘liberalization’ that [he] ercises” seem to have been intended, in pantere compiled in a lengthy report prepared
... iIs even prepared to debate publicly this protect the three sites chosen as nuclday the Czechoslovak Interior Ministry in
most confidential state and military matweapons depots. Soviet concerns about thtede 1968 at the request of the General
ters.”® Such matters obviously includedsecurity of the depots had been growin@rocurator’s office. When the report was
Czechoslovakia's plans to accept Sovigtpidly since the early spring of 1968, wherwompleted, it was classified “top secret” and
nuclear warheads. The same point wakwas announced that Czechoslovak borderas distributed in only five numbered cop-
emphasized in classified letters to Dubceuards had dismantled a series of barbeis® The newly published text reveals that
that Marshal Yakubovskii and other Sovietvire and electrical fences along the bordeB2 Czechoslovak citizens were killed, 300
leaders sent to protest Prchlik’s remafks.with West German$® These concerns gavewere severely wounded, and 500 suffered
They accused the general of having “dirise by mid-1968 to “deep anxiety and feariminor wounds at the hands of the occupiers
vulged top-secret information regarding thé Moscow about the “laxity of those responbetween 21 Augustand 28 September 1968.”
deployment of the Joint Armed Forces” andible for Czechoslovakia's western fron+rom 29 September through 18 October, an
of having “revealed top-secret provisions itiers.” From then on, Soviet leaders weradditional 18 Czechoslovak citizens were
interstate treaties.” Sovietleaders demande@termined to rectify “the absolutely abnorkilled and 35 more were severely wounded
that Czechoslovakia “immediately live upmal and dangerous situation orby the occupying troops. In short, a total of
to its allied obligations” and prevent anyCzechoslovakia’s borders with the FRG and00 civilian deaths and 335 severe
further “disclosure of interstate secrets thakustria,” which was enabling “imperialist woundings, as well as hundreds of minor
bear on the security of the socialist courspies and subversive elements to carry owtoundings, were caused by the reimposi-
tries.”™ Those “obligations” to protect “in- subversive activities in a region where largetion of Soviet military control over Czecho-
terstate secrets” applied, above all, to thecale defense forces of the Warsaw Paslovakia. The report, which provided brief
bilateral treaties on nuclear weapons.  governments are deploye®.” Moscow's biographical information about all the civil-
The concern that Soviet leaders hagerception that Czechoslovak officials weréans who died, noted that the invading forces
about the proposed nuclear weapons sitesriot “displaying the concern and vigilancehad used artillery, machine guns, and sub-
Czechoslovakia—and about Czechneeded to protectthe common security intermachine guns to subdue crowds. It also
oslovakia’'s policy more generally—in-ests of the socialist countries” hardly bodegointed out that the 435 Czechoslovak citi-
creased still further when it turned out thatvell for the stringent security arrangementgens who were killed or severely wounded
Prchlik, rather than being fired ignomini-that would soon be required for the USSR’sere not “using firearms of their own against
ously, was merely reassigned to other milthree proposed nuclear weapons sites the foreign soldiers®
tary-related duties. In his new capacity, th€zechoslovakia. As for casualties suffered by the War-
general was even able to continue working Inretrospect, then, itis clear that the readaw Pact forces, a relatively small number
on drafts of the national security Actionissue at stake in 1968 was not whether t{around 20) were killed, but only one of
Program, an arrangement that infuriate8oviet Union would be formally entitled tothese deaths —that of a Bulgarian soldier —
Soviet officials when they found out aboustore nuclear munitions in Czechoslovakiecame at the hands of Czechoslovak citizens.
it. Soviet leaders were equally dismaye@hat question had been settled in Moscow®lost of the deaths among Soviet troops
that neither the KSC nor the Czechoslovatavor as far back as 1965.What mattered, were caused either by traffic accidents or by
defense ministry would formally repudiateénstead, was whether the Soviet High Coni'so-called extraordinary events that accom-
any of Prchlik’'s comments until 15 Augustmand could be confident about the physicalany every large-scale troop movemeé#t.”
a month after the general's news confeisecurity of the weapons without a directln addition, a handful of Soviet soldiers were
ence. Inthe meantime, Prchlik received darge-scale Soviettroop presence. Until 1968entenced to death by firing squad for hav-
outpouring of public admiration and ex-Soviet commanders might have had that déig refused to go along with the invasion;
pressions of support from many of his colgree of confidence; but from early 1968 onand a few others committed suicie.
leagues and subordinates in the Czechoskheir confidence was shattered. Well before  Given the scale of “Operation Danube-
vak Defense Ministry. Needless to saythe invasion, the situation in Czechoslovaki&8” (as the invasion was code-named), the
these reactions produced even greater Stad become so desperate (from Moscowisumber of casualties on both sides was re-
viet consternation and led to serious doubttandpoint) that Soviet military officers weremarkably low. Atthe time, even Czechoslo-
in Moscow about Czechoslovakia’'s mili-nolonger willing to accept anything less thawak officials were surprised and pleased at

tary alignment’ the deployment of a “Central Group of Sohow few civilians died or were wounded.
Thus, well before the invasion in Au-viet Forces” on Czechoslovak territory.  Secret reports prepared for the KSC Pre-
gust 1968, Soviet Army commanders had sidium several weeks after the invasion had
lost all confidence in their Czechoslovals. Casualties During the Invasion and noted the acute tensions that still existed
counterparts and had become convincedccupation between the occupying soldiers and the
that the risks of deploying nuclear warheads Czechoslovak citizenr8. Hence, it came as

on Czechoslovak soil would be too great Western analysts have long known thad relief that the clumsy attempts by Soviet
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troops to overcome the peaceful resistano®nsensus emerged, a related issue of paaid nothing (if it is inaccurate). Voronov
they encountered from ordinary Czechs artitular interest is whether anyone on théad nothing to gain by issuing a denial, apart
Slovaks, and the large number of seriouBPSU Politburo dissented from the finafrom wanting to set the record straight. Still,
accidents and fights that ensued, did not leakkcision to intervene. The fact that a thred/oronov did acknowledge that he had ex-
to an “explosion” or to the “massacre” thatlay session of the Politburo was requirepressed certain qualms about the decision—

some in Prague had feared. before the decision was reached suggesti&/hom was it really so necessary for us to

that at least one or two members, and possiefend, and from whom?"—in a speech he

ISSUES NEEDING bly more, still had serious reservations. Igave to the Novosibirsk regional Party com-
FURTHER EXPLORATION his speech to East European Communistittee shortly after the invasidft. Closer

Party leaders just after the conclusion of thexamination of Voronov’s role throughout
As new archival materials become availCPSU Politburo’s session, Brezhnev averrettie crisis is thus very much in order.

able in Moscow and elsewhere, it will behat he and his colleagues had “considered
possible to look in much greater depth ahese questions [about Czechoslovakia] fro@®. The Ukrainian Factor
several issues that remain largely mysterall angles” during their three-day meeting
ous even now. No doubt, some of thesand had made a “profound analysis” of what ~Western analysts have long appreciated
issues cannot be fully resolved because tsbould be don®. This formulation certainly that the potential for instability in Ukraine
requisite documentation either never existedplies that at least a few members of thevas one of the major factors contributing to
or has been destroyed. Unfortunately, som#olitburo, at some point, expressed doubthe Soviet decision to invade Czechoslova-
key materials in the East European archiveout the wisdom of the invasion. Althougtkia!® But there is much about Ukraine’s
appear to be missing or to have been tarBrezhnev went on to say that the Politbureole in the decision, including the extent to
pered with, and the same is undoubtedly triend Secretariat “unanimously adopted thehich Ukrainian party chief Petro Shelest
on an even larger scale in RusSidNever- decision to lend military assistance to thevas maneuvering for Brezhnev's job, that
theless, as new evidence emerges, Westdrgalthy forces” inthe KSC, the word he usedill remain unclear until the Soviet and
scholars should be able to develop a clearfar “unanimously,” edinodushnp implies  Ukrainian archives are fully opened. The
understanding of at least some of the keynanimity of spirit and not necessarily unatlkrainian government’s declared intention
issues listed below. A more elaborate distimity of actual voting. (This ambiguity to release virtually all the records of the
cussion of these issues, and the questiowsuld not be present if Brezhnev had usedkrainian Communist Party is encouraging,
about them that need to be answered, will ibe wordedinoglasnowhich also translates but it remains to be seen how this will work
included in other works in preparation by thénto English as “unanimously.”) The dis-out in practice. It also remains to be seen

present authot tinction is a fine one and it may be readingvhether the requisite documents in Mos-
too much into what Brezhnev said, but hisow, especially items from the personal files
1. Consensus-Building in Moscow speech does not absolutely foreclose thef Shelest, Vladimir Shcherbitskii, and

possibility that dissenting votes were casBrezhnev in the Presidential Archive, will

Precisely how the CPSU Politburo arOnly if we can gain access to the full tranbe made available.
rived at a consensus in favor of militaryscript of the CPSU Politburo meeting will it
intervention in the spring and summer obe possible to resolve the issue conclusivel. A Nuclear Alert?
1968 may never be known with certainty.  There is no way to tell, unfortunately,
But if Soviet archives that have been offwhen the transcript might be released (as- Until the late 1980s, Western scholars
limits up to now are rendered more accesuming it exists), but in the interim scholara&nd government officials had assumed that
sible, Western and Russian scholars shoutegted not just sit around waiting. There arthe Soviet Union had never put its nuclear
gain a better understanding of the processeveral leads, albeit tenuous ones, that darces on full combat alert, even during the
Among the documents that would be espeavell worth exploring. An important article Cuban missile crisis. In late 1989, however,
cially valuable infilling in gaps would be thein 1989 by Pyotr Rodionov, who was theran excerpt was released from a secret U.S.
transcript of the CPSU Politburo meeting offirst deputy director of the CPSU Centralintelligence report claiming that Brezhnev
15-17 August, the transcript of the CPSWCommittee’s Institute of Marxism-Leninism, ordered a nuclear alert during the invasion of
Central Committee plenum on 9-10 April stated that at least one member of the Soviézechoslovakid®* That claim has since
the full transcript of the CPSU Central ComPolitburo, Gennadii Voronov, had opposedeen endorsed by a leading American spe-
mittee plenum on 17 July, the transcripts adhe decision to intervene, believing it wagialist on nuclear command-and-control,
all CPSU Politburo meetings (whether for*deeply mistaken” and “misguided® Bruce Blair, in a lengthy book on nuclear
mal orinformal) between mid-June and midvoronov himself subsequently denied thabperational procedures. Blair argues that
August, and materials compiled by specidie had voted against the invasion, and hise incident in August 1968 was one of
“commissions” of the CPSU Politburo thatdenial has to be taken seriou§lyBecause several times that the Soviet Union put its
were established to deal with the crisis. CrlRodionov argued that Voronov displayeduclear forces on combat al&it.A dissent-
cial documentation is also likely to exist in‘great personal bravery” in opposing theng view has been expressed, however, by a
the personal files of leaders such as Brezhnalgcision, it must have been tempting foretired Soviet general, Ivan Ershov, the
Suslov, Kosygin, and Podgornyi. Voronov either to support Rodionov’s claimdeputy commander of the 1968 invasion. In

In addition to the question of how the(assuming that it is accurate) or just to havan interview in early 1993, Ershov conceded
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that “Soviet political and military leadersresist an invasion, the Soviet Union wouldFreignisse in der Tschechoslowakei, vom 27.6.1967 bis
considered a nuclear alert in 1968,” bubave backed down, as it did in Yugoslavia i8-10-1968: Ein dokumentarischer Bericfiionn:

w . L . ° Oth believ iegler and Co. KG. Verlag fur Zeitarchive, 1969).
added thatthe_,-y immediately and decisivellt948 or Poland in 1956° ers believe, 4 The lengthiest interview with Smrkovsky was
rejected the idea” because “we knew thdtowever, that any attempt which Dubceknedokonceny rozhovor: Miuvi Josef Smrkovsky,”
NATO wasn’tgoing to interfere, and no onamight have made to have the Czechoslovalisty: Casopis ceskoslovenske socialisticke opozice
could figure out any other purpose that aarmy prepare a genuine defense against SB2me)4:2 (March 1975), 3-25. Among several impor-

106 Ersh | d viet military intervention would merely hav tant interviews with Pelikan, see in particular “Inter-
alert would serve: Ershov also arguedvie ary Intervention would merely Nave jey, with Jiri Pelikan: The Struggle for Socialism in
that one reason the invading force was sacelerated the timetable for the invasiorGzechoslovakia,New Left Review1, (January-Feb-
large was that nuclear weapons were eleading in the end to a bloodbdth.Similar ruary 1972), 3-35. For a useful set of commentaries by
cluded from any part in the operation.  differences of view exist about what thé;fg'?;ggr;‘jiazooglr(‘égf;nz_dmee'; Hl‘gégrdzs"e

The evidence, ir.1. my view, tends tanfluence Qf NATO, and above aIItht_e Uniteds jiri Hajek, Dix ans apres — Prague 1968-1978
support Ershov’'s position, atleast so far; bitates, might have been. These issues, @sris: Editions du Seuil, 1978); Zdenek Miynar,
new documents from military and intelli-counterfactuals, can never be fully resolvedachtfrost: Erfahrungen auf dem Weg vom realen zum
gence archives in both East and West, &sit new evidence about Soviet and Ea@‘ens‘zh“Chen Sozialismugoln: Europaische
. . . . .. . erlagsanstalt, 1978); Zdenek Mlyn@gskoslovensky
well as from the Presidential Archlve mEuropea.n motivations can certalnly shefokus o reformu, 1968: Analyza jeho teorie a praxe
Moscow, will be needed to clarify and regreater light on them and contribute to ougkoln: Index-Listy, 1975); and Jiri PelikarEin
solve this crucial issue. understanding of the crisis more generallyFruhling, der nie zu Ende geht: Erinnerungen eines
Prager KommunisteifFrankfurt: S. Fischer, 1976).

4. The Soviet-Romanian Standoff 1. Mark Kramer, “New Sources on the 1968 Sovie oraccounts by ex-intelligence officers, see Josef Frolik,

. o . he Frolik Defection: The Memoirs of an Intelligence
Invasion of Czechoslovakia,” Cold War InternatlonalA ent(London: Leo Cooper, 1975); Ladislav Bittman
History ProjecBulletin2 (Fall 1992), 1, 4-13. J ) per. ' ’

The SOVI.et _Umon’s decision nOF to N-5 onthis point, see Harold C. Deutsch, “The Historic gsigi%?iggg?vfa?g%\lgvjt\e(%r;s'slg;ﬁ:nlt?rilIfge;]zc)? in
vade Romania in late August 1968 is oftefinpact of Revealing the Ultra SecreRarameters7:3 ' ’ ’

. . , . A ; and Frantisek August and David ReRed Star over
attributed to the Romanians’ readiness t&eptember 1977), 15-32; and Roger J. Spiller, *Somg, 1 ondon: %herwood Press, 1984).

defend against an invasiéfi. However, Implications of ULTRA,”Military Affairs_ 40:2 (April 6. See, in particular, Erwin WeiEyewitness: The
v decl ified evid from both E 976), 49-54. For a more guarded view, see Mart'ﬂutobiography of Gomulka’s Interpretdt ondon:
newly declassiiied evidence Iro 0 a lumenson, “Intelligence and World War 1I:  Will '

and Westsuggests thatthe standoffbetweeli Reure Histoy Ay 2 hugust 1070, (LIS DUl 1719, LED 9 1 e e
the Soviet Union and Romaniajust after thé2-48. Forfurther background on the significance ofth%}
solved mainly because both sides und Goes to Wa(New York: McGraw-Hill, 1978); F. H. July 1974, 1-6, which describes the Bratislava meetings
tion and skillfully defused the crisis. RathefLondon: Her Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1979), 159-
Code Affected Allied Naval Strate@yew York: Mor-
revised, on postwar Soviet-East European relations,
according to the new evidence, did just the@lew York: Penguin, 1983), 383-87. Even now, new
Impact of Operations ULTRA and MAGIC. The U, mony to Collapse: Soviet Policy in Eastern Europe
. 408 i > !
pretext for interventiort Slmllarly, the never releases anything about any topic, recently dS' the New Press in its series of National Security
viet and East European documents that | have been
takmg other steps that would give the Aistorical importance of these documents can hardlyl%ﬁ
nger term, | will be writing a book about the 1968
For an invaluable collection of 21 documents on other
ects of Operation MAGIC released earlier (in th
Soviet-Romanian standoff as a case studyiify to the Enemy: Key Documents on the Role Qg
3. These documents would include such things udalostilet 1967-1970 (hereinafter abbreviated as Archiv
(Prague), 17 January 1991, 10.
F]e@dings and Documents of the Extraordinary Four;
.teenth Congress of the Communist Party of Czechosl
letter is undated, but Kapek’s reference to “our joint
allowing the reform program to continue1969); Jiri Pelikan, ed.The Czechoslovak Political
“Kdo pozval okupacni vojska: Dokumenty s

: - _ > de-breaki ; Ronald Leviiit id-July. See also Larisa Sil'nitskaya, “Recollections
invasion of Czechoslovakia was in fact reg0ce-Preaking operations, see Ronald LeWlilia = g oiiiava "Radio Liberty DispatchRL 195/74, 2

) eI[ﬁnsIey et al.British Intelligence in the Second World from the standpoint of someone who served as an
stood the potential dangers of a confrontavar: Its Influence on Strategy and Operatipvis|. 1 interpreter for top Czechoslovak officials,

. A ’ ! . 7. These include my forthcoming book @risis Man-
than putting their military forces on full 90; John WintonUltra at Sea: How Breaking the Nazi agement in the Warsaw Pact, 1955-198hich deals
alert t? “baF:k up their stat?d mtentlo_n' thW’ 1988); and Gordon Prange, with Donald min part with the 1968 crisis; a second book, now being
resist invasion,” the Romanian authoritieSgoldstein and Katherine V. DilloMiracle at Midway which makes more extensive use of archival sources; a

. - engthy chapter entitled “From Dominance to Hege-
opposite as they sought to avoid any .‘prda_wdence continues to emerge about the scope and
vocative” steps that would give Moscow Rational Security Agency (NSA). a body that almos 945-1991,” in a forthcoming book edited by Sarah M.

’ erry and Carol Saivetz; and a volume, to be published
qu|et Army reframeq from exert.mg d|rectclasslfl_eddhgndredbs ofkpaﬁes o:‘jdoct:(r_nents s_h0W|r|1|g hoﬁchive documents readers of newly declassified So-
military pressure against Romania and frorije United States broke the codes of its wartime allies as

well as of its enemies through Operation MAGIC. Thc-f - . . . ;
ranslating, editing, annotating, and introducing. All
pearance of offensive intent. If the piCturaverstated. See Tim Weiner, “U.S. Spied on Its Worl ese materials are due out in 1994. In the somewhat
emerging from this new evidence is accuWar Il Allies,” New York TimesL1 August 1993, A-9. o using it as a case study of multi-level bargaining
rate—and there is reason to believe it is—s in international relations.
much more research needs to be done on %Os) by the NSA, see Ronald H. Spector, idsten- 8. See, e.g., “Zapis’ besedy v TsK KPSS s
' ) ! rukovoditelyami bratskikh partii Bolgarii, Vengrii,
crisis management Communications Intelligence in the War with Japary ermanii, Pof'shi, 8 maya 1968 goda” (TOP SECRET),
' (Wilmington, Del.: Scholarly Resources, Inc., 1988). May 1968, in Archiv Komise viady CSFR pro analyzu
5. Was the Invasion Preventable? L N om.), Z/IS 2. See also “Vecny scenarinvaze: Rozhovor
Historicky ustav CSAVSedm prazskych dnu, 21. 27'o pozadi udalosti pred triadvaceti letyjdove noviny
srpen 1968: Dokumenta¢Brague, September 1968);
It is still unclear whether Dubcek andJiri Pelikan, ed.The Secret Vysocany Congress: Pro'9.Pameti VasilaBil'aka: Unikatni svedectvize zakulisi
his colleagues, or outside powers such ast ?_SC 2 vols. (Prague: Agentura Cesty, 1991), 2:86-89.
NATO countries, could have .taker} StepS 1fakia (London: Allen Lane, 1971Rok sedesaty osmy 0. "Dopis A. Kapeka,” in Archiv Kom., Z/S 21. The
1968 to prevent or deter the invasion whil@usnesenich adokumentech Uv KBiague: Svoboda, meeting” indicates that it was written during the Cierna
. . negotiations.
Some observers maintain that if Dubcek h ials, 1950-1954: The Suppressed Reportofthe Dubc?[l‘%
. . overnment Commission of Inquiry, 19@8ndon: . . ; .
gone along with full-scale preparations tQacponald, 1971); and Hanswilhelm Haefs, dle razitkem nikdy neotvirat vydaly svedectvi,
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Hospodarske novingPrague), 17 July 1992, 1-2. The22. Karen Dawish&he Kremlin and the Prague Spring 34. “Zaznam z porady sesti bratrskych stran v
text of the letter was in Russian to ensure that it woul@erkeley: University of California Press, 1984), 101Drazdanech (23.3.1968), vypracovany s. V. Bil'akem”
be read expeditiously. In his memoirs, Bil'ak forth-For similar interpretations, see H. Gordon Skilling(TOP SECRET), March 1968, in Archiv UV KSC, F.
rightly acknowledges that he passed on a letter &zechoslovakia's Interrupted Revoluti¢Rrinceton, 01, Vol. AJ 131.

Bratislava urging the CPSU and the Soviet Army tdNJ: Princeton University Press, 1976), 695-98; Jif85. “Zapis’ besedy v TsK KPSS s rukovoditelyami
lend “fraternal assistance”; see Pdinvasila Bil'aka ~ Valenta,Soviet Intervention in Czechoslovakia, 1968bratskikh partii Bolgarii, Vengrii, Germanii, Pol’shi, 8
2:88. An English translation of the letter can be found@he Anatomy of a Decisiprev. ed. (Baltimore: Johns maya 1968 goda” (TOP SECRET), 8 May 1968, in
in the Cold War International History Proj&ulletin ~ Hopkins University Press, 1991), 176; and Fritz Ermarttirchiv Kom., Z/S 2. For a published (though abridged)
2 (Fall 1992), 35. Internationalism, Security, and Legitimacy: The Chalversion, see “Dokument: Zapis vystoupeni na setkani
12. The account here is based on an interview witlenge to Soviet Interests in East Europe, 1964-1968rvnich tajemniku UV Bulharska, Polska a SSSR v
Shelest transcribed in Leonid Shinkarev, “Kto priglasiRM-5909-PR (Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corpora-Moskve 8. kvetna 1968 (13.00-20.00 hodir)idove

v Pragu sovetskie tanki? Novye dokumenty o sobytiyakiion, March 1969), 81. noviny, 20 February 1991, 9 (Part 1); and “Dokument:
avgusta 68-go,Izvestiya(Moscow), 17 July 1992, 7. 23. Thisis the title of the section on Bulgaria in SkillingZapis vystoupeni na setkani prvnich tajemniku UV
The fact that Bil'ak and the others chose this indired€zechoslovakia’s Interrupted Revoluti@95-98. BLR, MLR, NDR, PLR a SSSR v Moskve 8. kvetna

and highly secretive method of transmitting the letter t84. “Stenogramata na proslovutiya plenum na TsK n&968 (13.00-20.00 hodin)lidove novinyPrague), 21
Brezhnev confirms how uncertain they still were thaBKP, proveden na 17, 18 19 yuli 1973 g.,” BulgariarFebruary 1991, 9-10 (Part 2), and 22 February 1991, 6
the Soviet Union would actually invade. If the SovietCentral Party Archives, Fond 58, File No. 81, pp. 127(Part 3).

authorities had agreed in the end to some non-milita28 (emphasis added); cited in Dragomir Draganow6. Text reproduced in “Shel avgust 68-go ...
solution, the hard-liners in the KSC did not want it'Kusopametstvo ili ...?"Duma (Sofia), 2 December Dokumenty predany glasnostiPravda 18 February
known that they had been calling for armed intervenit990, 2. 1991, 6-7.

tion. When Bil'ak was questioned about the matter i25. Chuck Sudetic, “Bulgarian Communist Stalwar87. See “Projev L. Brezneva na schuzi varsavske petky
1990, he claimed that some sort of letter was passed 8ays He'd Do It Differently,"New York Times28 ze14.7.1968, opakovany naplenuUVKSSS17.7.1968,”
to Brezhnev at Bratislava by a covert intermediaryiNovember 1990, A-8. in Arkhiv Kom., Z/S 4.

Radko Kaska, who was a member of the KSC Centrdb. “Zapis’ besedy s pervym zamestitelem Ministr88. “Yanosh Kadar o ‘Prazhskoi vesneKdmmunist
Committee staff and an aide to Kolder. Bil'ak addedinostrannykh del NR Bolgarii tov. Gero Grozevym,”(Moscow) 13 (July 1990), 98.

however, that he did not know anything about the lettéCable No. 40 (SECRET) from N. V. Maslennikov,39. Ibid., 101.

and had not signed it. The glaring discrepancies icounselor at the Soviet embassy in Bulgaria, 8 Januad9. Zhivkov quoted in cable from A.M. Puzanov, So-
Bil'ak’s story undercut his version of how the letter wasl 968, in TsKhSD, F. 5, Op. 60, D. 279, LI. 2-3. viet ambassador to Bulgaria, to CPSU secretariat, 1
transmitted and give credence to Shelest's testimong7. Ibid., L. 3. August 1968, Arkhiv vneshnei politiki Rossiiskoi
13. “Perechen’ dokumentov iz arkhiva Politbyuro TsK28. “Vystuplenie tovarishcha V. Gomulki na vstreche $ederatsii (hereinafter, AVPRF), F. 059, Op. 58, P. 124,
KPSS o sobytiyakh v Chekhoslovakii, 1968 g.” (SEpartiinim aktivom Varshavy,Pravda (Moscow), 22 D. 573, LI. 95-96.

CRET) 6 February 1991, in Tsentr khraneniyaVarch 1968, 3-4. 41. BittmannThe Deception Gam#&86-87; and Frolik,
sovremennoi dokumentatsii (hereinafter, TsKhSD),th29. See, e.g., “Zashchitata na sotsializma Vhe Frolik Defection147-52. See also August and
Moscow archive containing the post-1952 CPSU Cerhekhoslovakiya e nashe obshcho delo: Da budReesRed Star Over Pragyd 28-30.

tral Committee records, F. 89, Per. 11, Dok. 76, L. 3azgromena kontrarevolyutsiyataRabotnicheskodelo 42. Interview in “Otkrovennost’ vozmozhna, lish’ kogda
For the transcript of Brezhnev's phone conversatio(Sofia), 18 July 1968, 1. The first major attacks in thea toboi zakroetsya dver: General KGB o KGB,”
with Dubcek, see “Telefonicky rozhovor L. Brezneva Bulgarian press appeared about two weeks earlier; sédoskovskie novos5 (24 June 1990), 11. See also
A. Dubcekem, 9.8.1968,” in Archiv Kom., Z/S 8. e.g., Dimcho Sokolov, “Dve khilyadi dumi’ ili prizyv Kalugin’s article “Razredka i vneshnyaya politika,”
14. Among other sources, see “Stenograficky zaznakum kontrarevolyutsiya?Rabotnichesko dek@ofia), Mezhdunarodnaya zhiz(¥Moscow) 5, (May 1989), 61.

schuzky Varsavske petky v Moskve dne 18.8.1968 & July 1968, 6. 43. “KGB poka ne menyaet printsipov’,”
rozhodnuti o intervenci a projednani planu,” in Archiv30. See also the recent memoir by a former agent of tk@msomol’skaya pravd@oscow), 20 June 1990, 2.
Kom., Z/S 22, pp. 392-93. Bulgarian security forces who was stationed in Pragu&t. See, e.g., “Shifrtelegramma” (TOP SECRET —

15. Ibid., 393-94. According to Shelest, Bil'ak gaven 1968, Vladimir Kostov,The Bulgarian Umbrella: EYES ONLY), 3 April 1968, in Archiv Kom., Z/S,
him alist of these “healthy forces” along with the “letterThe Soviet Direction and Operations of the BulgariaMID 1; Memorandum No. 2500-Ts (TOP SECRET)
of invitation” on the evening of 3 August. See theSecret Service in Europieans. by Ben Reynolds (New from S. Tsvigun, deputy chairman of the KGB, to the
interview with Shelest in Leonid Shinkarev,York: St. Martin’s Press, 1988), 124-26. CPSU Secretariat, 29 October 1968, in TsKhSD, F. 5,
“Avgustovskoe bezumie: K 25-letiyu vvoda voisk v31. See, e.g., “Zapis’ besedy s zam. ministrainostrannykbp. 60, D. 311, LI. 111-119; and Memorandum No.
Chekhoslovakiyu,lzvestiya 21 August 1993, 10. del NR Bolgarii tov. |. Popovym,” Cable No. 214 (TOP2571-Z (TOP SECRET) from N. Zakharov, deputy

16. “Kdo pozval okupacni vojska,” 1-2. SECRET) from N. V. Maslennikov, counselor at thechairman of the KGB, to the CPSU Secretariat, 19
17.“Zvaci dopis: V cele s Indrou a Bil'akeni,idove  Soviet embassy in Bulgaria, 1 April 1968, in TsKhSDNovember 1968, in TsKhSD, F. 5, Op. 60, D. 310, LI.
noviny(Prague), 19 January 1991, 1-2. F. 5, Op. 60, D. 278, Ll. 23-25; “Zapis’ besedy $52-59. Included with this last item was a resolution

18. “Vpad byl neodvratny: V srpnu 1968 melo bytministrom inostrannykh del NP Bolgarii tov. lvanomsolicited by the KGB and signed by 200 agents of the
zatceno na ctyricet' tisic cechu a slovakitada Bazhevym,” Cable No. 274 (TOP SECRET) from A.Czechoslovak Interior Ministry who expressed “grati-

fronta (Prague), 21 August 1990, 1. M. Puzanov, Soviet ambassador in Bulgaria, 8 Matude, as Communists, to the USSR” for the invasion.
19. Interview inMagyarorszagBudapest) 28 (14 July 1968, in TsKhSD, F. 5, Op. 60, D. 278, LI. 97-100; and5. For one of numerous examples, see “Informatsiya o
1989), 5. “Zapis' besedy s pervym zamestitelem ministranekotorykh otritsatel’nykh sobytiyakh v ChSSR,” Cable

20. “Obrashchenie gruppy chlenov TskK KPChjnostrannykhdel NRBtov. G. GrozevymizamestitelenNo. 59 (SECRET), 19 January 1968, in TsKhSD, F. 5,
pravitel'stva i Natsional’nogo sobraniya ChSSR,’ministrainostrannykh delNRBtov. . Popovym,” CableOp. 60, D. 299, LI. 43-48.

Pravda(Moscow), 22 August 1968, 1, 4. The editor-in-No. 263 (SECRET) from A. M. Puzanov, Soviet am-46. August and ReeRed Star Over Pragyd 28-30.
chief ofPravdaat the time, Mikhail Zimyanin, recently bassador in Bulgaria, 4 April 1968, in TsKhSD, F. 547. Andrew and GordievskiKGB, 482-84.

revealed how the appeal from these unnamed “Czech@p. 60, D. 278, LI. 26-29. 48. Interview with Czechoslovak deputy interior min-
slovak” officials was composed. On the evening of 282. “Zapis’ besedy s ministrom svyazi NR Bolgarii tov.ister Jan Ruml in “Eshche raz o ‘Prazhskom variante”:
August, the text of the appeal was dictated over thg. Tonchevym,” Cable No. 254 (TOP SECRET), fronDtvet pervogo zamestitelya ministra vnutrennykh del
phone by Soviet prime minister Aleksei Kosygin.N.V. Maslennikov, counselor at the Soviet embassy iEhSFR otstavnomu polkovniku KGBNoskovskie
Zimyanin and Kosygin then did some editing over th&ulgaria, 12 April 1968, in TsKhSD, F. 5, Op. 60. D.novosti40 (7 October 1990), 11.

phone, and the revised text was submitted to the CPSA79, LI. 7-11. 49. August and ReeRed Star Over Pragyd 28-29.
Politburo for approval. Zimyanin received a final go-33. “Zapis’ besedy s ministrom inostrannykh del NR50. Andrew and GordievskiiGB, 486. See also
ahead from the Politburo within a few hours. See thBolgarii tov. lvanom Bashevym,” Cable No. 118 (TOPAugust and ReeRed Star Over Prague29. The
interview with Zimyanin in “Kto priglasil v Pragu SECRET) from A. M. Puzanov, Soviet ambassador ifdiscovery” of the arms caches was prominently re-
sovetskie tanki?” 7. Bulgaria, 16 February 1968, in TsKhSD, F. 5, Op. 6Qported

21. Weit,Eyewitness216. D. 278, LI. 4-6. continued on page 54
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KOREAN WAR its demise, that the military action by NorthStalin based his approval on this argument,
continued from page 1 Korea on June 25 was a defensive responiet it does not state explicitly that this was

tudes toward the PRC in 1966, but mort provocation by the South, is simply falseStalin’s reasoning. However, other docu-
importantly it provides the first documen-The DPRK planned a full-scale attack omments | have seen in the Foreign Ministry
tary evidence of the planning of the NorttSouth Korea to begin June 25, with the goarchive, as well as memoirs published re-
Korean attack on South Korea on 25 Juraf unifying the country through military force. cently in Russia, indicate that Stalin was
1950, a pivotal eventin the Cold War whos&talin approved the North Korean plan, prosurprised and alarmed by the U.S. interven-
origins have until now remained obscurevided sufficient arms and equipment to givéion.® He evidently blamed Kim for having

The identification and release of thighe DPRK a significant military superiority badly misjudged the situation, which ex-
document was the result of fruitful collabo-by the time of the attack, and sent Sovigilains the statement in paragraph two that
ration between archivists and historians thatilitary advisers to North Korea to assist irKim and other North Korean leaders were
distinguished the conference held in Mosplanning the campaign. “determined to unify the country by military
cow last January. Archivists M. Yu. This document thus refutes part of theneans, without devoting the necessary at-
Prozumenshchikov and I.N. Shevchuk ofevisionist interpretation. However, it suptention to studying the possibility that ex-
the Storage Center for Contemporary Docyports the revisionist argument that the impésted at that time for peaceful reunification
mentation (the Central Committee archivéus for the war came from Pyongyang, nahrough the broad development of the demo-
for post-1952 documents) cited this docuMoscow. This was Kim Il Sung’s war; hecratic movement in South Korea.” Soviet
ment in a footnote to the excellent survey ajained Stalin’s reluctant approval only afteofficials were in fact well aware that by the
documentary sources on Sino-Soviet ties jpersistent appeals (48 telegranfs!)The spring of 1950 the leftist movementin South
the 1950s they prepared for the conferencd.ruman administration’s assumption in Jun&orea had been severely weakened by the
In accordance with the agreement betweel®50, and of many scholars writing sinc&South Korean police, acting with U.S. &id.
CWIHP and the archive, which specifiedhen, thatthe Korean War was Stalin’s initiaSoviet criticism of Kim for failing to pursue
that all documents used in the preparation &if’e, is therefore also false. peaceful methods of reunification, a line
conference papers would subsequently be The question of whether the North Ko-which began soon after the U.S. entry into
made generally available, | was given aaean attack was Stalin’s initiative was absahe war, was therefore a veiled way of hold-
cess to the filé. Since this report was filed lutely central to the development of the Coling Kim responsible for the negative conse-
with documents from 1966, among recordg/ar. The United States knew that Kim liquencesthe Soviet Union suffered as aresult
of routine correspondence between th8ung was determined to unify Korea undeof the U.S. intervention.
USSR and the Democratic People’s Repulths control, as was Syngman Rhee in the If the North Korean attack on South
lic of Korea (DPRK)), it is unlikely that | South, but by the spring of 1950 the TrumaKorea was not Stalin’s initiative and was not
would have found it without the biblio- administration had concluded that South test of American resolve, the question
graphical research done by the archivistéorea was not of sufficient strategic imporremains: Why did Stalin approve Kim’s
and the cooperation encouraged by CWIHRance to the United States to justify militaryscheme and provide him with the necessary

The most important information in thisintervention to prevent a North Korean takemilitary supplies? The evidence available
document comes from the citations to teleaver of South Korea. However, for thethus far suggests that the reason was tied to
grams held in the Soviet Foreign MinistrySoviet Uniorto attempt to gain control overStalin’s relations with Mao. Stalin’s fear
archive. Such citations are of course not &outh Korea was a different matter entirelythat Mao’s victory in the Chinese civil war
definitive as the telegrams themselves, but The issue was not so much that Soutpotentially challenged the Soviet leader’s
in the case of citations that present informa<orea should be kept out of Moscow’s conposition as leader of the international com-
tion that directly contradicts the officialtrol, but rather that Soviet aggression againgtunist movement, combined with his dis-
Soviet position on the Korean War’s outan independent state lying outside its sphetraust of Mao’s loyalty to the USSR, seems to
break, one may confidently infer that thiofinfluence, as Washington viewed the eventsave propelled him to support Kim’'s at-
information is accurate. It would simplyof June 25, was a challenge to Americatempt to reunify Kore&. However, we are
have been impossible for the writers of thisesolve that must be met, especially whenot yet able definitively to answer this ques-
survey baldly to contradict the often rethat state was closely linked to the Unitedion. For this we need accessto, among other
peated Soviet on this highly sensitive sulBtates. The nearly unanimous opinion withiitems, the cables and other communications
ject unless these statements were true. the Truman administration was that this waketween Moscow, Beijing, and Pyongyang

Following from the above textual analy-a Soviet probe; if the United States did ndah 1950, either from the Foreign Ministry
sis, we can conclude that this documemesist this act of aggression, the Soviet Unioarchive or the Presidential Archive (the Ar-
resolves two key questions —whether Norttvould move next into West Germany, oichive of the President of the Russian Federa-
Korea did in fact plan and initiate the largeperhaps Iraf. tion, or APRF), neither of which has been
scale fighting that began on 25 June 1950 This document suggests, however, thdtlly opened to scholars.
and whether this action was planned and/&talin supported Kim’'s plan only because he  The statement in this document that
supported by the Soviet Uniénlt is clear calculated that it wouldotinvolve military  Kim secured Mao’s support for the military
from the information presented below thatonflict with the United States. The refer+eunification of Korea during Kim’s visit to
the assertion maintained to this day by thence in this survey to Kim’s calculation thaBeijing in April 1950 is the first documen-
DPRK, and by the Soviet government untiWashington would notintervene implies thatary evidence uncovered of Mao’s advance



CoLb WAR INTERNATIONAL HisTORY PROJECTBULLETIN 15

knowledge and approval of the North Koport for the conclusion that it was the deatgeneral editorship of Rudolf G. Pikhoia,
rean plart? The brief statement that theof Stalin rather than U.S. threats to usdirector of the State Archival Service of the
Chinese government adopted the decision tuclear weapons that finally brought a breakRussian Governmet.

send volunteers to Korea “under pressuithrough in the negotiations for an armistice  The following text is a translation from
from Stalin” is also the first documentaryto end the Korean War. While serving ag handwritten copy of the original, which |
evidence we have of Stalin’s pressuring th8ecretary of State under Eisenhower, Jolwrote in the archives in January 1993. | was
PRC to intervene in the Korean War. Itis faFoster Dulles claimed that it was the newnable to obtain a photocopy of the docu-
from conclusive, however; since such a clairmdministration’s “unmistakable warning” toment because the archive staff said that it did
supports the Soviet criticism of the PRC thaBeijing that it would use nuclear weaponsiot have the technical means to make a
is the focus of this survey, it is entirelyagainst China that finally brought an end tphotocopy from microfilm. Since the archive
possible that the writers stretched an anthe war, a claim Eisenhower repeated in hidosed its reading room in April 1993, | have
biguous statement by Stalin into “pressurethemoirst’ However, the threats communi-been unable to fill in the brief sections |
tointervene. Arecently-published telegrancated by the Eisenhower administration weremitted from my hand-written copy, which
from Mao to Stalin on 2 October 1950 remade in May 1953, two months after Sovieare marked here with brackets.

veals that Mao immediately informed Stalineaders discussed with Zhou Enlai the need R R E

of the decision of the Chinese Communigb conclude an armistice rapidly and dis- TOP SECRET
Party leadership to send Chinese troops patched a representative to the DPRK t#P-04339/gs 9 August 1966
Korea, butthe Chinese sources do not reveacilitate this result. This report is circum- . .
communications from Stalin to Mabd. spect in its discussion of this subject, but it copies to: Brezhnev (2), Kosygin (2),

. . . e . Gromyko, Kuznetsov, Kovalev, Kornienko,
The implicit criticism of the PRC for indicates that as soon as Stalin was noIongerSuda);ikov IDU, UVI, OIuVA (2), file (2)

intervening in Korea only to protect its ownpart of the decisionmaking, the Soviets, Chi-

security and the lengthy discussion of theese and North Koreans were able quickly to On the Korean War, 1950-53,
tensions between the PRC and DPRK wereach an agreement to end the conflict. If and the Armistice Negotiations

no doubt an attempt to disparage the Chineigrther evidence proves this conclusionto be

effort in Korea in order to counter criticismtrue, it will have significant implications for . [Background to and Preparations for First
of what was in fact very weak Soviet supporur understanding of the relationship amongtage of the War] o .

for the DPRK. Although Stalin provided Stalin, Mao, and Kim, as well as for the  After separate elections in 1948 in South
North Korea with arms and equipment, oncstudy of “atomic diplomacy.” Korea and the formation of the puppet govern-

. . . . ment of Rhee Syngman, on the one hand, and the
the United States entered the war he took Prospects are fairly encouraging for find . a4ion of the DPRK, on the other, relations
great pains to distance the Soviet Unioing answers soon to many of the remainingenyeen the North and the South of the country
from the fighting. And despite heavy bombgquestions aboutthe Sovietrole inthe Koreagere sharply aggravated. The Seoul regime, as
ing of North Korea by the Americans in théVar. The Soviet Foreign Ministry archivewell as the DPRK, declared its claim to be the
fall of 1950, the Soviet Union did not inter-through a project funded by the Internationaduthority in all of Korea. The situation at the 38th
vene to defend its client state. When StaliArchives Support Fund, has begun systenparallel became even more tense in 1948 after the
did at last covertly send military forces taatically to declassify its records, proceedinyithdrawal of Soviet and American troops from
Korea, in the spring of 1951, he did so onlyn five year blocks. For the first year of the °"¢?- _ . :
in support of Chinese forces, to whom heroject, Oct. 1992 - Sept. 1993, the archinorezﬁrl'gg dt;': \?I‘ergfi} nfllm Il Sung and other

. y determined to unify

was bpqnd by a mutual dgfense tréé\ty.. planned to declassify record; from 1945-5Q country by military means, without devoting

It is interesting that this document citeaand 1917-21, and the following year thosg,e necessary attention to studying the possibility
the participation of Soviet military advisersfor 1951-55 and 1922-26. So far, the declagat existed at that time for peaceful reunification
and the provision of military equipment, busification work is on schedule and the result&rough the broad development of the democratic
does not mention the participation of Sovieare encouraging; a large percentage of tieovement in South Korea.
pilots and anti-aircraft personnel. Accordfiles are being declassified. The most im- In the DPRK, a people’s army was created
ing to several memoir accounts publishefortant exception is the archive’s continuing‘hich in manpower and equipment significantly
recently in Russia, the Soviet military forceseluctance to release deciphered telegranﬁ%‘,;%ezie‘i thlegggm‘:ﬁefogs ‘:L?nob”;:‘ OKfor[‘;gh Ey
eventually_ se'nt tq Korea were supstantlaa critically important gajtegory ofd_ocu.mentstIrOOIDS was 110‘0‘00; new divisions were hastily
though still tiny in comparison with the The Defense Ministry archive is CUMpeing formed?
Chinese military commitment. The omis- rently declassifying its documents on the Calculating that the USA would not enter a
sion of suchinformation from this otherwiseKorean War, in response to Presiden{ar over South Korea, Kim Il Sung persistently
quite forthcoming report reinforces account¥eltsin’s promise to South Koreain Novem-pressed for agreement from Stalin and Mao
by several participants of the extreme medoer 1992 that Soviet records on the wagedong to reunify the country by military means.
sures taken by the Soviet government taould be opened. The Presidential Archivéelegrams #4-51, 233, 1950)
keep the extent of its military involvementinis also planning to release a collection of  Stalin atfirst treated the persistent appeals
the Korean War a secrétan effort moti- documents on the Korean War. These afl Kim Il Sung with reserve, noting that “such a
vated by Stalin’s fear of direct conflict withscheduled to be published in the Novembt??;;gceh ?j::g;,;{gfﬂ%ﬁ:ﬁ esgilétz ofgrg:c't“inn;?ﬁg-s
the United States. 1993 issue of a new journkdtochnik: Docu- !

. . . X ) T ciple. The final agreement to support the plans of
Finally, this document provides sup-ments of Russian Histarwhichis underthe the koreans was given by Stalin at the time of
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Kim Il Sung’s visit to Moscow in March-April culation on the fact that the American troopshey sent reports to the Central Committee of the
1950. Following this, in May, Kim Il Sung would not take part in the war, and they did no€hinese Communist Party which underscored
visited Beijing and secured the support of Madntend to aid the DPRK by means of the entrandée poor conditions of the population and criti-

The Korean government envisioned realizef a large number of their troops. cized the policies of the Korean authorities. The
ing its goal in three stages: In August 1950 American planes begarChinese attempted to draw towards themselves
1) concentration of troops near the 38th parallélombing Chinese territory near the Yalu. Irthe commanders of the KPA. lllustrative in this
2) issuing an appeal to the South for peacef@ctober 1950, soon after the American landing aegard is the affair of Pak Il-u, chief representa-
unification Inchon, the front line moved close to the Koreartive of the KPA in the headquarters of the Chinese
3) initiating military activity after the South’s Chinese border and the enemy’s artillery began tmlunteers. Kim Il Sung more than once declared
rejection of the proposal for peaceful unificationfire on Chinese territory. Ships of the Americarthat Pak Il-u was behaving as the personal repre-

At Stalin’s order, all requests of the NorthSeventh Fleet entered the Taiwan Straits. sentative of Mao Zedong, trying to disparage the
Koreans for delivery of arms and equipment for By that time the Korean People’s Army hadauthority of the leadership of the Korean Worker’'s
the formation of additional units of the KPAuvirtually disintegrated as a fighting force. Rem-Party, placing himself above the party. The
[Korean People’s Army] were quickly met. Thenants of military units that escaped encirclemer€hinese inflamed any sort of intrigue, using Pak
Chinese leadership sent to Korea a divisiowere making their way toward China to regroupll-u against Kim Il Sung.
formed from Koreans who had been serving in ~ The Chinese government, under pressure Peng Dehuaiwas notashamed to express his
the Chinese army, and promised to send food didm Stalin, adopted the decision to send volurew opinion of the military capabilities of Kim Il
and to transfer one army closer to Korea “in cadeers to Korea only after a real threat to th8ung. Cases of great power manners were ob-
the Japanese enter on the side of South Koreaécurity of China had arisen and the very exisserved, obvious scorn toward Koreans by Chi-
(telegram 362, 1950) ence of the DPRK had been called into questionese commanders. Once Kim Il Sung was stopped

By the end of May 1950 the General Staff orhe entry of Chinese volunteers into Korea begany Chinese sentries when he wentto Peng Dehuai's
the KPA together with Soviet military advisersin the second half of October 1950. Subsequentlgeadquarters, and was detained by them for a
announced the readiness of the Korean army tioe total number of Chinese troops in Korea wasng time. Local Korean authorities complained
begin concentration at the 38th parallel. At theroughtto 1 million men; approximately the samé¢hat the commanders of the Chinese volunteers
insistence of Kim Il Sung, the beginning ofnumber of men were sent to Korea to transpoftequently arbitrarily forced the population into
military activity was scheduled for June 25military cargo. (transmission of Soviet Embassygonstruction work, indiscriminate felling of for-
1950. (telegram 408, 1950) in Beijing #7, January 18, 1952) By the end oésts, slaughtering of livestock, etc.

By the time of the attack, the North Korearnl 951, the strength of the Korean People’s Army  Numerous Koreans lay the blame on China
armed forces had significant superiority over thevas brought to 337,000 men. On the other sidé&gr the retreat of the KPA and its huge losses,
South Koreans. The correlation of forces be?00,000 officers and soldiers participated in groundeclaring that “if the Chinese help had arrived a
tween South and North Korea was as follows: inperations, including 380,000 South Koreans andonth earlier, everything would have turned out
number of troops 1:2; number of guns 1:2; ma280,000 American troops, not counting Americauifferently.” Korean leaders said at that time that
chine-guns 1:7; submachine guns, 1:13; tanksval and air forces, which blockaded Korea fronf it had not been for the Chinese position, it
1:6.5; planes 1:6. The operational plan of ththe sea. would have been possible to expel the Americans
KPA envisioned that Korean troops would ad-  The entry of the Chinese volunteers into thérom the Korean peninsula and unify the whole
vance 15-20 kilometers per day and would in thear and the active participation of Soviet militarycountry during the successful attack of the Chi-
main complete military activity within 22-27 advisers, who participated in the planning of alhese volunteers in the winter of 1950-51.
days. (telegram 468, 1950) major offensive operations, brought about a vital  In all of this the Chinese volunteers, as is

[Here follows a brief factual account of thebreakthrough in the course of military eventsknown, played an important role in the break-
course ofthe war through October 1950, from th@merican and South Korean troops were throwthrough in the military situation and in the reten-
initial successes of the KPA in June, July, andack to the 38th parallel, and in several placd#on of the front at the 38th parallel. Their losses
August, through their near defeat following theeven further southward. Chinese troops, operdbr the first year of the Korean war alone were
U.S./U.N. amphibious landing at Inchon in Seping on the Western front, occupied Seoul at thmore than 300,000 men.
tember-K.W.] During this period, which was anbeginning of January 1951. The Chinese leadership, making use of the
ordeal for the Korean people, the Central Com-  However, Chinese troops, following the stravolunteers’ long stay in Korea, tried to strengthen
mittee of the Korean Worker’s Party and théegic line of the leadership of the PRC to present@eir long-term influence in the DPRK. After the
government of the DPRK worked strenuously othe front at the 38th parallel (one may suppose thsigning of the armistice in Korea on July 27,
the formation of new military units, using theMao Zedong was afraid of the consequences ofl®53, the Chinese volunteers remained in Korea
territory of China as well for this purpose. Thdurther advance to the south), left Seoul and witHer more than five years. It was the end of
most steadfast of the KPA units that were sudrew to the north. They did not support the effort®ctober 1958 before they returned to their home-
rounded in the South carried on partisan combafthe Korean units on the eastern front to disloddand, under pressure from the Koreans.

in the mountains. American troops from the area along the northern ~ The Chinese leaders even now, in every way
side of the 38th parallel. possible, use the participation of the volunteers in
1. Entry of the Chinese into the Korean War During this period of the war, sharp dis-the war in Korea to pressure the DPRK into

During Kim Il Sung’s visit to Beijing in agreements arose between Kim Il Sung and ttseipporting their adventuristic positions.
May 1950, Mao Zedong, in conversation witrcommand of the Chinese people’s volunteers, led
him, underscored his conviction that the Ameriby Peng Dehuai. The Koreans were against the Ill. The U.N. and the Intervention
cans would not become engaged in a war “faurrender of Seoul by the Chinese volunteers and of the USA in Korea
such a small territory as Korea” and stated thagéproached them for not supporting the Korean [a brief straightforward summary-K.W.]
the Chinese government would transfer one afnits on the eastern front.
their armies to the region of Mukden in orderto  During the time that Chinese volunteers weré/. Negotiations for the Armistice
render the necessary assistance in case the SantKorea there were numerous cases of Chinese By the middle of 1951, the situation clearly
Koreans drew Japanese soldiers into militarinterference in the internal affairs of the DPRKindicated that it was in practice impossible to
action. The Chinese leadership based their c8tudying the morale of the Korean population,
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resolve the unification of Korea by military meanssituation in Korea. During these conversationghat although he was a specialist on Korea, he had never
Both the Chinese and the Korean leaders equaljhou Enlai, in the name of the government of th&een this internal history, and prior to our conversation
were forced to acknowledge this. After prelimi-PRC, urgently proposed thatthe Soviet side assfifl ot know most of the information it contains.
nary consultations with the Chinese and Koreanthe speeding up of the negotiations and the cofy. M- YU. Prozumenshchikov and I.N. Shevchuk,
the Soviet government on June 23, 1951, putusion of an armistice. Such a position by thc;oov'epchlnese Relations, 1953-59," paper presented
. . ’ ; o o T the CWIHP Conference on New Evidence on Cold
forward a proposal for settling the military con-Chinese coincided with our position. For they,, History, Moscow, 12-15 January 1993.
flictin Korea. “As a first step,” the Soviet repre-implementation of practical measures ensuing. Another conference participant, David Holloway,
sentative declared, “it would be necessary tfsom the complicated situation, a special repreprofessor of political science at Stanford University,
begin negotiations for a cease-fire, for an armsentative was sent to Pyongyang from Moscow iwas the first to follow up on this footnote, asking for and
stice with a mutual withdrawal of troops from theMarch 1953 with a proposal for speeding up theeceiving the file cited. He then mentioned the signifi-
38th parallel.” This proposal attracted universgbeace negotiations. By that time the Koreans al§8"ce of this document to a Russian participant,
attention. showed a clear aspiration for the most rapigla.‘d'SIaV Zubok, who then,ca”ed me Fo,suggestl look
. . - - at it. | am grateful for Vlad's and David’s collegiality
On June 27, 1951, the Amerlqap Ambassaessation of military actlv!ty: and am happy to report that it is characterisfithe
dor [to Moscow Alan G.] Kirk visited A.A. On July 27 an armistice agreement Wagaraction among researchers working on postwar for-
Gromyko (at that time deputy minister of foreignsigned in Panmunjom. eign relations in Moscow archives over the past year, a
affairs of the USSR) and appealed to him witha  The armistice agreement fixed the militarysituation which is largely the result of existence of the
number of questions in connection with thesdemarcation line and provided for the withdrawafold War International History Project.
proposals. Elucidating to Kirk the position of theof troops 2 km from this line to create a demilita4 - With regard to the survey as awhole, similar internal
Soviet government, Comrade Gromyko indicatedzed zone, [and] provided for a cease-fire angistories thatl, as well as other scholars working on the
that the negotiations on the armistice must bsithdrawal of troops of both sides from the dePOStWar period, have seen in recent months have been

. o S - te in their factual details, though limited in thei
conducted by representatives of the joint Amerimilitarized zone within 72 hours after the armj<ccirare In feir factual detarls, though imited in their

. analysis and scope.

can command and the command of the Soutitice agreement takes effect. [Here follows g Though most knowledgeable observers at the time
Korean troops, on one side, and by representiisting of the terms of the agreemenk.W.] and many historians since have asserted that it was
tives of the command of the Korean People’s absurd to think that Kim Il Sung could have prepared
Army and the command of the Chinese volun- V. The Korean Question after the Armistice and initiated such a major military action without
teers, on the other. Comrade Gromyko notedthat The conclusion of the armistice in Korea>t@lin's approval and aid, some scholars have contin-
the negotiations must be limited to military quesereated the preconditions for a peaceful reuniffi€d t0 argue that Kim may have acted on his own, and

. . . " . . . . that, indeed, the North Korean attack on June 25 may
tions and first of all the question of a cease-firgsation of the country. The first step in thi ave been a response to a provocation from the South,

On June 29, Ridgway, who was at that tim@irection must be the convening of the politicaks the DPRK and the Soviet Union have maintained.
the commander of the “U.N. troops” in Korea,conference envisioned in the agreement. The most important statement of this argument is in
appealed over the radio to the commander of the  Because of the sabotage of the USA, Bruce Cumings’ monumental stud§he Origins of the
Korean People’s Army Kim Il Sung with a pro-political conference on Korea was convened onligorean War, Volume i, The Roaring of the Cataract,
posal to begin negotiations for an armistice. on April 26, 1954, in Geneva. The Americanl947-1950(Princeton; Princeton University Pres_s,

July 1, Kim Il Sung and Peng Dehuai broaddelegates applied maximum efforts to prevent thE?90). 439-65, 568-621. See also Gye-Dong Kim,
cast over the radio a joint answer to Ridgway'adoption of the proposals of the DPRK, USS Who Initiated the Korean War?” in James Cotton and

. . I%ém Neary, edsThe Korean War in HistorfManches-
appeal._ The answere_xpressed thelragreemenhm PRC that aimed to create on the Korqur Englgnd' Manchester University Prg;/ls 1989), 44,
meet with representatives of the American conpeninsula a single, genuinely democratic goverrgl-na Callim A, MacDonald<orea: The Wayr beforé ;

mand “to conduct negotiations for the cessatioment. The conference did not adopt any confietnam(London: Macmillan, 1986), 28.

of military activity and the establishment ofstructive decisions on Korea. 6. This agrees with the account in Khrushchev's

peace.” The Korean question has remained untinemoir, which emphasizes that “the warwasn’t Stalin’s
The negotiations of the representatives aiow within the framework of the U.N. and isidea, butKim Il Sung's.” Strobe Talbott, edhrush-

the commands of the warring sides began on Jubpnsidered unresolved. Itdsubject of “discus- chev Remembe(Boston: Little, Brown, 1970), 367-8.

10, 1951, and continued, with breaks, for moreion” at every regular session of the U.N. Gener%}l A recent statement of this interpretation is in Adam

. am, The Communists: The Story of Power and Lost
than two years, until the end O.f J.uly 1953, _Assembly. The government of the DPRK Spealﬁﬁusions 1948-1991New York an(}/ToronIO' Charles
In the course of the negotiations such basisut against the discussion of the so-called Koreagyipner's Sons, 1992), 81-82.

questions were discussed as: the establishmentgiestion in the U.N. and in favor of disbanding. For detailed studies ofthe U.S. intervention, see, e.g.,
a line of demarcation between the two sides fahe “Commission on the Reunification and Resiames Matraylhe Reluctant Crusade: American For-
the creation of a demilitarized zone as a conditioforationof Korea” and the withdrawal of Ameri- eign Policy in Korea, 1941-19%Blonolulu: University

for the cessation of military activity in Korea; thecan troops from Korea. This position of thedf Hawaii Press, 1985); Charles M. Dobfifie Un-
elaboration of practical measures for implemenkorean leadership is fully supported by the Sg¥anted Symbol: American Foreign Policy, the Cold

ing the cease-fire and armistice in Korea, includsiet government. \lgvg\r;e?;?y *;?2:2' iggf)_-l:r?g(\/evri]lfi’a?nh\i/?/:hi}t(r?:; gttjzteik

ing the staff, authorlty a“?’ functions o_f an appa- Jr., The Road to Confrontation: American Foreign

ratusl for observing the .Implementa.tlo.n of the FROM MATERIALS OF THE Policy toward China and Korea, 1947-19%0hapel

conditions of th? C?ase'f're and armistice. FOREIGN MINISTRY OF THE USSR Hill, N.C.: University of North Carolina Press, 1981).
By the beginning of May 1952, an agree- 9. See Kathryn Weathersby, “Soviet Aims in Korea and

ment was reached on all questions, with th@Storage Center for Contemporary Documentdhe Origins of the Korean War, 1945-1950: New Evi-
exception of the question regarding prisoners a@fon, Fond 5, Opis 58, Delo 266, 1, Listy 122-1313ence From Russian Archives,” CWIHP Working Pa-
war. Later that question was also resolved on a per No. 8 (Washington, D.C.: Woodrow Wilson Inter-
mutually acceptable basis. 1. 1amindebted to a senior Korea specialistin Moscofational Center for Scholars, November, 1993).
Measures undertaken by the Soviet governtho served in the Korea section of the CentralO: The Foreign Ministry archive contains lengthy,
ment after the death of Stalin in many way§ommittee’s International Department in 1966 for é‘eta'lle‘lj r‘?portigZSpnggLaCts'V'tY'?Sf?UFhIKPV?\laS?hm
facilitated the conclusion of the agreement. Whil@&Sciption of the context in which this report wag BgUaly Fiom L34 y Sowe” ofieia’s I Tor

i M tor Stalin's f | Zhou Enlai h dWritten. It is an indication of the enduring Sovietkorea to their superiors at the Foreign Ministry.
In Moscow Tor stalin's tuneral, Zhou Enfal had .-« for maintaining secrecy about the Korean wdl. For adiscussion of the evidence available to date,

conversations with Soviet leaders regarding the see my Working Paper, “Soviet Aims in Korea and the
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Origins of the Korean War, 1945-50: New Eviden
From Russian Archives.”

12. Tworecently published accounts of Kim's Apfil
1950 visit to Beijing based on Chinese memoirs

interviews give conflicting accounts: Hao Yufan al
Zhai Zhihai,“China’s Decision to Enter the Koreg|
War: History Revisited,China Quarterlyl21 (March

1990), 100; and Chen Jian, “The Sino-Soviet Alliarfc

and China’s Entry into the Koreaiar,” Cold War
International History Project Working Paper No.
(Washington, D.C.: Woodrow Wilson Internation|
Center for Scholars, 1991), 1, 20-21.

13. See Li Xiaobing, Wang Xi, and Chen Jian, “Mag’
Dispatch of Chinese Troops to Korea: Forty-Six Teje

grams, July-October 1950Chinese Historians:1
(Spring 1992), 67-68.

14. For details, see Weathersby, “Soviet Aimsjigyq|d have to fight constant battles to get themaller, temporary one was then opened

Korea and the Origins of the Korean War, 1945-%0

New Evidence From Russian Archives.”

15. Lieutenant-General Georgi Lobov, who co
manded the 64th Corps in Korea, has estimated
from 1952 until the end of the war in 1953, the co
numbered about 26,000 personnel. Interview with
Lobov, “Blank Spots of History: In the Skies of Nor
Korea,” Aviatsiya i Kosmonavitka0 (Oct. 1990), 30
31, 34, in JPRS-UAC-91-003 (28 June 1991), 27
Also see Aleksandr Smorchkov, “Speak Korean|
Battle,” Komsomolskava Pravd&® June 1990; A

Roshchin, “During the Cold War on the East Rivef,

Mezhdunarodnaya Zhizrdan. 1990, 131-39; inte
view with Aleksandr Smorchkov, Moscow Intern
tional Broadcast Service in Korean, 11 June 19
translated in FBIS-SOV-90-121 (22 June 1990), 9-

and B.S. Abakumov, “Sovetskie letchikiv nebe Korg,

Voprosy Istorii, Jan. 1993, 129-39.
16. See, e.g., the interview with Lobov cited aboy

ARCHIVES these documents have been declassified, but
continued from page 1 that doesn’t mean people should be allowed
nFommunist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSUjo look at them.* In the span of just a few
avould have seemed utterly fanciful. Al-days, all the progress at the Central Commit-
Pthough the most important archives in Mostee archives that had been achieved since
cow are still sealed off and access to thaugust 1991 seemed to come undone, per-
Tentral Committee and Foreign Ministryhaps irreparably.
icollections is still highly problematic, the Fortunately, this adverse trend did not

RRussian government has made at least someatly affect the Foreign Ministry archives,

effortto release materials to researchers fromhere the degree of access for scholars con-
Hoth Russia and abroad. When | first went tonued gradually to expand. Although the
the Central Committee archives and the Fomain reading room at the Foreign Ministry
eign Ministry archives in 1992 | assumed as closed temporarily in mid-1993 (a

documents | wanted. But soon after | begafollowing complaints from researchers), this
hworking there, | found that the main problenwas done mainly so that renovations and a
thaivas having was just the opposite: namelynuch-needed expansion of the room could
PRhow to cope with the thousands of pages &ie completed. The clampdown at the CPSU
j,materials they were quite readily bringingarchives may have engendered a somewhat
me. Even after some three months of work imore cautious atmosphere at the Foreign
Bthose archives, the difficulty of absorbingMinistry, but the trend at the latter was still
"®verything remained as acute as ever. Fot@vard greater openness.
brief while | even began to suspect that Furthermore, evenatthe post-1952 Cen-
Strachey was justified in regarding ignotral Committee archives the situation as of
-rance as a scholarly virtue. mid-1993 was by no means hopeless. Inthe
fgj That feeling quickly dissipated, how-past, Prokopenko espoused a distinctly lib-
ever, when the situation at the archive coreral view of the need to curb “senseless,
taining the post-1952 holdings of the Centraleliberately obstructive, and phony” restric-
e.Committee took a sharp turn for the worse itions on “supposedly classified” materials,

17. James Sheply, “How Dulles Averted Wadrife,
16 January 1956, 70-72; and Dwight D. Eisenho
The White House Years: Mandate for Change, 1
1956(Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday and Co., 196
179-80. Furthermore, as Roger Dingman has sh
the United States had been threatening to use nu
weapons throughout the war. For discussions of fh
debate see Roger Dingman, “Atomic Diplomacy D
ing the Korean War fhternational Securit§3:3 (Win-
ter 1988/89), 50-91, and Rosemary Foot, “Nucl
Coercion and the Ending of the Korean Conflig
International Securityl 3:3 (Winter 1988/89), 92-112
18. For a translation of these documents see
forthcoming article, “The Soviet Union and the Kore
War: New Evidence from the Soviet Archives,” in t
winter 1993-94 issue dthe Journal of American-Eas
Asian Relations
19. This figure is higher than the estimates of U
intelligence, according to which by June 25 the K
numbered between 87,500 and 99,000 men. Se
discussion of these figures in Cumingke Origins of
the Korean War, Vol. ]I452-53.
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the spring of 1993. The abrupt dismissal adrguing that “only a small number of these
Qne of the top archival officials, Vladimir documents genuinely contain secrétsit
yChernous, in February 1993 was the firsbne point he even quit his job as director of
ign of animpending clampdown. Chernouthe USSR’s “Special Archive” — the re-
?s?éd been a prominent advocate of greatpository in which captured document col-
opennessinthe CPSU archives. Two montlhsctions and other highly sensitive items
later the director of that same Central Comwere stored — because he could no longer
amittee repository, Rem Usikov, was alsgut up with the “extremely ignorant people”
“fired after being accused of “laxness in enin the Main Archival Directorate
n§9rcing regulations on access to confidentigiGlavarkhiv) who “insist on keeping every-
krmaterial.’® Although Usikov had been athing secret® Moreover, in conversations
dong-time CPSU functionary and was nevewith Cold War International History Project

a proponent of opening up the archives, hafficials in July 1993, both Prokopenko and
drad gone along — if only grudgingly — with other archival authorities expressed a will-
Ahe more relaxed policy that was introducethgness to continue cooperation with for-
e the latter half of 1992 and early 1993.eign researchers and projects. Hence, even
Thus, his ouster and the initial charges lodgeukfore Prokopenko was replaced because of
against him were a further indicator that &ealth reasons by Natalia Tomilina in Sep-
speriod of retrenchment was under way. Thember, there were some grounds for opti-
sextent of the retrenchment soon becammism that the setback at the former CPSU
Pclearer when Usikov's successor, Anatoliarchives would be only temporary.
3rﬁ’rokopenko, did away with all the proce- Nevertheless, evenifthe regressive steps
higlures that had been adopted in 1992 to makteat Prokopenko implemented in the spring
nthe archive more accessible. The newf 1993 are eventually reversed by his suc-

r

Jcdescribed as a “more restrictive approactgobering reminder of how little the Russian
swas well summed up in a remark he madauthorities understand about the way a gov-
during a conversation in May 1993: “Yesgrnment archive is supposed to operate. In
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the West, state archives are expected to betion by the dissolution of the Russiawar documents were trusted employees of
independent of day-to-day political considparliamentin September 1993 and the defetlite CPSU Central Committee, the Ministry
erations, and the archivists are responsibt# the hard-line rebellion in Moscow in earlyof Defense, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
for assisting scholars in historical researclOctober do offer greater reason for hope that the Committee on State Security (KGB).
Documents in the archives are considered &zcess to the Russian archives will improvEhe main responsibility of Soviet archival
be part of the public domain and are thuagain. The leeway for reform in the wake obfficials was to ensure that no items, no
freely accessible to all who work there. Ir¥eltsin’s victory over his opponents shouldmatter how inconsequential, fell into the
Russia, by contrast, none of these conditiormdleviate the concerns that some Russidrands of unauthorized researchiérs.
yet holds true. Archival policy in Russia isofficials, including those inthe archives,had  Fortunately, though, this obsessive se-
still determined by the prevailing politicalabout exposing themselves to reprisals lyrecy did not prevent the emergence of well-
winds, and professional archivists find themhard-line forces. Conditions at the archivestocked and — to varying degrees — well-
selves obliged to respond to the demanddso are likely to improve if the Russiamorganized repositories. The collapse of the
and whims of high-level bureaucrats. Th&ecurity Ministry (the main successor to th&oviet Union came so suddenly that the bulk
notion that archival materials and other offiSoviet KGB) is drastically scaled back anaf the archives (with the important excep-
cial records belong to something called theestructured, as has been propd$ely all tion of the KGB’s holdings, as noted below)
“public domain” is still alien in Russia. accounts, hard-line officials from the Secuwas left largely intact. Soviet officials never
Access to documents often depends instedty Ministry were among those most re-expected that their top-secret documents
on political connections or, in some casesponsible for the clampdown at the archivesould one day be exposed to public scru-
on who offers the highest bid. Although thén the spring of 1993. An overhaul of theiny, so they tended to preserve almost ev-
degree of political manipulation and interMinistry that leaves it a good deal weakeerything, even the most incriminating mate-
ference atthe Russian archivesis not as grewtl almost certainly be beneficial for thoserials. On only a few occasions in the past
now as it was during the Soviet era, most dfoping to work in the archives. Whethekvere large quantities of documents destroyed
the official repositories in Moscow still fall such an overhaul will be lasting is a differengither deliberately or inadvertently. In 1940
woefully short of acceptable standards ahatter, however. After all, the Soviet/Rustavrentii Beria, the infamous secret police
professional integrity. sian security organs were restructured, paretiief of the Stalin era, ordered certain mate-
Some Russian and Western observebmack, and deprived of some of their keyials from the 1920s and 1930s to be shred-
have expressed hope that the situation willinctions right after the August 1991 coupled. Other items were lost or destroyed
improve, at least somewhat, now that a conattempt, but they were soon able to reclaimuring the Second World War as a result of
prehensive “Law on Archival Collections ofalmost all of their lost powers and prerogathe fighting and the confusion accompany-
the Russian Federation,” to regulate all théves. The officials who helped the ministrying the mass evacuation of official records.
far-flung state repositories in Moscow, Stregain its strength the last time are stilln the early post-Stalin years, especially just
Petersburg, and elsewhere, isfinally in pfaceirmly ensconced there. after the 20th CPSU Congress in 1956, se-
This law was under consideration for several Thus, even if the ascendancy of reformnrior officials who wanted to cover their
years (initially by the Soviet legislature andst elements leads to some immediate @racksensuredthatkey materialswere shred-
more recently by the Russian parliamentghort-term improvements in archival accesded or transferred to remote locatidhaill
and the version of it that was approved iand a more open climate is soon restored these episodes in combination may have
July 1993 was somewhat better than exhe Central Committee archives, there is noreated substantial gaps in the documentary
pected, especially compared to other meguarantee that what was taken away oncecord of certain events from the Stalin era.
sures adopted by the Russian parliamentwill not be taken away again. Until the  Nevertheless, it seems unlikely that the
the wake of the April 1993 referendumarchival systemin Russia—and the country'gaps will prove fatal, not least because cop-
Still, there is little reason to believe that thevhole political system, for that matter — arées were made of many documents so that
archival law will improve matters much inplaced on a sounder institutional footing, théhey could be sent to one or two other reposi-
the absence of a broader, well-developeatkgree of access to materials in the formésries. Even when materials were destroyed
legal system in Russia. Indeed, some fe&PSU archives and other key repositories ior removed from one archive, copies or
tures of the new law could actually be usetoscow will continue to depend on capriclosely-related items may turn up else-
to tighten up, rather than loosen, existingious judgments and pressures from abovehere!* Furthermore, the scope of whatwas

restrictions on archival acces4n ominous destroyed may not have been as great as
precedent along these lines was nearly setin Scholarly Opportunities sometimes feared. Crucial documents that
July 1993 when the Russian legislature ap- have been unearthed in recent years — such

proved a new “Law on State Secrets” in a Despite recent setbacks, the Russiaas the lists of mass executions and torture
second readiny. If Russian President Borisgovernment’s willingness to allow even ghat Stalin routinely ordered, the Russian-
Yeltsin had signed the secrecy law, as he didodicum of access to certain archives islanguage version of the secret protocol to the
with the archival legislation, it could havenotable departure from the past. Neithédazi-Soviet Pact, and the memorandum or-
been used to seal off vast quantities of infofFsarist Russia nor the Soviet Union had armgering the execution of Polish officers in
mation indefinitely. tradition of releasing archival materials tdatyn Forest — are as incriminating as one
Whatever the ultimate effect of the arthe public. During the Soviet period, thecould possibly imagin&. The fact that these
chival law may be, the broad changes set omly historians permitted to use secret posénd countless other items are still in the
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archives suggests that any gaps which mayents will emerge explaining precisely whaments and the latest memoirs by ex-Soviet
have been created are modest comparecth@ Soviet leadership hoped to gain from thefficials may not be a panacea, but it is the
the evidence that wamt destroyed. missile deployment¥. only way we are going to obtain a better

A potentially more vexing problem Nevertheless, despite the obstaclesnderstanding of Soviet history. Archival
comes from documents that never existed @aused by gaps in the written record (espevidence and new memaoirs can bring to light
all — that is, from decisions which werecially from the Stalin era), these need ngpreviously unknown data; and, equally im-
made without leaving an explicit “paperhinder efforts to understand Soviet historyportant, they can corroborate or undercut
trail” of written orders, notes, or transcriptd=or one thing, in a country that was as olinterpretations that had long been taken for
of deliberations. The methodological pitsessed with record-keeping of all sorts as tigganted. Several years ago John Lewis
falls associated with this phenomenon caBoviet Union was, the documentation of mosbaddis noted the value of declassified mate-
be seen outside the Soviet field in the worksvents and decisions was far more extensivials for the study of U.S. foreign policy, and
of certain historians who have examinethan one would find virtually anywhere elsehis remarks seem even more apposite now,
Hitler's decision to order the mass destrucshortly before the archives were opened, mutatis mutandisfor the study ofSoviet
tion of European Jews. Because Hitleiew Western scholars had speculated thé&dreign policy:
himself refrained from committing the ex-access to Soviet repositories would be of
termination policy to paper (leaving that tanly limited value because the records in | am familiar with the argument that the
subordinates like Himmler, Heydrich, andVloscow “are probably spars&” Even a  [NewYork]Timess usually two steps ahead
Eichmann) and resorted to euphemismiief stint at the ex-Soviet archives will show ©f the Centril Intelligence Agenc;; in any
When:jes_cr.ibir)g}he': pollicy in his speech(_ahpyv upfounde,('j this cla?m was. Far from %V:nﬁtaggfr;egttswgﬁasng ;Tjts;?:ntgl)l\;/ e;ﬂ'
afgw revisionist” historians such as Davidbeing sparse, the archives in qucow are ter our knowledge of whatis going on at any
Irving have argued that the Holocaust werdverflowing with documents and informa-  given point. But that is simply not true:
onwithout Hitler's knowledge or approvél. tion that will greatly enrich our historical anyone who has looked carefully at declas-
This thesis has been decisively refuted bywanderstanding. What is more, even when sified government documents from the post-
large number of historians both inside andenuine gaps in the record exist, one can1945 era will know how inadequate the
outside Germany, but the very fact thaalways try to work around them. The spe- public record is as a guide to what was
Irving can make his claims — no mattecific order for Kirov’'s assassination may not actually happening. . .. And even when the
how tendentious they may seem — undehave been put down on paper, but an enor-Public record does faithfully reflect what
scores the way the lack of written records omous amount of other evidence points to ?nO:ns Onc?lfch'::;Lh;scini’lteh:SE’St%gzglc\’A?gOOf
pgrticular matt_ers can be abused and m&talin’s complicity, as Robert Conquest and_ belie)\//epthatynothing is worth reading unless
nipulated by historians. others have demonstrated. If freer access isj; js stamped “top secret” — might well

To a certain extent at least, this samgranted to the most important archives in cause themto discount generalizations based
problem is bound to arise with the formeMoscow (i.e., the Presidential Archive, the solely upon what appears in “open” sources,
Soviet archives. Ina country like the Soviemilitary archives, and the KGB archives), however thorough they may Be.
Union, where “telephone justice” (i.e., telethe amount of documentation that will help
phone calls from top CPSU officials to statdill in gaps will only increase. The disjunction that Gaddis noted between
functionaries ordering them how to resolve ~ Furthermore, even though some gapde “public record” and “what was actually
specific issues) and “word-of-mouth-only”are likely to remain once all the archivefi@appening” raises troubling questions about
decision-making long prevailed, one is agtave been opened, that will not necessarifjaditional Western analyses of Soviet for-
to find important activities or decisions thatnhibit scholarly endeavors. No matter hov@ign policy. Of necessity, these analyses
were not committed to paper. This may wettomplete or incomplete the written recordvere based exclusively on open sources.
be the case, for example, with the assassimaay be in any particular instance, there wilY €t the very fact that secret documentation
tion in 1934 of the head of the Leningracilways be room for legitimate differences ofvas not released by the Soviet government
party, Sergei Kirov. Although most histori-interpretation. New documentary evidenc#ould lead one to expect that the discrep-
ans agree that Stalin himself ordered thean help narrow those differences and ca8ficy between open and closed sourcesin the
murder, no written order to that effect hasloubt on certain interpretations — which is>0viet Union was at least as great as — or
yet been located, and it is likely that nonerecisely why archival research is valuabl€ven greater than — in the United States.
exists!® Problems of this sort also crop up— but it would be naive to think that the ~ TO be sure, most Western scholars did
from time to time in the study of Sovietarchives alone will generate a grand schofbeir best to make allowance for the con-
foreign policy. Deliberations about keyarly consensus on every important matteptraints imposed by the lack of primary So-
foreign policy decisions, both during andWith or without greater access to the formeYiet documentation. Nevertheless, many
after the Stalinist era, did not always geBoviet archives, disagreements about how ¥éere tempted, at least occasionally, to infer
recorded in full. Such may be the case, fonterpret specific events and documents wife© much from the public recofd. Some
example, with the decision in 1962 to depersist in the future. scholars even led themselves to believe that
ploy nuclear missiles in Cuba. Althougha This is not to say, however, that thethe debate and controversies to be dis-
vast amount of evidence about the Cubamportance of archival research should bgerned among the Soviet press organs con-
missile crisis has recently come to lightdiscounted; quite the contrary. The opportugtitute a faithful reflection of the actual de-
there is little reason to expect that docunity to examine declassified Soviet docubates taking place in closed forunis Such
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confident assumptions about what could biger 1979 were well aware of the potentiahearly 2,200 other state archives in Russia
gleaned from open sources have not bedélifficulties that Soviet troops might encoun— including 47 republican archives, 170
borne out by the new documentary evidender, but were convinced that all those prolregional sites, and 1,981 provincial and local
in Moscow. Onthe contrary, we can now selems could be overcome relatively eadfly. repositories — also came under the new
from the Russian archives that the diver- As more documents are declassified ingency’s indirect control, though they were
gence between the “public record” and “whathe future, our understanding of many otheaccorded much greater autonomy than they
was actually happening” in Soviet foreigrissues is also bound to improve. Materialever were permitted when they had to report
policy was, if anything, even wider than ondrom the Presidential Archive, the militaryto Glavarkhiv® As of late 1992, the 17fed-
might have expected. archives, and the KGB archives, which areral archives under Roskomarkhiv’s direct
Thus, for scholars who hope to be moraot yet freely available, should be especiallgontrol housed some 65.3 million files, com-
knowledgeable and more accurate about thaluable in helping to clarify some of theprising many billions of pages of docu-
topics they are exploring, access to declassitost mysterious and controversial topicanents. The other state archives in Russia —
fied Soviet documents will be of great benTo be sure, scholars will have to be cautious the republic, regional, and provincial lev-
efit. The potential value of the new archivahbout what they find in the archives, and wilkls — accounted for another 138.7 million
sources is apparent from the way the earlidave to resist some of the methodologicdiles, with billions more pages of documents.
release of American and West Europeapitfalls discussed below. Also, it is worth In early 1993, Roskomarkhiv was reor-
documents enriched our understanding atressing again that new evidence, no mattganized and renamed the “State Archival
Stalin’s foreign policy. Inthe late 1970s andhow important, cannot guarantee a scholarlyervice of Russia” (Rosarkhiv), in accor-
early 1980s, when “post-revisionist” scholconsensus. The room for legitimate disdance with a governmental decree signed in
ars began reexamining the Soviet Union’agreement may narrow considerably, buate December 1992. The change of name
role in the early Cold War years, they werdifferences over the best way to interpreand restructuring of the agency were in-
able to exploit newly declassified Westerrromplex events will inevitably remain. Yettended to place Rosarkhiv on a par, both
materials to bridge at least part of the gagespite all these caveats, it is clear that tlymbolically and substantively, with other
between the “public record” and “what wapening of the ex-Soviet archives has prdederal agencies such as the Russian Exter-
actually happening?® The opportunity to vided immense opportunities for scholars.nal Intelligence Service (RSVR). The cur-

take advantage of this evidence helped en- rentdirector of Rosarkhivis Rudolf Pikhoya,
surethatthe post-revisionist works surpassed New Archival Collections who was formerly the prorector of the uni-
all previous studies in the field, both in versity in Sverdlovsk (now called

nuance and in scope. Needless to say, the Until late 1991, the central state arEkaterinburg), where he became acquainted
likelihood of further advancesis even greatethives of the Soviet Union were adminiswith the then-first secretary of the Sverd-
now that declassified documents will be¢ered by the Main Archival Directoratelovsk branch of the CPSU, Boris Yeltsin. It
available not only from Western countriegGlavarkhiv) of the Soviet Council of Min- was also in Sverdlovsk that Pikhoya got to
but from Moscow as well. isters. Glavarkhiv also supervised sever&how a faculty member, Gennadii Burbulis,
Already, in fact, new evidence from thethousand regional and local archives in theho later became a top aide to Yeltsin.
ex-Soviet archives has shed a good deal OfSSR. The CPSU archives, however, werEhus, it is not surprising that Yeltsin would
light on key topics in Soviet domestic affairsnanaged separately by the party itself. THeave chosen Pikhoya to supervise Russia’s
and foreign policy. For example, recentlynstitute of Marxism-Leninism was respon-archives, a post that is far more politically
declassified materials confirm that Stalirsible forthe Central Party Archive, while thesensitive than it would be in most countries.
played a direct and expansive role in th€entral Committee apparatus supervised itdor is it surprising that as the head of
mass repressions of the 1930s, 1940s, aadn 140 archives as well as those of thRosarkhiv, Pikhoya has been unusually at-
1950s, contrary to what some Western “reSecretariat. Documents from the Politburdentive to the political interests of Yeltsin,
visionist” historians had been arguitigflhe as noted below, were stored in a speciabt only by releasing documents that are
new evidence also undercuts the revisiomrchive in the Kremlin, under the directembarrassing to Yeltsin's opponents (espe-
ists’ claims that the scale of the Stalinistontrol of the CPSU General Secretary. cially Mikhail Gorbachev), but also by serv-
repressions was much smaller than earlier Following the aborted coup in Augusting as a presidential envoy when materials
Western estimates had suggested. It tura991 and the dissolution of the USSR fouhave been turned over to foreign countfies.
out that the earlier estimates, far from beinmonths later, the archives in Moscow were  Although Pikhoya is the leading archi-
too high, may in some cases have signifextensively reorganized. Glavarkhiv wawal official in Russia, his agency does not yet
cantlyunderstatedhe actual number of vic- abolished, and almost all of its vast staff andave jurisdiction over some of the most
tims? With regard to foreign policy, de- bureaucratic apparatus, including its spemportantarchival collections, including the
classified materials have helped clarify suchialized archival research institute, wer€PSU Politburo’s records. Rosarkhiv does,
important issues as the Sino-Soviet split, theansferred intact to the newly created Rusiowever, have control over the rest of the
Sovietrole in the Korean and Vietham warssian State Committee on Archival Affairsformer CPSU archives in Moscow, which
and Moscow’s decision to invade Afghani{Roskomarkhiv). The 15 central state arare now divided between two major sites:
stan. On this last topic, for example, manghives in Russia that had been administergle Russian Center for the Storage and Study
hundreds of pages of newly released docby Glavarkhiv were placed under the direadf Documents of Recent History
ments indicate that Soviet leaders in Decenjurisdiction of Roskomarkhiv. Most of the (RTsKhIDNI), which includes the former
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Central Party Archive and other CPSU holdRosarkhiv’s jurisdiction and thus have operterials closely (or not so closely) related to
ings through October 1952; and the muchted along somewhat different lines. In adhe researcher’s project, which the archivist
larger Center for Storage of Contemporargordance with the liberal and pro-Westermay not realize would be of interest. Al-
Documentation (TsKhSD), which includesorientation of Russian foreign minister Andrethough officials in charge of the Foreign
all CPSU Central Committee holdings fronKozyrev, the AVPRF was the first of theMinistry archives are aware of the problems
October 1952 through the end of the Sovidbrmer Soviet archives to open its postwataused by the lack of finding aids, they say
regime in December 1994. Even though holdings to outside researchers, despite rthat severe funding constraints have pre-
the two repositories are both subordinate &istance by some archivists within the minisvented them from taking remedial steps.
Rosarkhiv and are geographicallyry. (Some noteworthy progresstoward operAmong other things, they would have to pay
propinquitous to one another, there seemsitty the MID archives had already begurfor the reproduction of dozens of inventories
be relatively little interaction or collabora-under the final three Soviet foreign minis{opisi), and would have to hire and pay
tion between them. ters—Eduard Shevardnadze, Aleksandxdditional staff (retired senior diplomats) to
Together, the former CPSU archive8essmertnykh, and Boris Pankin, especiallgcrutinize and declassify every page of the
include some 30 million files with more Pankin and Shevardnadze—whose outloadpisi. Some rudimentary finding aids, in-
than six billion pages of documents accuvas similar to Kozyrev’'s.) Although the cluding lists ofondsandopisi, are supposed
mulated by the Central Party Archive andeclassification procedures at the AVPRFo be compiled in 1993 and 1994, and more
the Central Committee apparatus (Fond Nare still cumbersome and slow, the archivelaborate materials should be available by
5), plus a smaller number of documentsverall has become increasingly accessiblE995 or 1996. Those measures will certainly
pertaining to the CPSU Secretariat (Fondince mid-1992 and has remained so evdlp, but the utility of the AVPRF will be
No. 4). For the most part these documentshile the CPSU archives have been retrenchimited until it provides finding aids compa-
especially those in Fond No. 5, key “inputsing. This auspicious trend at MID is at leastable to those at the CPSU archives.
into the decision-making process, rathgpartly attributable to the existence of amulti-  As illuminating as the former Central
than how decisions were actually made &buntry arrangement that has helped fost®arty Archive, the former Central Commit-
the top levels. The materials collected bgn institutionalized framework for thetee archives, and the Foreign Ministry ar-
the Central Committee apparatus include A&VPRF, as will be discussed below. chives may be, they are not the most impor-
vast number of items produced by the For-  The bulk of the AVPRF’s holdings con-tant repositories in Moscow. Scholars hop-
eign Ministry, KGB, Defense Ministry, andsists of cables, reports, and other documeritgy to understand how decisions were made
other state agencies, copies of which wegenerated either at Soviet embassies or withatt the highest levels, as opposed to the “in-
routinely sent to the relevant CPSU departhe ministry’'s own departments and agerputs”into the decision-making process, must
ments. RTsKhIDNI's holdings also includecies3® Although many of the cables andook elsewheré® All transcripts and notes
the voluminous files of the Comintern (Fondeports are routine and uninformative, othesom the CPSU Politburo’'s meetings, all
No. 495), the Soviet-sponsored organizacontain important transcripts of conversamaterials in the vast personal files of top
tion that coordinated and directed internaions with foreign leaders or cogent assesSoviet officials, and all other items deemed
tional communist activities until it was for-ments of the strengths and weaknesses tofbe of greatest sensitivity are in the Krem-
mally dissolved in 1943. Soviet policy. A special division of thelin Archive (Fond No. 3), which during
In general, the documents from thAVPRF, Fond No. 59, contains all the ci-Mikhail Gorbachev’s time was reorganized,
post-October 1952 period at TsKhSD arphered (i.e., supersecret) cables transmittespanded, and renamed the “Presidential
better organized than the older documents and from Soviet embassies over the year&rchive.”® During the final years of the
stored at RTsKhIDNI; but the finding aidsbut this entire division, unfortunately, is stillSoviet regime, countless documents that had
at RTskKhIDNI, which have now been listedoff limits.3* Even without access to the mosbeen stored in the CPSU archives were re-
in a computerized data base, are elaboratensitive items, however, researchers areoved from their files and transferred per-
enough to compensate for most deficiencidmund to come across plenty of valuablenanentlytothe Presidential Archive, inkeep-
in organization. (The main exception is theocuments in the AVPRF. ing with Gorbachev’'s broader efforts to shift
Comintern files, for which finding aids are  The main problem with the Foreignpowerfromthe central party apparatustothe
unavailable.) The finding aids at TsSKhSIMinistry archives, in fact, is not that materi-state presidency. The rest of the CPSU
are also of superb quality, even by Westerils are inaccessible, but that no finding aidsoldings have been under the jurisdiction of
standards. Researchers at the archives anany sort have been disseminated. ThRoskomarkhiv/Rosarkhiv since late August
look up whatever files they need under thdeficiency has compelled researchers to d&991, but the Presidential Archive has re-
appropriate Central Committee departmentpend entirely, or almost entirely, on archivaimained independent. In December 1991 the
relevant timeframe, and even specific topemployees to find out what is available on autgoing Soviet president (Gorbachev) re-
ics. Whether requeststolook atthe files wilparticular subject. Even the best-intentionelihquished control of the Presidential Ar-
be granted is, of course, a different matteand most capable archivists will not be ablehive to the Russian president, and it has
especially at TsKhSD. to provide the comprehensive coverage orteen under Yeltsin's direct supervision ever
The archives of the Ministry of Foreigncan get by perusing finding aids such as thosince.
Affairs (MID), which were recently renamedat the Central Committee archives. More- No change in that status is envisaged
the “Foreign Policy Archives of the Russiarover, the lack of finding aids at the AVPRFany time soon under the new archival law,
Federation” (AVPRF), are not undermrecludes the serendipitous discovery of ma&ven though there have been periodic inti-
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mations that the Presidential Archive wouldopic. That is no longer the case, howevereasserted control over the KGB’s central
be surbordinated to the archival service. lander the stricter rules adopted in Aprikrchives'” Although Roskomarkhivretained
late 1991 and early 1992, Pikhoya and othd993. Any use of materials in Fond No. 8®ominal jurisdiction over the archives,
senior archival officials maintained that thenow requires the archive director’s explicitPikhoya effectively eschewed any further
entire holdings of the Presidential Archiveapproval, archive director, and only materiattempts to interfere with the KGB’s materi-
would soon be transferred to repositorieals germane to the researcher’s specifials. For his part, the new head of the Security
controlled by Roskomarkhi¥. Nothing of topic may be requested. Ministry, Viktor Barannikov, promptly re-
the sort actually occurred. Inthe winterand In addition to the Presidential Archive tracted all the steps Bakatin had introduced
spring of 1993, Pikhoya again averred thatvo other crucial repositories that are stilto make certain documents available. By
all “historical” items in the Presidential Ar- closed are the former KGB archives, whicimid-1992 the commission that was estab-
chive would be turned over by the end of thinclude a total of some 10 million files, andished to oversee the transfer of the KGB'’s
yearto TsKhSD and RTsKhIDNt.Whether the military archives of the Defense Minis-central archives to independent sites largely
that will be the case is questionable, howtry. During the Soviet period, the KGB’sceased to function, despite having failed to
ever. Although it seems likely that a submain archives in the Lyubanka were herecomplete its mission. Moreover, even when
stantial portion of the documents in the Presimetically sealed off to all but a few authothe Security Ministry announced plans in
dential Archivewill eventually be reassignedrized personnel. Even after Gorbachev canMay 1993 to open a reading room in the
to Rosarkhiv, the new archival law does ndb power, no effort was made to prod theentral archives by late 1993 or 1994, this
mandate any such transfer in a fixed tim&GB into releasing materials for scholarlydid not adumbrate a genuine shift in archival
period*® Moreover, even if the law did set gourposes$? In the wake of the August 1991policy. The only ones for whom the room is
time limit, the schedule that Pikhoya pro€oup attempt, reports surfaced that largatended are individual citizens hoping to be
posed is far too compressed and subject $tocks of documents in the KGB's centragjiven information about close relatives who
disruption by the recent turmoil at the formearchives were being destroyed. Althouglied in the Stalinist repressions. Although a
CPSU archives and by the expense involveeresident Yeltsin and the newly appointefew scholars may eventually be permitted to
in relocating such large quantities of materiread of the KGB, Vadim Bakatin, quicklyreview scattered files, broad access to the
als. Most important, the question remaingok steps to halt the destruction, BakatiKGB archives is notin the offing. Noris any
whether a change of formal jurisdiction willlater surmised that many valuable items hachprovement likely under the new archival
truly bring greater access to documents thbeen shredded or burn&dSimilar conclu- law. On the contrary, most of the KGB's
have been almost totally sealed off untibions were reached by a special parliamedecuments could end up being even less
now:* tary commission that was set up in Octobexccessible than before, with files sealed off
So far, the only materials that have beef991 to monitor the fate of the KGB'’s docu-completely for 50 to 75 years or more.
released from the Presidential Archive havements?* This loss of materials compounded  Even the one seemingly bright spot in
been declassified exclusively for politicathe effects of earlier sprees of archival dehis gloomy picture — a deal that an Ameri-
rather than scholarly reasons: in some casgsuction, which had been directed predomian company, Crown Publishing, struck with
to improve relations with foreign countries nantly against the KGB’s holdings. the Russian External Intelligence Service
and in other cases to provide documentary Jurisdiction over the KGB’s entire ar-(RSVR, the successor to the KGB’s First
evidence for the trial of the CPSU before thehives was formally transferred to RoskoMain Directorate) in mid-1992 to publish as
Constitutional Court. Among the documentsnarkhiv during the last few months of themany as ten books compiled from selected
released to foreign governments are itenoviet regime, in accordance with a decré€GB documents — may be less positive
pertaining to the 1983 Korean airliner inci-Yeltsin issued on 24 August 1991Under than it appears at first glance. Indeed, there
dent, the Katyn Forest massacres, the 198®skomarkhiv’'s auspices, the parliamenare some indications that the arrangement
invasion of Hungary, the 1968 invasion ofary commission and its local branches wensill be counterproductive. Although the
Czechoslovakia, and the 1980-81 crisis iable to begin assessing the scope and contbobks will cover important topics such as
Poland. The documents provided to thef the archives and, in certain instanceshe Berlin crises, espionage operations in
Constitutional Court now come to manypublicly disclosing what they found. TheseGreat Britain, the Cuban missile crisis, and
thousands of pages, and comprise some steps, combined with Bakatin's efforts tahe case of Leon Trotsky, the deal sets a
the most sensitive items from the wholenake some materials more accessibleumber of highly undesirable precedents.
Soviet period, including a large humber obroughta modicum of opennessto the KGB’Bor one thing, officials from the RSVR have
materials from the Gorbachev era. A speciakntral archives for the first tinfe. Many exclusive say over what Crown’s authors
commission was set up in May 1992 undesbservers expected that the trend towasdill be permitted to see. Thus, the version of
Mikhail Poltoranin (who was later removed)greater openness would continue whiléistory that these books yield will be the
to oversee the declassification and transf@&oskomarkhiv tried to figure out expediteKGB’s own* More important, the docu-
of documents for the Court’s proceediriys.and payfor the physical transfer of KGBments selected for Crown’s volumes will
Until recently, lists of many of the itemsdocuments to state repositories at all leveleeportedly be denied to all other scholars for
provided to the Court were available at No sooner had the Soviet Union colat least 10 years following publication (and
TsKhSD in Fond No. 89, and copies of théapsed, however, than Bakatin lost his joperhaps indefinitely after that as well), an
documents could be freely ordered for reand the newly renamed Russian Ministry adirrangement that runs directly contrary to
view or photocopying, no matter what theSecurity (the main successor to the KGBthe principle of greater openness. By the
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same token, the huge sum that Crown igry archives remained even at the height stich arrangements. By far the largest of the
doling out ($1 million) creates a disincentiveglasnost came in 1990 when one of the modeals was one that Roskomarkhiv arranged
for the RSVR to release any of its othetrusted Soviet military historians, Generalith the Hoover Institution on War, Revolu-
materials for public use in the future unlesBmitrii Volkogonov, publicly complained tion, and Peace at Stanford University soon
comparable monetary inducements are fortthat he and other senior officers at the Soviafter the aborted August 1991 coup. The
coming. Finally, the deal pertains only to th®efense Ministry’s own Institute of Military status of this particular deal was not im-
holdings of the RSVR, which for obviousHistory were being denied access to holgaired by the retrenchment at the CPSU
reasons are the easiest for the Russian gawgs from World War Il and earlié?f. archives in mid-1993, though this may have
ernment to withhold on grounds of “national  In the post-Soviet era, the kind of probbeen because the initial phase of the deal
security.” Crown will have no access at allem that Volkogonov cited may have ebbedyertained only to the inventories at the ar-
to the much larger central archives conbut military documents from the post-194%hives, rather than the documents them-
trolled by the Security Ministrsp. period have remained as tightly sealed a&lves>’ Other cooperative ventures of spe-
The unavailability of documents fromever, and the military intelligence (GRU)cial importance are one involving TsSKhSD
Soviet military archivesis an equally seriouarchives are still totally off-limits eventotheand the Cold War International History
obstacle to researchers, especially for thogussian Defense Ministry’s own historiansProject at the Woodrow Wilson Interna-
studying postwar Soviet foreign policy. SoVast quantities of military documents fromtional Center for Scholars, another that has
viet military documents have long been scathe past five decades, numbering billions girovided an international supervisory panel
tered among several archives in or negrages, are known to be in either TSAMO dfor the Foreign Ministry archives, and a third
Moscow and St. Petersburg, including thene of the other three defense archives meinvolving joint production of a new journal
General Staff Archives (IATSGSVS), thetioned above; but there is little way, short ofalledIstoricheskii Arkhiv(“Historical Ar-
Central Archive of the Ministry of Defensehaving an inside contact, of knowing prechive”). Each of these arrangements will be
(TsAMO), the Archive of the Main Intelli- cisely whatis there or how well itis stor®d. briefly discussed below to provide a sample
gence Directorate (AGRU), the Central Nadudging from articles by high-ranking Rusof the nearly five dozen cooperative ven-
val Archive of the Ministry of Defense sian military officers who have been grantetures that have been established since 1991,
(TsVMAMO), the Russian State Military selective access to postwar military docusome with greater success than oth&rs.
Archive (RGVA), the Russian State Mili- mentation, the main Defense Ministry re-  The Hoover Institution’s project with
tary-Historical Archive (RGVIA), and the positories and General Staff archives corRosarkhiv, which is closely tied to separate
Russian State Archive of the Navytain reasonably well-organized collectionsgeals that the U.S. Library of Congress and
(RGAVMF).*® The first four of these reposi- with detailed sets of operational plans anthe British firm Chadwyck-Healey set up
tories contain highly classified military itemsinstructions from the major postwar crises. earlier, is expected to cost between $3 mil-
from World War Il and the post-1945 pe-Only a minuscule fraction of this materiallion and $5 million over a period of at least
riod, and all four archives are independent dfas been released or even cited, howevéine years. The deal, as signed in April 1992,
Rosarkhiv. Although the other three sites —and there is little indication that access to theovers the “preservation, exchange, and pub-
RGVA, RGVIA, and RGAVMF — are now military archives will improve in the future. lication” of archival material®. It stipulates
under Rosarkhiv’'s supervision, their hold-The continued lack of access prevents schdhat Hoover archivists will catalog and mi-
ings are less sensitive than those at the firats from exploring key aspects of the foreigarofilm at least 25 million pages of docu-
four archives and they do not include anpolicy-making process in the Soviet Uniorments from the CPSU Central Committee
materials from the post-1941 period. Thuss well as some of the still-mysterious epiarchives and assorted state archives, ranging
all military documents from the Cold Warsodes in Soviet internal politics (e.g., thérom 1917 to 1991. The project began in
era are outside Rosarkhiv’s jurisdiction. July 1957 Zhukov affair, in which the cel-mid-1992 and will not be completed until
By the mid- to late 1980s a few re-ebrated World War Il hero and Soviet de1996 or later. An editorial board of promi-
searchers were able to gain partial accessfemse minister, Marshal Georgii Zhukovnent international scholars, chaired by

military holdings from the early Soviet pe-was abruptly removed from offit&. Pikhoya, is responsible for selecting which
riod, especially the revolutionary and civil of the billions of pages of documents will be
war years. Eventually, some scattered col-Collaboration With Foreign Partners microfilmed® (They will designate entire
lections from as late as World War Il also fondsfor microfilming, rather than specify-
were releasett. Moreover, in early 1989 a In 1992 and the first few months ofing individual items.) All such documents

five-volume annotated list of nearly 34,0000993, Pikhoya's agency and some of thare supposed to be fully available to scholars
fondsin the Central State Archive of theindividual Russian archives established caven while the project is under way, a no-
Soviet Army (TSGASA, the former name ofoperative links with foreign archival expertgable contrast to the Crown Publishing deal
RGVA), covering the years from 1917 toand scholarly institutes to help make thavith the RSVR archives. The first phase of
1941, was declassified. Subsequently, ttellections in Moscow more accessiblethe Hoover project involves the microfilm-
list was authorized for commercial distribu-Universities, research centers, and nationeilg of the completepisi(inventories) of the
tion in the West? All these measures, archives from some 25 countries, includinformer CPSU and state archives, an impres-
however, still fell far short of the access thatinland, Israel, Poland, Hungary, Chinasive undertaking in itself. The total number
serious scholars would need. Afitting illusSouth Korea, and Iran as well as all thef pages in thepisiis close to 3 million.
tration of how closed and secretive the militleading Western countries, have enteredinto  When the project is completed, one
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copy of the 25,000 reels of microfilms will concept of “public domain” had created tempProject (CWIHP) involved a third partner as
be deposited at Hoover, and another will b&tions for archival officials to secure fundwell, the Institute of Universal History (1VI)
given to Rosarkhiv along with the originaling through any means necessary, includiraf the Russian Academy of Sciences. A
negatives. In addition, a copy of the mosinsavory “exchanges” and “transfers” ofripartite agreement signedin July 1992 stipu-
important microfilms will be deposited atdocuments. It is not surprising, therefordated that Western and Russian scholars in-
the U.S. Library of Congress and at théhat Russian historians would have quesclved with the project must be given equal
Russian State Library (formerly known agioned the propriety of a deal as large as tland unrestricted access to “declassified ma-
the Lenin Library). Chadwyck-Healey will one that Hoover and Roskomarkhiv conterials” in the CPSU archives, with all mate-
have the right to market a smaller set ofluded. Moreover, Afanas’ev and his colfials made available to the international schol-
microfilms around the world except in theleagues seemed to feel a special obligationaoly community and no restrictions whatso-
former Soviet Union, where Rosarkhiv will“protect” the archives because they sense&yer placed on the rights of scholars to use
retain full control. Profits from the sales are— with some justification — that most Rus-declassified document$.At a preliminary
to be shared with Pikhoya's agency andian citizens had little or no interest in whameeting in Moscow in January 1992, par-
Hoover. In return for the microfilms from happened to the documents. In 1992, thieipants discussed exactly what is available
the Russian archives, Hoover not only wilhumber of researchers who actually workeith the Russian archives and the terms and
underwrite all costs of the project and trandgn the 17 federal archives in Russia was onlyrinciples of possible collaboration. A fol-
fer the advanced microfilming equipment tabout 3,000, and of these more than 45 pdow-on conference in Moscow, in January
Rosarkhiv, butwill also provide the Russiartent were foreignef$. On average, then, 1993, which was organized by the IVI and
archival agency with a full set of 4,000 reelgach of the archives hosted a total of just 2WIHP and funded by the latter, allowed
of microfilmed documents from Hoover’s Russians during the entire year, or about omesearchers to present the initial findings of
own large collection of materials about Rusperson every four days. This low turnouttheir work. Among the topics explored at
sia. When further portions of the HooveAfanas’ev feared, meant that archival holdthis conference were the breakdown of war-
documents on Russia are microfilmed imngs could be sold off without arousing a hintime cooperation, the Soviet response to the
coming years (eventually reaching as muchf public protest. Marshall Plan, the division of Germany, the
as 25,000 reels), Hoover will supply copies  These two factors — the pervasive ecdkorean War, the Suez and Berlin crises, the
of those microfilms to Rosarkhiv as well. nomic stringency in Russia, and the public’'Soviet invasions of Hungary and Czecho-
From the outset, the Hoover-seeming indifference to the fate of the arslovakia, Sino-Soviet relations, the Vietnam
Roskomarkhiv deal’s size and scope madedhives — induced even the best-intentioned/ar, and the 1972 U.S.-Soviet summit.
the target of attacks in Russia. Nationaligtritics (not to mention those whose aim&evised versions of selected papers are sup-
commentators and parliamentarians accusagre less benevolent) to misconstrue ammbsed to be compiled as a book, but the
Pikhoya of the national heritage.Mem- misrepresent the Hoover-Roskomarkhiyprospects for continued collaboration were
bers of the quasi-fascist groupamyat’ project. Confronted by charges of a “sellthrown into doubt by the clampdown at
claimed that the project was part of a Judaeout,” Pikhoya vigorously defended the arTsKhSD in the spring of 1993.
Masonic conspiracy to turn over Russia’'sangement and was at least partly successful One of the distinctive features of the
“treasures” and “deepest secrets” to the Wesh overcoming the more vitriolic and tendeneriginal CWIHP-TsKhSD deal was the re-
Some criticisms of the deal also appeared tious attack$® In a few cases when legiti-quirement that any documents released in
the liberal Russian press, where commentaiate concerns about the project were raisezhnnection with the project must subse-
tors voiced “bewilderment” that “a projectthe officials overseeing the effort sought tguently be made available to all scholars,
on such avast scale would be undertaken lbgcommodate and respond to those coRussians and foreigners alike. Initially, the
astate-run archivé?Even Yurii Afanas’ev, cerns® Although criticisms in the Russianaccess that participants were given to the
a distinguished historian and rector of theress gradually faded in the latter half o€PSU archives was less than satisfactory,
Russian State Center for the Humanitie$992, the lingering effects of the controvershut starting in the early autumn of 1992 the
(formerly the Archival-Historical Institute), were significant enough to impede the corarchivists were willing to comply with most
who had long been noted for his radicasummation of other proposals to microfilmrequests. That policy continued for several
democratic views, immediately expressedrchival collections in Russf4.Moreover, weeks after the January 1993 conferéefice.
skepticism about the deal with Chadwyckfresh complaints about the Hoover projedtven so, a few of the archival officials were
Healey and, a few months later, bitterlysuddenly appeared in the spring of 1993, imncomfortable with the arrangement from
complained that Roskomarkhiv was “sellline with the retrenchment at the formethe very start, and they often seemed to be
ing out Russia's past” in its deal withCPSU Central Committee archivisThose erecting as many obstacles as they could to
Hoover®? attacks, as noted above, did not create apyevent materials from being disseminated.
Although many of the objections to theimmediate problems for the ongoing work ofAlthough TsKhSD received $12,500 from
project were inaccurate or grossly exaggethe Hoover archivists, but it remains to b€WIHP in return for preparing reports and
ated, the unease felt by some of the criticseen whether the arrangement will hold up dccelerating the declassification of its hold-
particularly Afanas’ev, was understandabl®ussia’s political climate takes a sharp turimgs, that sum apparently was not enough to
in certain respects. Professional historiarfer the worse. deter certain TsKhSD officials from trying
in Russia were aware that the economic The deal between TsKhSD and the Wilto renege on the agreement. In May 1993
plight of the archives and the lack of aon Center’s Cold War International HistoryProkopenko indicated that he did still intend
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to abide by the agreement, but it is difficultvith a panel known as the Internationathe following month, when the Foreign Min-
to square that pledge with some of his a&cademic Advisory Group (IAAG). This istry published new sets of rules for archival
tions, especially his decision to deny or limimultinational undertaking is sponsored byleclassification and acce8slhe new regu-
access to Fond No. 89. the Norwegian Nobel Institute, which hadations stipulate that the AVPRF must make

For Western scholars not associated withelped raise funds of more than $100,00@ems older than 30 years available as soon
CWIHP, the task of working in the formerfor the archive from Japanese and U.S. das possible except when doing so would
CPSU archives has been more arduous stitiors, and administered by the Internationdtemonstrably impede” Russia’s security or
Although all scholars were supposed to hawvkrchives Assistance Fund (IASF). The areause “danger or distress” to individuals.
access to materials released in connectioangement provides for four senior WesterAlthough these clauses are phrased so broadly
withthe CWIHP-TsKhSD-IVI project, those scholars (Odd Arne Westad from Norwaythat they may be susceptible to abuse, the
materials were deemed to be “classifiedWilliam Taubman from the United States]AAG has been careful to monitor the imple-
until they were formally releaséd.Conse- Jonathan Haslam from Great Britain, andhentation of the new rules and to recom-
quently, researchers not affiliated with th&erhard Wettig from Germany) to serve omend improvements when needed. Despite
CWIHP venture (or with one of the othera joint board with archivists and historianselatively slow progress in spurring the
Western deals with Roskomarkhivfrom MID. The panel, which is chaired byAVPRF to release and produce more finding
Rosarkhiv) almostinvariably found that theywestad and has Sven Holtsmark of the IAS&ids, and to declassify deciphered telegrams,
were denied access to materials at TsKhSBs its secretary, has assisted the AVPRF tine international advisory panel has gener-
despite CWIHP's repeated requests that abplying for funds from Western and Japaally been successful in fostering a climate of
scholars receive equal access to releaseese sources to help ameliorate specific fegreater openness.
materials. Although this situation shouldures of the archive that are most deficient Another collaborative project that has
have been rectified once thousands of doc(e.g., finding aids, the size and workingeen valuable in helping to open up some of
ments were “declassified” for the CWIHP-conditions of the reading room, and salariethe most important Russian archives is the
TsKhSD-IVI participants, it is not yet clearfor the staff). The funding allotments themsenewed publication — after a 30-year hia-
whether TsKhSD will live up to its obliga- selves give the IAAG considerable leveragtis — oflstoricheskii arkhiy which covers
tions. Certainly the archive’s rigidity in over the AVPRF'’s priorities, and the panethe latest developments in archival affairs.
providing access to some researchers but atso can make recommendations for oth@rhe journal’s chief editor is A. A.
access at all to othersin 1992 and early 1998provements as it sees fit, especially rechernobaev, and the editorial board, chaired
was a telltale sign of the much more vexingarding declassification procedures. by Pikhoya, consists of distinguished Rus-
problems to come in the spring and summer Among the concrete results of thesian, American, British, and German schol-
of 1993. Those problems will be discussetPRAG’s work was the establishment of a seérs and archival officials, who are able to
at greater length in the next section. of guidelines for declassifying and releasingnsure thatstoricheskii arkhivmeets high

A collaborative project that has beemmaterials, which the group presented to thgrofessional standards. Two prominentU.S.
more durable, at least so far, is an effort tBoreign Ministry collegium in March 1992. specialists connected with the Hoover project
link the Russian Foreign Ministry archivesTheir proposals were adopted largely intaet- the deputy director of the Hoover Institu-

Note on the Foreign Policy Archive  eign policy apparatus. Thisisreflectedinthe The declassification process encofn-

of the Russian Federation way the archive is organized, and in th@asses all majdondyof the archives. On¢
absence of a system of finding aids createshould be aware, however, that the ordingry
by Vladimir V. Sokolov and for the purpose of allowing external user$ondydo not contain deciphered telegrans.
Sven G. Holtsmark easy access to relevant documentation. Cofill such telegrams are located in a spegial

trary to what is common practice in westerwollection, which is subject to declassificp-

For students of the history of internacountries, external users are assisted by stéifin and access rules of its own. Nonethe-
tional relations since 1917, the gradual opemembers whose primary taskis to respond tess, declassification of this collection [is
ing up of the collection of thé&oreign requestsfromthe Ministry’s own users of theinderway for the period 1917-1941, Hut
Policy Archive of the Russian Federatiorarchival collections. external users of the archive should ot
(AVPRF, Arkhiv Vneshnei Politiki In the transformation process now unexpect to be able to make substantial usg of
Rossiiskoi Federatsii) means exciting newlerway in the AVPRF, the following pointsthis part of the archive’s holdings for the
challenges and opportunities. For the firgire worth noting. Declassification is beingime being. One should be aware, howeyer,
time it is now possible to start detailed andarried out on a comprehensive and chronthat a significant number of telegrams |as
in-depth studies of the Soviet foreign policYogical basis, starting from both 1917 andvell as documents from other collectiohs
making process based on a kind of materiab45. As of September 1993, materialbave been declassified onashhocbasis in
which is, after all, not altogether differentcovering the periods 1917-1922 and 194%rder to provide documentation on some] of
from what one expects to find in the Foreigs0 will be basically declassified. Declassifithe so-calledvhite spotof Soviet external
Ministry archives of other great powers. cation of the periods 1922-27 and 1951-55 ilations, such as Soviet policy towards Hiin-
The AVPRF was builtup with the singlescheduled to be completed by Septembegary in 1956 and Czechoslovakia in 1968.
aim of serving the needs of the Soviet fort994. continued on page 52
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tion, Charles Palm, and the Librarian oftems from the Presidential Archive wereDctober 1964 Central Committee plenum
Congress, James Billington — are on thpublished, and the editors promised to obtathat ousted Nikita Khrushchev, secret orders
journal’s editorial board, as are all three omore documents from that key repository ifssued by the highest Soviet wartime organs
the Russian archival officials (Pikhoyathe future. Although most of the materials irfthe State Defense Committee and the Stavka)
Volkogonov, and Nikolai Pokrovskii) who the firstissue were from the pre-1945 periodiuring the battles around Smolensk in the
are most directly involved in the Hoovera surprisingly large number of documentsummer of 1941, classified exchanges about
project. Initial funding for the revival of the from more recent years were featured dhe much-delayed repatriation of Japanese
journal came from Rosarkhiv, with supplewell, including some from the last year undeprisoners of war in 1956, and top-level KGB
mentary aid from the Cultural Initiative Gorbachev. No doubt, a few of the itemseports on the disturbances and massacre in
Fund and the Center for Democracy. Everwere included mainly to embarrass Yeltsin’'ovocherkassk in 1962. Other documents
tually, the publishing effort is to becomeopponents, but overall the journal hewed tdealt with such matters as the Stalin-era
part of the larger scholarly programs associts scholarly mission and avoided being usepressions against Comintern activists, the
ated with the Hoover-Rosarkhiv deal. Théor partisan political ends. Among the topicSovietregime’s anti-religious campaigns and
previous version détoricheskii arkhiwas covered were the Stalinist purges, the Bopropaganda, and the role of the Cadet Party
published for eight years during the postsheviks’ early conceptions of foreign policyjn the aftermath of the 1917 revolution.
Stalin “thaw,” butwas abruptly closed downSoviet preparations for World War II, theSome topics from the pre-Soviet era, such as
in 1962 because of its boldness in featuringersecution of renowned literary figureghe activities of the deposed Romanov fam-
controversial documentéUnlike that ear- (Mikhail Zoshchenko and Aleksandrily between March and July of 1917, were
lier version, the new journal is independen$olzhenitsyn), the transfer of Crimea t@overed as well.
in its editorial judgments and enjoys discreUkraine in 1954, the crackdown in Lithuania  This issue ofistoricheskii arkhivwas
tion to print whatever documents it carin early 1991, and the attempts by hard-linput out in conjunction with the first in a new
obtain. CPSU officials to stave off the collapse of theeries entitledArkhivno-informatsionnyi
The first issue of the nelstoricheskii Soviet regime. Although the first issue obyulleten’(“Archival Information Bulletin®),
arkhiv, designated as Issue No. 1 for 1992storicheskii arkhivcontained no startling which is projected to be a regular “supple-
appeared in early 1993. It contained somevelations, it was a very useful start for anent to the journalstoricheskii Arkhiv’
220 densely-printed pages of recently dgeurnal of its kind. Like the journal itself, the supplement is put
classified documents, along with thoughtful ~ More valuable still was the next issueput by the Archival Information Agency of
introductions and annotations for all thevhich was designated as Issue No. 1 fdRosarkhiv; and it is edited by V. P. Kozlov,
items covered. Most of the documentatiod993. As before, almost the entire 225 pagego is also one of the main editors of
came from TskKhSD, RTsKhIDNI, or one ofof the issue were given over to the publicdstoricheskii arkhiv The premier edition of
the 15 state archives under Rosarkhiv’s dtion of documents, which were grouped theArkhivno-informatsionnyi byulletenivhich
rect jurisdiction. Nothing was includedmatically and supplemented by cogentintrds designated Issue No. 1-2 for 1993, is sub-
from the KGB and Defense Ministry ar-ductions and annotations. Among the itentitled “Arkhivy Kremlyai Staroi ploshchadi”
chives or even from the AVPRF, but a fewncluded were the stenographic report of th€Archives of the Kremlin and Staraya

Limited Access to Documents labelled “top secret,” or receive all the docudue to the nature of the documents I|re-
On GorbachevV’s Foreign Policy ments | requested, | was allowed to see notgaested.
Found in Foreign Ministry Archives prepared by mid- and top-level Soviet For-  After spending some time in the ar-
eign Ministry officials under Gorbachev,chives and talking to other Western schol-
by Martha C. Little which detailed the substance of their discusts, it seems clear that unless one has unplim-
sions with West European countries on Sated financial resources or impeccable cpn-
According to Russian law, all archivalviet-European security and economic matections, the acquisition of informatipn
materials less than 30 years old are suppostets, and on nuclear, conventional, and chemishich deals with top secret Soviet secufity
to be off-limits to public scrutiny. As with cal arms control issues. issues, such as Shevardnadze’s persongl as-
many laws in Russia these days, however, The archive’s willingness to break thesessments of the Strategic Defense Initigtive
the Russian government appears to be ma#0-year rule in my case may have beef8DI), will be off limits* With thisin mind,
ing exceptions to the rule. During a fourfacilitated by the fact that | was a guest of therequested documents which dealt with the
month research visit to the archives in latéoreign Ministry’s Diplomatic Academy. rather general topic of Soviet foreign policy
1992, | found this to be the case. Sponsoréfficials at the Academy wrote letters andowards Europe, more specifically concern-
by the Russian Diplomatic Academy of thenade telephone calls to the archive on mpng the Sovietinterestin developing the idea
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Ameri- behalf. However, given that a few otheofa “common European home” as a guiding
can Association of Professional Schools ischolars, not attached to the Academy, algwinciple of Soviet foreign policy. Although
International Affairs (APSIA), | received received such recent documents, thgome aspects of this “common home” iflea
documents from the Gorbachev period fromhcademy’s assistance, although helpful, wasere sensitive, such as the Soviet Unign’s
the Foreign Ministry Archives. Although | probably not decisive. It is more likely thaformer relationshigvith the two Germanie
did not receive access to any documentbe Archive made this exception in my case continued on page 52
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ploshchad™) and is described as the openirtge gained from cooperative archival effortshe would have requested any other item, and

segment of “Series | — Directories and the archival staff delivered it to him in a
Informational Materials.” The entire issue The “Morris Affair” perfectly routine mannét.Contrary to what
consists of a directory of more than 1,000 was later alleged in the Russian media, noth-

documents released from the Presidential From the fall of 1992 through the firsting that Morris did in ordering and receiving
Archive and TsKhSD for the trial of thefew months of 1993, access to the postwaine documentwas at all unusual. His discov-
CPSU at the Constitutional Court. The 140Roldings of the CPSU Central Committeesry and subsequent use of the report were in
page directory provides an annotated list afteadily increased. That trend came to fall conformity with TsKhSD’s rules. Con-
documents in chronological order fromjarring halt, however, whenadocumentfrontrary to charges made by the Viethamese
March 1940 through December 1991. Th&sKhSD about U.S. prisoners of war (POWs)overnment, itis inconceivable thatthe docu-
vast bulk of the documents come from the Vietnam was suddenly publicized in Aprilment could have been planted or forged, or
Gorbachev period, especially the years 19893. The controversy surrounding thishat Morris could have been steered to it in
to 1991, which account for roughly 62 perdocument was the ostensible reason for tlaay way. Any doubts about the authenticity
cent of the total. Because the directorglampdown at TsKhSD, but it seems likelyof theRussiandocument can thus be safely
includes detailed subject and name indexeat archival officials had been intending tdaid to rest. (Questions about the authentic-
itis an incomparably better finding aid thamestrict access anyway and that they mereity and accuracy of the Viethnamese original
the scattered, disorganized lists for Fond Ntatched onto the Viethnam document as are of course a different matter.)
89 at TskhSD, which previously were thepretext for their actions. (The evidence to  The translation was one among many
only means available of keeping track ofthis effect includes, among other things, thigems that Morris requested and received at
what had been turned over to the Court. Origing of Vladimir Chernous, which occurred TsKhSD in early December 1992 and Janu-
can only hope that future issuegwkhivno- long before the POW document came tary 1993. Initially he worked with some of
informatsionnyi byulletenwill, as prom- light.) Regardless of what the precise corthe other materials, unaware of what he
ised, offer additional compendia of the holdnection was between the uproar stemmingould find in General Quang’s report. When
ings of Fond No. 89 that are as convenient foom the Vietham document and the suddelme finally turned to the translated document,
use as this directory is. clampdown at TsKhSD, the repercussionse was surprised to discover an extended
The journalstoricheskii arkhiyas well  from the incident were important enough taliscussion of American POWSs two-thirds of
as its new supplement, is obviously not —warrant at least a few comments here abotlte way through what was otherwise a rou-
and does not pretend to be — a substitute ftire so-called “Morris affair.” tine assessment of the war's progress. Mor-
on-site research in the archives, but it cer- In December 1992 and January 1993 atis was even more surprised — indeed, quite
tainly is a welcome successor to the nowAustralian researcher named Stephen startled — to read General Quang’s asser-
defunctlzvestiya TsK KPSENews of the Morris, who was affiliated with Harvard tion that North Vietham in 1972 had been
CPSU CC"), which featured a few new docubniversity’s Center for International Af- deliberately “keeping secret the number of
ments every month when it was publishethirs, worked at TsKhSD with documentsAmerican prisoners” in the hope of “using
between 1989 and August 19%1. concerning Soviet-North Vietnamese relathe issue to resolve the political and military
Istoricheskii arkhivgoes far beyond that andtions in the early 1970s. Morris hoped taspects of the Vietnam question.” Accord-
thus helps compensate for the clampdown atrite a book about Soviet policy during theng to the translation, the real number of
TsKhSD and the continued lack of free acVietham War, and he asked the Wilsomerican POWSs at the time was 1,205, a
cess to other key archives. In particular, théenter's Cold War International Historyfigure three times higher than the 368 pris-
publication of materials from the PresidenProject to help him gain access to materiatiners that the North Vietnamese govern-
tial Archive enables researchers to perusg TsKhSD. As with all other researchersent had publicly acknowledged it was hold-
valuable documents that would otherwise betho sought aid in gaining access, CWIHIhg. The report claimed that “the U.S. gov-
unavailable. Although the new journal andgreed to intervene on his behalf. Althougkrnmentitself does not know the exact num-
supplement may not be able to live up tMorris was not then formally listed on theber of POWSs,” and warned that any disclo-
their projected publication schedules of sixonference agenda, CWIHP subscribed ture of the true figure would simply be a
and fourissues ayear, respectively (only ortbe general principle that all interested schotpremature concession to the United States”
issue ofistoricheskii arkhiwvas put out for ars deserve equal access to the archives d@hdt would “cost us [i.e., North Vietnam] a
1992, and the first for 1993 was not pubivited him to attend the conference andreat deal” of leverage.
lished until May), they both should be appresent findings based on his research. Elsewhere the translated report speci-
pearing more frequently once the inevitabl&lorris’s research proceeded smoothly untfied the political goals that the North Viet-
delays associated with the start-up of aearly January 1993, when he came acros;mamese authorities hoped to achieve by se-
ambitious new project have been overcdfne 25-page translation into Russian of a repodretly holding the American POWSs. The
Provided that the adverse repercussions tifat was purportedly delivered by the deputgiocument provided detailed statistical break-
the TsKhSD controversy do not interferechief of the Vietnamese People’s Armydowns of the 1,205 American prisoners by
with the publication ofstoricheskii arkhiy (VPA) General Staff, General Tran Vanrank, military specialty, place of capture,
the journal in its latest incarnation will be arQuang, to a meeting of the North Viethamplace of imprisonment, and even “ideologi-
indispensable resource for specialists on these Politburo on 15 September 197%lorris  cal orientation.” The translation left no
Soviet Union, as well as a model of what cahad ordered the document in the same walpubt that the publicly-cited figure of 368
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covered only the POWs whose “progressivevident results, which is understandable fatocument was leaked to Valerii Rudnev, a
political leanings” made them willing to an issue that has been the object of so margporter from the Russian newspaper
“condemn the unjust and aggressive wdroaxes and unfounded claims. Skepticistavestiyawho had been covering the activi-
that the United States is waging in Vietwould naturally tend to prevail, and the adties of the POW/MIA commission since it

nam.” Atleast some of these 368 prisoneministration cannot be faulted for being waryvas founded. Rudnev published a story
were due to be “released in the near future tf Morris’s initial overtures. Having failed about the Viethamese report on 10 Apil.

bring pressure to bear on the Nixon admirto make headway in Washington, MorridApparently, he did not yet have a copy of the
istration” and “to demonstrate our [i.e., Northreturned to Moscow in early April to pursuedocument because he did not quote it di-

Vietnam’s] good intentions in this matter.”further research.
His return visit proved short-lived, how-about POWSs, which he cited in his article.

The other 837 American POWSs, including

rectly, but he certainly was aware of the data

372 who were deemed to hold “neutraéver, as an international controversy soon Once this story appeared, the existence
political views” and 465 who were classi-erupted. Although Morris had not given af the document effectively became public
fied as outright “reactionaries,” were to becopy of the document to U.S. officials wherknowledge. Only then did Morris approach
held back for future bargaining. he was in Washington in February and Marchhe Moscow bureau dfhe New York Times

The discrepancy between the statistics

in the report and the figures that were made
public by the North Viethamese govern
ment was significant in its own right, but it
took on even greater importance in light o
a three-page memorandum accompanying
the translatiod® The memorandum was
prepared by the head of Soviet military
intelligence (GRU), Army-General Pyotr
Ivashutin, who had the most sensitive infor
mation in the Soviet armed forces at his
disposal. The memorandum clearly show
that Ivashutin regarded the figures in thg
translation to be accurate, that he believe
“the U.S. government does not know thg
exact number of POWs in North Vietham
because the VPA command has kept th
matter in strict secrecy,” and that he wa
pleased by “the VPA command’s succes
during the interrogations of the prisoners i
extracting valuable information about the
U.S. armed forces, about military technol:

[oNRLEN"Y

[

T

ogy, and about specific types of weaponry.The document that caused the furor

In view of the close links between the Soviet

to discuss what he had found. A front-page
story about the document, by Celestine
Bohlen, was published in thHEmeson 12
April.8 As soon as the story appeared, a
lively and at times highly acrimonious de-
bate arose about the implications of the
translated report. Over the next few weeks,
countless other stories and news broadcasts
about the document ensued, temporarily
derailing what had seemed to be steady
movement toward the normalization of U.S.-
Viethamese relations. To try to clarify mat-
ters, the Clinton administration asked Gen-
eral John Vessey, the former chairman of the
U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, to travel on an
investigative mission to Hanoi. Vessey met
with General Quang (the purported author of
the document) and other senior Viethamese
officials, all of whom insisted that the report
was a forgery and that Quang had not been
deputy chief of the General Staff in Septem-
ber 1972% At the end of his trip, Vessey
publicly averred that he believed there were
significant inaccuracies in the translatfén.

GRU and the North Viethamese intelligencehis description of the report had prompted e acknowledged that the translated version
organs, Ivashutin’s acceptance of the highdew behind-the-scenes measures by thaf the report was an authentic Soviet docu-
totals of American POWSs indicates thatClinton administration. Inquiries were madament, but he said he was unable to ascertain
those numbers must be taken seriously. through an official U.S.-Russian commiswhether the Vietnamese original was au-
The revelations in the document —sion that had been set up in mid-1992 tthentic, much less accurate.
both the translated report and Ivashutin’ésnvestigate the fate of American POWs and Those conclusions seemed reasonable
introductory memorandum — were of suchMIAs (soldiers Missing In Action) from for the most part, but even so, the purpose
obvious importance that Morris was ini-World War Il, the Korean War, and theand value of Vessey’s inquiry were unclear.
tially inclined to go straight to the WesternVietnam War. The panel, which was coPresumably, if a U.S. envoy had gone to
press. However, he readily agreed, at mghaired by Volkogonov and a former U.SMoscow in, say, 1950 to ask Stalin and
urging, that he should first pursue the matteambassador to the Soviet Union, Malcolnhavrentii Beria about the Katyn Forest mas-
quietly in case the translation was accurat&éoon, contacted the staff at TsKhSD andacres, the Soviet response would have been
and some of the hundreds of unaccountedsked for a copy of the document. Tooavehementdenial of any partinthe murders.
for prisoners might still be alive. After himself paid a special visit to Moscow at th&urely no one in Washington could have
returning to the United States at the end dfeginning of April to follow up on the mat- expected that General Quang or other lead-
January 1993, Morris contacted officials inter, and a copy of the translated report was's in Hanoi would acknowledge that they
the Clinton administration and traveled tdfinally turned over to the commission on &ad done something wrongin 1972, ifin fact
Washington to discuss what he had foundApril. The following day, through circum- they did. Not until several generations passed
These contacts yielded few immediatelystances that are still unclear, news of thend Communism was disintegrating did the
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Sovietgovernment begin owning up to somalready dead and nine had already beet TsKhSD and rescinded the access they
of its earlier misdeeds. No doubt, the sanmeleased, but there is no way to be sure. had earlier extended to scholars involved
is likely to be true of the Vietnamese regime.  The answers to all these questions, unvith the Wilson Center’s Cold War Interna-
This is not to say that attempts to follow ugortunately, may be a long time in comingtional History Project and other collabora-
onthe POW issue in Hanoi are pointless, b@nly two pages (11 and 18) of the earlietive ventures. The reading room at TsSKhSD
at least for now the chances of obtainingranslated report were released by the Ruaas shut for the entire summer of 1993, and
meaningful documentation are far greater isian government, to the American membemsven before that a host of nettlesome restric-
Russia than in Vietnam. of the joint POW/MIA commission, and itistions were imposed on foreign researchers,
The potential value of materials storedhot clear whether or when the rest of thenany of whom were accused by name of
in the Russian archives was demonstrateddwcument will be turned over. Even if theworking for nefarious “special services.”
September 1993, when a second documesdrlier report is eventually released in fullAmong other things, foreigners were not
was disclosed that suggested the North Viegny hope of determining the accuracy of thpermitted to obtain an entry paspr@pusk)
namese authorities deliberately under-réwo translated documents is going to depertd the reading room for more than two weeks
ported the number of prisoners they weren the availability of a good deal moreat a time, they were prohibited from receiv-
holding in the early 1970s. This documengvidence, including the original Viethameséng any document files or microfilm reels,
was a translation of a report presented byweersions of the two reports (whether omnd they were forbidden from using laptop
senior North Vietnamese official, Hoangpaper or on tape recording), which are likelgomputers for any purpose unless they re-
Anh, to a plenum of the North Viethamesé¢o be in the GRU archives. Some of theseeived explicit permission every day from
Communist Party’s Central Committee iritems may not exist in Moscow any longerthe archive director.
early 1971 The official claimed that Hanoi but other documents that bear on the matter The clampdown on scholarly access
was holding 735 U.S. “pilots,” but had pub-are bound to turn up. In any event, the onlywas accompanied by a shakeup of personnel
lished the names of only 368 as a “diploway to know precisely what is available is tat TsKhSD, most notably the replacement of
matic step,” adding that these 368 would bleave qualified experts sift methodicallyUsikov by Prokopenko a week after the
released as soon as Washington agreedtbmough as many of the archives as possibli@itial New York Timearticle appeared. At
withdraw all its forces from Vietham and Whether that will be practical in thefirst, the dismissal was attributed to Usikov's
started the withdrawal. Once the pulloubear future is questionable, however. So fagpurported failure to “enforce regulations on
was completed, the report went on, the reemployees of the Russian archives are tlaecess to confidential materidf,but alle-
maining 367 captured pilots, whose namesnly ones who have been permitted to seargations soon followed that he had also been
had not yet been disclosed, would be freetbr additional documentation. Their effortanvolved in shady financial dealings.
The figure of 368 in the report corre-are obviously crucial, but on a matter such a&hether or not the latter charges had any
sponded precisely to the number of U.Shis, it is essential that outside experts, immerit—and the present author is not in any
POWs in a list that was turned over to twaluding experts from the United States, alsposition to evaluate them—there was no
U.S. Senators in Paris in December 1970,z permitted to look for new evidence. Iftheéruth at all to the specific allegation that
list whose accuracy was challenged at thmatter is left solely to archival officials, Usikov sold the Vietnam document to Mor-
time by the U.S. governmefitThe figure of there may be little way of ensuring that theiris. As noted earlier, Morris’s request for the
368 also was identical to the number citedearch is as thorough as possible, and trddcument was handled routinely, and Usikov
later on by General Quang; and the totdhey will release whole documents once thelyad nothing to do with it. At no point did
number of 735 “captured American pilots"come across them, rather than just handifdorris even meet Usikov, much less buy
(both acknowledged and unacknowledgedjver scattered pages. documents from him.
in the earlier report was nearly the same as Unfortunately, the U.S. government's  Furthermore, even if the new authori-
the figure of 767 pilots that Quang providedapparent failure to request broad archivdiles at TsKhSD sincerely believed that the
Still, the newly discovered document raisedccess at the outset for independent expe@siang document had been sold — and ini-
far more questions than it answered: Fand scholars may have been a lost opporttially they may have — it would still be hard
example, why did the earlier report refenity.®” At this point, any attempts to gainto explain why their reaction to the “Morris
only to “pilots” and not mention other typespermission for American scholars to invesaffair” was so much harsher than the brief
of POWSs, as Quang did later in his reportfligate the matter further at either TSKhSD gperiods of retrenchment that had followed
Was the figure of 368 chosen simply bethe Presidential Archive, not to mention th@revious scandals at the archives. After all,
cause it was half the number of U.S. “pilotsGRU archives, are likely to be complicatedhe controversy surrounding the POW docu-
who had been captured? Why had the figut®y the unexpectedly harsh reaction of thment was hardly unique. Several incidents
of 368 not increased at all, and why had theussian archival authorities to the discloin 1992 had caused a comparable degree of
other figure, of 735, barely increased (to justure of Quang’s translated report. Ratheambarrassment for the Russian government:
767) when Quang delivered his report somian welcoming the publication of such dhe publicationin Italy of an unauthenticated
20 months later, by which time more Americontroversial document and encouraging réd-943 letter from the Italian Communist Party
cans presumably had been captured? Thearchers to look for other items that woulteader, Palmiro Togliatti, showing seeming
answer to this last question may be coreither corroborate orimpugn the accuracy éfdifference over the fate of Soviet-held
nected with the fact that twenty of the pristhe translation, Rosarkhiv officials did justitalian POWS; reports in Great Britain about
oners included in the earlier totals wer¢he opposité® They sealed off all holdings “secret” contacts between Labour Party lead-
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ers and Soviet diplomats (which turned oubgnetov’s typed message, dated 6 Februat$73. These and other documents must exist
to be perfectly routine and above-board)1973, merely observes that “the instructioat either TsKhSD or the Presidential Ar-
and the unauthorized and misattributed puljpresumably a reference to Katushev’s handhive. But rather than allowing outside
lication in London of extracts from diarieswritten instruction] has been overtaken bgxperts and scholars to find materials that
by Josef Goebbels that had been stored évents” and that “comrade K. F. Katushewould shed greater light on the issue, Rus-
the Moscow archive$. After each of these has been informed? This simple, two-line sian archival officials have taken the coun-
episodes, Russian archival officials brieflynessage raises a host of intriguing questiorterproductive and irrational step of trying to
enforced stricter regulations, but they didVhy did Ognetov wait more than two monthgrevent researchers from doing their work.
notabandon the general trend toward greateefore responding to Katushev's “urgentUnfortunately, the whole episode suggests
openness. The reaction to the “Morris aferder? Did Ognetov prepare a “short notelve may have to wait years before a genuine
fair” was very differentinsofar as it severelyfor the Politburo in the interim, as he wasrchival system emerges in Russia. In a
disrupted and reversed almost all the posinstructed? If so, what did it say and whatountry where democracy is still so rudi-
tive steps that had been implemented. Ahappened to it? What were the “events” thamentary and tenuous, the status of the ar-
though the clampdown is not likely to beOgnetov believed had “overtaken” the in€hives is bound to remain problematic.
permanent, it was a disheartening step backtruction from Katushev? Among the pos-
ward that threatened to inhibit the developsible answers to this last question are: (1) the Methodological Pitfalls
ment of a sound archival policy in Russiasigning of the Paris peace accords on 27

The reimposition of a “strict regime” January 1973, which provided for the release Having been denied access to archival
(strogii rezhim at TsKhSD may also hinder of all American POWSs; (2) the issuance ofnaterials in Moscow for so long, scholars
any further clarification of the two trans-lists that same day by the U.S. State Depamtho are now finally being permitted to ex-
lated documents, at least for some time tment and the North Vietnamese governmeainine Soviet documents may be tempted to
come. Thisis unfortunate for both scholarlpf the 591 American prisoners who were&raw sweeping conclusions from what they
and practical reasons. Western commentaventually set free under Operation Homdind. In some cases these conclusions are
tors have focused almost exclusively on theoming; and (3) a top-level meeting of thdikely to be justified, but a good deal of
statistics in the translated reports or on th8oviet and North Viethamese Communistaution isin order. Part of the problem, asE.
position that General Quang may have ogarties in Moscow on 30 January 1973, whicH. Carr noted more than 30 years ago, is the
cupied in September 1972, but other aspedts/olved both Katushev and one of his clostendency of historiansto be overly impressed
of the Quang document, particularlyestaides, Oleg Rakhmanin, along with all they what they find on paper:
Ivashutin’s introductory memorandum, aranembers of the CPSU PolitbufoAre these
far more tantalizing. We may never knowthe “events” that Ognetov had in mind, andif ~ The nineteenth-century fetishism of facts
whether there was an authentic report iso, what bearing did they have on the much Was completed and justified by a fetish-
Vietnamese by General Quang, but we ahigher number of prisoners cited in the trans- 'S Of documents. The documents were

< - the Ark of the Covenant in the temple of

ready know that Ivashutin’s memorandunfated report? (The list of 591 POWSs repre- facts. The reverent historian ai hed
. . . . pproache
is authentic and that he regarded the flgugnted the 368 whose capture had been pub- o .. \with bowed head and spoke of them
of 1,205 U.S. POWs to be accurate. Whcly acknowledged before September 1972, i, awed tones. If you find it in the
need to find out why. Similarly, lvashutin’splus the 223 Americans who were taken documents, it is so. But what, when we
memorandum has a handwritten notation gorisoner after that date, mainly during the getdowntoit, do these documents —the
it from Konstantin Katushev, the CPSUChristmasbombings of North Vietnam.) How  decrees, the treaties, the rent-rolls, the
Secretary responsible for ties with othemuch credibility did Ognetov attach to the  blue books, the official correspondence,
ruling Communist parties, to Igor Ognetovhigher figures? the private letters and diaries — actually
the head of the sector for North Vietn#n.  Until these sorts of questions are an- (!l us? No document can tell us more
Katushev instructed Ognetov to “prepareswered, it will be impossible to arrive at any :233 Vr\nlth aitcveh:tu:]heortho;uthri ?]c;%urr?:n_t
onan ur_gent basis, ashort note forthe CPSlgm conclusjons about Fhe dafta cited in the penegd, what he thought ot?ght to happpen
CC Politburo about the prisoners of war.two translations. Even if the figures of 735 4 \youid happen, or perhaps only what
The fact that Katushev, as the most seni@and 1,205 turn out to be much too high, a he wanted others to think he thought, or
official in Moscow with day-to-day respon-smaller discrepancy would still be worth  even only what he himself thought he
sibility for Vietnam, recognized the impor-exploring, on the off chance that some of the  thought?
tance of Quang’s remarks about the POWRBOWSs are still alive. Nevertheless, it will be
should give pause to anyone who is temptezktremely difficult to further investigate theThere is a danger that scholars will become
to dismiss the figures out of hand. matter so long as the clampdown at TskhSBP engrossed by what they come across in

Another aspect of the Quang documerttontinues. One would need free access @cuments marked withthe “strogo sekretno”
that needs to be clarified is the brief covesuch things as the “short note” to the CPS($trictly secret) or “sovershenno sekretno”
sheet from Ognetov, which apparently is ifPolitburo that Ognetov was ordered to “pretop secret) stamp that they will not ap-
response to Katushev's handwritten rte.pare on an urgent basis,” the Politouro’Broach these materials with the same degree
Ivashutin’s memorandum was prepared ideliberations about the Paris peace accord, detachment they would exercise when
late November 1972, and Katushev’s notaand the secret transcripts from the Sovieonsidering most other forms of historical
tion was made on or about 1 DecembeNorth Viethamese meetings of 30 Janua§vidence. The novelty of looking through
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the Soviet documents does quickly fade, baown at a certain point and were resumeast European leaders do their best to record
even the most seasoned of researchers canly after a tense interregnum of severavents faithfully, some discrepancies are
not help but be struck, at least momentarilhours. By all accounts, the disruption ocbound to crop up from ordinary failings of
when a highly classified report or memoraneurred mainly because one of the Sovighemory. These problems can be mitigated
dum turns up with a handwritten notation byarticipants — either the prime ministerjf scholars draw on memoirs and oral histo-
the CPSU General Secretary or some oth8teksei Kosygin, or another Politburo memyies from several participants who have very
leading member of the Soviet Politburo. ber, Pyotr Shelest — used anti-Semitic sludifferent viewpoints, and then correlate each
Hence, the need for circumspection imnd ad hominem attacks when addressirsgcountwith the archival documentsin ques-
dealing with materials from the ex-Soviebne of the Czechoslovak officials, Frantisekion. This method, however, is by ho means
archives can hardly be overemphasize&riegel®® The lengthy Czech transcript offoolproof, and there may not always be a
Among other things worth bearing in mindthe talks is clearly authentic and its accuracgufficient number of memoirs availabfé.
is that, as TsKhSD’s former director acseems beyond doubt when cross-checkéad a few extreme cases the process of at-
knowledged, “far from all the documentsagainst other notes and first-hand account&mpting to corroborate archival materials
that flowed into the Central Committee debut the transcript, unfortunately, is missing aay itself lead to even greater confusion
partments from elsewhere or that were preritical passage that would have shed lighthan before.
pared within the CC’s own apparatus aren who caused the breakdown of the nego- Other problems from working in the
accurate, complete, and 100 percent reliiations. This gap may have come abowoviet and East European archives can en-
able.”” As illuminating as the use of archi-because the stenographer was somehow sete if scholars fail to take account of the
val sources may be, it can be counterproduniiss, but it seems more likely that a seniarontext and impact of the documents they
tive if researchers fail to take account of thefficial who had access to the safe in whickxamine. As in almost every country, many
possibility that certain documents are eithehe transcript was stored removed an entigdficials in the Soviet Union sought to in-
deliberately or inadvertently misleading opage!®® Whatever the precise motivationflate their own role in the historical record.
inaccurate. Ideally, information containednay have been for excising the passage, tiibey were inclined, at least occasionally, to
in archival materials should be cross-checkedain lesson to be drawn from the episode grite their memoranda and reports with an
and verified (or refuted) by comparing itthat even well-verified evidence can yield'eye on the archives,” thatis, with the aim of
withinformation in other sources (both closeihcomplete or misleading findings. It somaking their influence on policy appear
and open), but unfortunately in many inhappens thatin this particular instance, whgreater than it actually was. Among those
stances the process of verification may prowgas omitted from the document was knowengaging in this sort of practice was the
extremely difficult, especially if key materi- from other sources; but that is not likely to béong-time director of the USA and Canada
als are missing. Such is the case, for ekue mostof the time. Moreover, even in thignstitute, Georgii Arbatov, who regularly
ample, with the two documents about Ameriease, the question remains of whether it wakepicted himself as a key aide to members of
can POWs in Vietnam that came to light irKosygin or Shelest, or perhaps both, whthe CPSU Politburo. Although it is true that
1993. The evidence from other sourcegttered the slurs. Arbatov was often consulted by top officials
suggests that the numbers in both of the Further pitfalls can arise from the veryabout developments in the United States, he
translated reports are too high; but, as notgaocess of cross-checking and verifyingvas hardly the indispensable adviser that he
in the previous section, the introductorydocuments, especially if it involves com-made himself outto be. No doubt, Arbatov’s
memorandum from General Ivashutin omparisons predominantly or exclusively withexaggeration of his own role was intended in
the first document, the questions raised hyemoirs and oral histories, rather than witpart to bolster his credibility among West-
the cover sheet on that document from Igaither documentation. Memoirs and shortegrners who came to visit the USA/Canada
Ognetov, and the numerical parallels befirst-hand accounts can be invaluable whelmstitute, but it was also designed to ensure
tween the first document and the seconased with caution, and in some cases (e.@,proper spot for himself in MID’s own
document are enough to prevent one fromehen documents have been destroyed bistories of Soviet foreign policy. Arbatov
simply dismissing either report as fraudunever existed at all) they are the only sourcesd many other officials would write (or
lent or inaccurate. Skepticism about thavailable about key events. Neverthelesknd their names to) analyses and reports
documents’ accuracy is in order, but anthe drawbacks to using memoirs and ordhat, while ostensibly channeled to the So-
final judgment will have to await the releasdistories are well knowH* Even though viet Politburo, usually went unredt.Even
of much more evidence from the archiveswhat Mary McCarthy once said about Lillianwhen these documents were ignored, they
In some cases, fortunately, attempts tbleliman — that “every word she writes is @nded up in the archives, where they could
check the authenticity and accuracy of docuie, including a, an, and the” — does noserve as fecund material for historians. The
mentation are more straightforward. Yegapply to most diplomats and ex-officials, theyeneral point to be made, then, is that when
even then, the evidence may be incompleteeracity of many who worked for Commu-examining “inputs” into the Soviet decision-
or may somehow have been tampered withist regimes is far from unassailaBle Al- making process, scholars must be aware that
This problem can be seen, for example, ithough cases of systematic prevaricatiosome — perhaps many — of these alleged
the Czechoslovak transcript of negotiationmay be relatively uncommon, memoirs as mputs were of no influence at all at top
between top Soviet and Czechoslovak offigenre almost always enhance and put devels.
cials at Cierna nad Tisou in late July 1968.undue gloss on the authors’ roles in history. The problem of sorting out real inputs
It has long been known that those talks brokdoreover, even when former Soviet androm artificial ones is even trickier than it
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may seem because of the difficulty of tellingice by no means unique to the Soviet Uniorchival access in Russia is still so erratic,
who read what and how much impact it hadf course —to ingratiate themselves withtopnd so many of the key archives are still
Even when we can ascertain that a particulafficials by writing elaborate policy “recom- sealed off, that documents chosen for publi-
document did go up to the CPSU Politburanendations” for decisions that had alreadgation by the government can often be far
— perhaps by seeing annotations in theeen made. The “recommendations,” nahore valuable and revealing than all the
margins, or by finding a routing list with surprisingly, would coincide with andunpublished materials thatresearchers come
initials appended — there may still be littlestrongly reinforce the preferences of CPSHcross on their own in the Central Commit-
way of determining what role the itemleaders. This could often be seen, for exee or Foreign Ministry archives. Thisisthe
played. This point was well illustrated by eample, in dispatches from Soviet ambassaase, for example, with documents about the
document that was transmitted to the Sovietors, who would set out recommendationBolish crisis of 1980-81 that were released
Politburo in late December 1974 concernfor policies that they knew or suspected hafdom the Presidential Archive in December
ing the situation in Vietnam. The documené&lready been, or were about to be, adoptetB92 and August 1993 and then published in
was a draft response from Leonid BrezhneVhese dispatches can be interpreted in onefafl in the Polish pres8! These items,
to the North Vietnamese Communist partywo ways: either (1) the ambassador was gucluding selected transcripts of CPSU Po-
first secretary, Le Duan; and itwas passed far “out of the loop” on key decisions that hditburo meetings and documents from a com-
the head of the CPSU General Departmerdid not know what policies had already beemission set up by the Politburo to deal with
Konstantin Chernenko, by one of Brezhnev'adopted by the Politburo; or (2) the ambasstie crisis, have done more than all the mate-
top aides, Andrei Aleksandrov-Agentov,dor was putting himself on record as havingals at TsKkhSD to shed light on Soviet
with the following message attached: “Tdrecommended” the decisions that were allecision-making at the time.
Comrade Chernenko. Leonid Il'ich askedeady madé® In either case, the practice is  Another event for which published So-
for a vote on this proposallé has notread bound to cause problems for scholars whadet documents have been much more valu-
the text)."'® How common this sort of are seeking to weigh the significance aofble than the available unpublished hold-
practice was is unclear, but it is safe tparticular inputs. Checking the date of thengs, is the Cuban missile crisis. Scholars
assume that Brezhnev and other membersiaputs may occasionally be enough to sift odtave not yet been granted free access to any
the CPSU Politburo, especially those whphony or insignificant “recommendations”of the relevant holdings in the Presidential
were elderly and infirm, would frequentlyfrom genuine ones (e.qg., proposals that comdgchive, the military archives, or the KGB
sign off on documents that they had nowell after decisions have been made awrchives, which will be crucial in helping to
read!®® That raises serious problems foautomatically suspect), butin mostinstancessolve some of the lingering mysteries about
scholars who hope to trace the decisiorthe situation is at best indeterminate. the Soviet Union’s role in the crisis. The
making process on specificissues and events. Yet another pitfall of archival researchonly archival materials that have been avail-
In some instances this matter can bm Russia and other ex-Communist states -able up to now, at TSKhSD and the AVPRF,
handled by searching for connections beand in Western countries as well — is thadd little or nothing to what is known about
tween presumed inputs and the subsequadifficulty of balancing published documentghe crisis. As a result, the use of newly
evolution of Soviet policy. Inthe case of theagainst unpublished materials. On the ormmaublished documents about the Cuban mis-
Vietnam War, for example, Soviet leaderfiand, it is true that published collections ofile crisis has been the only way to make up
usually paid relatively little attention exceptdocuments can cause a myriad of problenfisr the continued lack of access to the most
when the conflict directly affected U.S.-when the editors have an agenda of thdémportant Russian archivés.
Sovietrelations. Instead, they tended torelgwn. A classic example of this phenomenon, One additional area in which the publi-
heavily on middle-ranking officials to lay cited by E. H. Carr, occurred in 1935 when acation of Soviet documents has been of great
out policy guidelines and recommend deciEnglish publisher brought out an abridge@mportance is the question of nuclear weap-
sions on all but the most important matedition of documents and papers from thens development and nuclear arms control
ters®” Thus, when we come across propodeng-time foreign minister of Weimar Ger-policy. Access to the most important archi-
als from the Central Committee apparatusiany, Gustav Stresematth.The publisher val holdings on this topic is still non-exis-
or the Foreign Ministry that were subseeconveniently omitted all documents thatent, and the unpublished items tlzae
guently incorporated with few or no changesvould have detracted from Stresemann’available at TsKhSD (and to a lesser extent
in the Politburo’s decisions about Vietnamreputation, a pattern of omission that mighat MID) are of relatively little interest. Hence,
we can deduce that these inputs were of kexever have come to light had the full set ahe publication of key materials and the
importance at top levels. documents not fallen by chance into Britislappearance of new first-hand accounts have
Unfortunately, though, the nature ofand American hands atthe end of World Wdreen the only real sources of fresh evidence
inputs for most issues is not as clear-cutl. Similar problems are likely to arise withabout topics such as the early Soviet nuclear
Moreover, even when documents produceat least a few of the collections now being pitomb program, the problems experienced
at middle and lower levels of the bureautogether of documents from the former Sdiy Soviet nuclear-missile submarines, and
cracy correspond precisely with the deciviet archives?® the bargaining positions adopted by Soviet
sions that were made by the Politburo, re-  On the other hand, it would be a seriousfficials in strategic arms negotiations. Of
searchers must beware of inferring too muamistake for scholars to disregard or place leggrticular interest in recent months has been
about those documents. It was a commamphasis on documents and other materidlse serialized publication of the transcripts
practice among Soviet bureaucrats — a praty Moscow that have already been publishedf the U.S.-Soviet negotiations at the



34 CoLb WAR INTERNATIONAL HisTORY PROJECTBULLETIN

Reykjavik summit in October 1986, whichMinistry’s role was actually quite limited. able to explain why unity and conformity so
reveal how close the two sides came tdhiswas especially true on matters concerwoften prevailed, and why it was the Soviet
achieving an agreement far more ambitiousg relations with other Communist coun-Union that usually ended up “calling the
than either had anticipated or even wantéd.tries (Eastern Europe, China, Cuba, Nortehots.” During the 1968 crisis in Czechoslo-

Ideally, if free access to the mostimporVietnam, North Korea, etc.), where partyvakia, for example, Polish and East German
tantarchivesin Moscow is eventually grantetb-party ties tended to be far more importarieaders wanted to resort to armed interven-
to scholars, the publication of documentthan state-to-state interactions. On certation as early as March, and they did what
will no longer be so essential. Until thabther issues, such as U.S.-Soviet relatiorisey could to bring about a military solution.
time, however, the use of published docuand policy toward Africa, the Foreign Min-But all their efforts would have mattered
ments will be a crucial supplement to on-sitestry did play a significant role, but even inlittle if the Soviet Politburo had not finally
archival research. these instances it is essential that th#ecided, in August, that an invasion was

The reliance on published documentaministry’s influence not be overstated.  indeed necessary.
tion is only one of the methodological prob-  One final pitfall for scholars working in Even in cases such as the Korean war,
lems caused by the continued unavailabilitthe Russian archives is the occasional tefer which it has long been thought that the
of materials in the Presidential Archive, thelency either to reinvent the wheel or tdail took much of the initiative, the situation
postwar military archives, and the KGB andttack straw men. Some of the participantmay not be as straightforward as it seems.
GRU archives. Another obvious pitfall isin the CWIHP’s conference in January 1993\though a recent study based on extensive
the temptation to “look for one’s keys whereseemed to find it remarkable that Soviedrchival research has supported the view of
the streetlight is,” i.e., to ascribe excessivallies and clients in Eastern Europe and then “active tail” (i.e., the view that Kim II-
importance to the documents tlaa¢ avail- Third World often tried to influence Sovietsung was the driving force behind the plan to
able. Notonly are the items stored at TsKhSpolicy. Why this came as such a startlingnvade South Korea in June 1950, even
and the AVPRF merely “inputs” into therevelation is unclear. Should it really havéhough Stalin had to give final approval to
decision-making process; they are not neteen surprising to find that the “tail occathe invasion), other evidence that has re-
essarily even the most important inputssionally tried to wag the dog™? Surely cently emerged leaves the picture a good
Unfortunately, researchers have not bearchival research was not a prerequisite faeal murkie!” Documents unearthed by
able to examine all the relevant inputs, mucérriving at such an obvious conclusion. A&avril Korotkov, a former GRU officer who
less observe how (or whether) those inpufar back as the early 1960s Zbigniews now a senior fellow at the Russian De-
were used when decisions were actualBrzezinski wrote a whole book about thdense Ministry’s Institute for Military His-
made. Without access to the KGB and GRUWesatellitization” of Eastern Europe, nottory, suggest that Stalin’s role in initiating
archives, for example, scholars rarely get timg how the increased heterogeneity amorand encouraging the plans for an invasion
see documents produced by either of the ethe Warsaw Pact states in the post-Stalin enaas much greater than previously assuftfed.
Soviet intelligence organs, particularly théhad led to fissures in the bl&€. Other Even if, as some Western scholars suspect,
highly sensitive reports that might have hadcholars offered similar analyses of the urikorotkov is understating the importance of
acrucial bearing on certain decisions. Mucbxpected challenges that arose from on&im’s own actions, the new evidence con-
the same is true of vital inputs generated yme Soviet allies and clients such as Yugdirms how difficult it often can be to tell
the Soviet High Command and General Stafflavia, China, Albania, and Egypt. No archiwhen the tail was wagging the dog and when
in the form of contingency plans, threaval research was needed to see that the “tailie dog was wagging its tail. Certainly
assessments, and recommendations for midind the “dog” were frequently at odds.  researchers must approach the matter with
tary options. Needless to say, this defi- Furthermore, by focusing so single-an open mind, not only in this specific in-
ciency creates serious gaps in accounts wfindedly on instances in which the tail triecstance but in general.
particular events and decisions. to wag the dog, researchers may gloss over *okox

Equally important, the unavailability of or underestimate how successful the dog The lingering ambiguity about the in-
materials produced by certain agencies ioften was in wagging its tail. A distin- ception of the Korean War is one of count-
Moscow can lead researchers to exaggerajaished British scholar recently noted thaess issues that remain to be explored in
the policy-making role of other agenciesresearch involves the shedding, not thgreater depth in the Russian archives. Al-
whose documents they do get a chance ¢tonfirmation, of our preconceptions. If histhough it may be difficult to avoid all the
examine. This already applies, in som&rians go to the archives expecting certaipitfalls discussed above, careful scholarship
cases, to the Soviet Foreign Ministry, whosanswers to their questions, careful study @nd open-mindedness will ensure that as
documents are available not only at ththe evidence will almost invariably changemore of the holdings in Moscow become
AVPRF but also in abundance at TsKhSDtheir minds. It will alter not merely their available, they will continue to enrich our
By emphasizing the Foreign Ministry’s in-answers but their question$®" Scholars historical understanding and clear up at least
puts into particular decisions, and by necesvho go to the archives in Moscow expectingome of the mysteries left by the pervasive
sarily having much less to say about input® find evidence of conflict and bargainingsecrecy of the Soviet regime.
from the KGB and GRU, scholars may enthetween the Soviet Union and its allies will
up offering highly skewed depictions ofno doubt succeed in their task. It iS nof. Lytton StracheyEminent Victorians: Cardinal
whatwenton. Itisimportantto bearin minddifficult to come across evidence of suchanning - Florence Nightingale - Dr. Arnold - General
therefore, that in many cases the Foreigshenomena. Butthese scholars must also §&rdon (New York: Harcourt, Brace and Co., 1933),
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V. A. Skripilev, “Arkhivnoe delo v SSSR: Proshloe iof a profoundly rational decision-making process. The
2. Statement by Natal'ya Krivova, press spokeswomamastoyashcheeSovetskoe gosudarstvo i pra&/April  official Soviet explanation — that deterrence of a U.S.
for the Russian Center for Storage of Contemporar§990), 38-46; Yu. M. Baturin, M. A. Fedotov, and V. L.invasion of Cuba was uppermostin Khrushchev’s mind
Documentation, 22 April 1993, carried by Inter-TASS Entin, “Glasnost’ v arkhivy: Variant zakonodatel'nogo— has not yet been revised by the Russian government.
For further explanation of the action against Usikoviesheniya, Vestnik Akademii nauk SS$R (October This argument, however, is highly questionable on

see page 31 and endnote 70. 1989), 75-87; and S. Kuleshov, “Ot kogo zhe sekrety several grounds. For one thing, the missile deployment’s
3. See his “Chto takoe TsKhSDRe&ntavr(Moscow), partiinykh i vedomstvennykh arkhivoviZzvestiya 29  size was far in excess of what would have been needed
4 (July-August 1992), 132-37, esp. 136. July 1991, 3. For excellent surveys of the impact of thest to deter a U.S. attack; moreover, there was no
4. Conversation with the author, 13 May 1993, ifGorbachev era, see three works by Patricia Kennedgason to deploy longer-range SS-5s as well as SS-4s if
Prokopenko’s office in Moscow. Grimsted: Perestroikain the Archives? Further Ef- deterrence was the only (or main) goal; and finally,

5. “Poka net zakona, vedomstva budut zashchishchdorts at Soviet Archival Reform American Archivist there were much less risky ways to deter a U.S. inva-
svoi ‘tainy’ do poslednego, — schitaet zamestitel54:1 (Winter 1991), 70-95Glasnost'in the Archives? sion, such as extending formal bilateral security com-

predsedatelya Roskomarkhiva A. Prokopenko,Recent Developments on the Soviet Archival Scenethitments to Cuba or admitting Cuba into the Warsaw
Izvestiya 5 August 1992, 3. See also Prokopenko'&\merican Archivisb2:2 (Spring 1989), 214-36; add Pact. For a review of alternative explanations of
article, “Dom osobogo naznacheniya (OtkrytieHandbook for Archival Research in the US@®Rash- Khrushchev’s decision to install the missiles, see
arkhivov),” Rodina3 (1992), 50-51. ington, D.C.: Kennan Institute for Advanced RussiaiRaymond L. GarthoffReflections on the Cuban Mis-
6. Interview with Prokopenko in “Proshchanie sStudies, 1989). sile Crisis rev. ed. (Washington, D.C.: Brookings
Osobym arkhivom,Novoe vremya1 (March 1991), 13. See theinterview with General Dmitrii Volkogonov,Institution, 1989), 20-24; Graham T. AllisdEssence
46-47. The “Special Archive” (Osobyi arkhiv) wasthen director of the Soviet Defense Ministry’s Instituteof Decision: Explaining the Cuban Missile Crisis
renamed the “Center for Storage of Historical-Docuef Military History, in “My obyazany napisat’ chestnye (Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 1971), 230-44; and
mentary Collections” (Tsentr khraneniya istoriko-knigi,” Krasnaya zvezda26 July 1988, 2. See alsoJames G. Blight and David A. Welc®n the Brink:
dokumental'nykh kollektsii) in June 1992. Under theKuleshov, “Ot kogo zhe sekrety u partiinikh iAmericans and Soviets Reexamine the Cuban Missile
new archival law (discussed below), the formation o¥edomstvennykh arkhivov,” 3. Crisis(New York: Hilland Wang, 1989), 116-20, 293-
secret archives is forbidden. 14. A good example of this occurred when documeng05.

7. This is not to say that Western archives always attaimere found in late 1991 that exposed the KGB’s systen20. Bruce J. Allyn, James G. Blight, and David A.
standards of perfection, either. See, e.g., Seymour Mtic penetration of the Russian Orthodox Church. Thé&/elch, “Essence of Revision: Moscow, Havana, and
Hersh, “Nixon’s Last Cover-Up: The Tapes He Want®vidence was contained in annual reports compiled ltlge Cuban Missile Crisishternational Securityl4:3

the Archives to SuppressThe New Yorkerl4 De- the Fourth Department of the KGB's Fifth Directorate(Winter 1989/90), 171.

cember 1992, 76-95. Nevertheless, anyone who hte branch of the agency that was responsible for mattés. John Lewis Gaddis, “Expanding the Data Base:
worked in the Russian archives can attest that thgertaining to the Church. When the Fourth Departmetistorians, Political Scientists, and the Enrichment of
situation there is fundamentally different. was abolished in 1991, most of its documents in th®ecurity Studies,International Securityl2:1 (Sum-

8. The law, “Osnovy zakonodatel'stva RossiiskoiKGB archives were destroyed. However, investigatomrser 1987), 7-8.

Federatsii ob Arkhivnom fonde Rossiiskoi Federatsii from the Russian parliament discovered copies of tH22. For an excellent critical review of the implicit and
arkhivakh,” was adopted and signed by Yeltsin on Department’s annual reports in the CPSU Central Corexplicit assumptions that Western scholars made when
July 1993; its text was publishedRossiiskaya gazeta mittee archives, and learned from these that many toising the Soviet press, see Lilita Dzirkals, Thane
14 August 1993, 5. The Russian government's Decréghurch officials had been working for the KGB. On thisGustafson, and A. Ross Johnsbing Media and Intra-
No. 838 of 23 August 1993, entitled “O realizatsiimatter, see the interview with Gleb Yakunin, the priedklite Communication in the USSR-2869 (Santa
gosudarstvennoi politiki v arkhivnom dele,” which and former political dissident who sat on the parliamerMonica, Calif..: RAND Corporation, September 1982).
implemented the new archival law, was signed bgary commission that uncovered the documents, 3. llana Dimant-Kass, “The Soviet Military and Soviet
Prime Minister Viktor Chernomyrdin. It appears,“Tserkvinuzhno pokayat'sya: Iz pervykh rukigvskoe Policy in the Middle East, 1970-733oviet Studies
therefore, that the law’s status was not affected byremya(St. Petersburg), 8 February 1992, 3. See al@6:4 (October 1974), 504.

Yeltsin’s subsequent disbanding of parliament in Seghe interview with Yakunin in “Abbat’ vykhodit na 24. To cite but one of countless examples, the public
tember. svyaz',"Argumenty i fakty (January 1992), 5, where hestatements that Soviet officials made in September
9. This applies, for example, to the formal “30-yeafirst cited the documents at length. 1983 about the downing of a Korean airliner were at
rule” included in the new law. In principle, such a rulel5. These three examples are listed here mainly becassgking variance with what they actually knew, as
had already been in effect under a “decree” approvetley have gained wide publicity. Many other docurevealed in top-secret KGB reports, Defense Ministry
by the Supreme Soviet in June 1992, but archivahents that have been less publicized might also haaealyses, and transcripts of the CPSU Politburo’s delib-
officials had generally been flexible in consideringbeen adduced, such as the order that Lenin issuedeirations at the time. See the documents collected under
requests for more recent items. The inclusion of suct917 for campaigns of mass “secret terror” in Latvia anthe rubric “Dokumenty o tragedii koreiskogo Boinga,”
a rule in the new law, and the emphasis placed on it Estonia, with a reward of 100,000 rubles for everyzvestiya 15 October 1992, 1, 3.

Point 2 of the Russian government's Decree No. 838kulak, priest, and landowner whois hanged.” He adde2b. See Vojtech MastnyRussia’s Road to the Cold
might lead to routine denials of access to documentbat “we’ll make the hangings look like the work of theWar: Diplomacy, Warfare, and the Politics of Commu-
less than 30 years old. ‘Greens,’ and then afterwards we’'ll put the blame onism, 1941-1948New York: Columbia University
10. Elena Afanas’eva, “Parlament odobryaethem.” See the text of the order as cited in an intervieRress, 1979); and William Taubma&talin’s American
zasekrechivanie RossiSegodnyéMoscow), 18 May  with Pikhoya “Ya protivnik politicheskoi arkheologii’,” Policy: From Entente to Detente to Cold Wafew
1993, 2. On the final passage of the law, see Oldgezavisimaya gaze{dMoscow), 31 March 1993,5.  York: W. W. Norton, 1982).

Glushakov, “Teper’ my deistvitel'no tochno znaem,16. David Irving,Hitler's War (New York: Viking, 26. For preliminary but cogent reviews of the new

chto takoe taina: Verkhovnyi sovet Rossii vo vtoronl977). evidence, see Walter Laque@&talin: The Glasnost
chtenii prinyal Zakon ‘o gosudarstvennoi taine’,”17. Among the best rebuttals to Irving’s thesis is GeralRevelations(New York: Charles Scribner’'s Sons,
Krasnaya zvezdéMoscow), 23 July 1993, 1. FlemingHitler und die Endlosung: “Esistdes Fuehrers1990); and Robert Conquedthe Great Terror: A

11. Vladimir Kartashkov, “Rossiiskie spetssluzhbyWunsch . . .(Wiesbaden: Limes Verlag, 1982). SeeReassessmefiew York: Oxford University Press,
pytayutsya prevratit’ v amerikanskieMoskovskii also Martin Broszat, “Hitler und die Genesis derl990). Evidence that has emerged since these books
komsomoletsl4 October 1993, 1. The new Minister'Endlosung’,"Vierteljahrshefte fur Zeitgeschich?é:4  were published provides even stronger corroboration of
for Security, Nikolai Golushko, announced in mid-(October 1977), 739-88. the authors’ contentions. See, e.g., the well-docu-
October that the ministry would be “overhauled” andl8. See Robert ConqueStalin and the Kirov Murder mented and generally well-argued study by O. V.
that the “staff and administrative apparatus of théNew York: Oxford University Press, 1989), and MikhailKhlevnyuk, 1937-i:  Stalin, NKVD i sovetskoe
Security Ministry are being dissolved.” See AleksandRoslyakovUbiistvo Kirova: Politicheskie i ugolovnye obshchestviMoscow: Respublika, 1992), which draws
Mukomolov, “Reformiruetsya Ministerstvo prestupleniyav 1930-kh godaftteningrad: Lenizdat, extensively on the Central Party Archive (now
bezopasnosti,Krasnaya zvezdd5 October 1993, 1. 1991). RTsKhIDNI). See also Aleksei Khorev, “Kak sudili
12. These restrictions remained in place even in the lak®. No doubt, the decision was motivated by a combin&ukhachevskogo Krasnaya zvezdd 7 April 1991, 4;

few years of the Gorbachev period; see, for example, Eon of several factors, and most likely was not the resul. F. Bugai, ed.)osif Stalin, Lavrentii Beriya: “lkh
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nado deportirovat™ (Moscow: Druzhba narodov, dokumentov noveishei istorii,” which is located at‘Arkhivy Kremlyai Staroi ploshchadi” (Supplementto
1992); and the documentary series published under tReishkinskaya No. 15; and “Tsentr khraneniyahe journalstoricheskii zhurngl 1-2 (1993), 3-6.

rubric “O masshtabakh repressii v Krasnoi Armii vsovremennoi dokumentatsii,” whichislocated at I'inkad2. See, for example, the interview with the then-
predvoennye godyYoenno-istoricheskii zhurn@los-  No. 12 in Staraya Ploshchad’, diagonally across fromhairman of the KGB, Vladimir Kryuchkov, in “Pravo,
cow), 1,2, 3, and 5 (January, February, March, and Mdlge Russian Constitutional Court. For informatiorpravda i glasnost’,Pogranichnik(Moscow), 6 (June
1993), 56-63, 71-80, 25-32, and 59-65, respectively.about the way these centers were formed, see V. F290), 5-11, esp. 9-10.

27. See, for example, Valerii Kovalev, “Kto zheKozlov, “Rossiiskii tsentr khraneniya i izucheniya43. See Vadim Bakatiizbavlenie ot KGEMoscow:
rasstrelival v Kuropatakh®rasnaya zvezd20 May  dokumentov noveishei istorii i ego perspektivy” and RNovosti, 1992), 133-65 for the fullest published ac-
1993, 1; Vera Tolz, “Ministry of Security Official A. Usikov, “K sozdaniyu TsKhSD,” both iNovaya i count of the KGB archives. An equally valuable
Gives New Figures for Stalin’s Victims RFE/RL noveishaya istoriy@ (March-April 1992), 192-97 and assessment, including a breakdown of what the KGB’s
Research Repott:18 (1 May 1992), 8-10; and E. V. 198-202, respectively. different archives contain, is provided in the 30-page
Tsaplin, “Arkhivnye materialy o chisle zaklyuchennykh33. For an overview of the archive’s collections, see nanuscript by Arsenii Roginskii and Nikita Okhotin,

v kontse 30-kh godovyVoprosy istorii-5 (April-May V. Sokolov, “Arkhiv vneshnei politiki Rossiiskoi “Arkhivy KGB: God posle putcha,” September 1992.
1991), 157-63. Federatsii — istorikam Novaya i noveishaya istoriya On the destruction of KGB documents, see also the
28. See, for example, “Vypiska iz protokola No. 143} (July-August 1992), 156-65. interview with Lieutenant Aleksandr Kleimenov in
zasedaniya Politbyuro TsK KPSS ot 12 aprelya 19784. Selected items from Fond No. 59a have been ré&3okumenty: ‘Ya skryl seif UKGB, chtoby lyudi znali
goda: O nasheidal’neishei linii v svyazi s polozhenierfeased, however. This includes cables pertaining to tipeavdu’,” Rossiiskaya gazet® September 1991, 3;

v Afganistane,” No. P149/XIV (TOP SECRET — 1956 invasion of Hungary and the 1968 invasion cdnd the interview with General V. Zolotarev, “Chto
SPECIAL DOSSIER), 12 April 1979, in TsKhSD, Czechoslovakia, which were turned over to the Hurehdet arkhivy KPSS i KGB,Krashaya zvezdal3
Fond 89, Perechen’ 14, Dokument 27; “Vypiska imarian and Czechoslovak governments, respectively, Movember 1991, 4.

protokola No. 150 zasedaniya Politbyuro TsK KPSS dt992. Although | have used the term “ciphered teled4. See Roginskii and Okhotin, “Arkhivy KGB,” 11-
21 aprelya 1979 goda: O netselesoobraznosti uchastiyeams,” some Russians prefer the term “deciphered3. See also the interview with Nikita Petrov, a member
sovetskikh ekipazhei boevykh vertoletov v podavlenisince the documents are, of course, no longer encodefithe commission, in “Dos’e KGB stanut dostupnee —
kontrrevolyutsionnykh vystuplenii v Demokraticheskoi35. Usikov readily acknowledged this point; see “Chtgoka teoreticheskii,Moskovskie novos8 (23 Febru-
Respublike Afganistan,” No. P150/93 (TOP SECRETakoe TsKhSD?" 133. ary 1992), 10.

— SPECIALDOSSIER), 21 April 1979, in TsKhSD, F. 36. In July 1990 the greatly enlarged archive wad5. “Ukaz Prezidenta RSFSR: Ob arkhivakh Komiteta
89, Per. 14, Dok. 28; and “Vypiska iz protokola No. 17fenamed “Arkhiv apparata Prezidenta SSSR” (Archivgosudarstvennoi bezopasnosti SSSRdssiiskaya
zasedaniya Politbyuro TsK KPSS ot 27 dekabrya 1978 the USSR President’s Apparatus) under the auspicgazeta 28 August 1991, 3.

goda: O nashikh shagakh v svyazisrazvitiem obstanowtd Gorbachev’s new presidential chief of staff, Valerii46. Bakatin’s handling of the archives prompted strong
vokrug Afganistana,” No. P177/151 (WORD OFBoldin. It is now known as “Arkhiv Prezidenta attacks by hard-line elements; see, e.g., Vladimir Bushin,
MOUTH ONLY — TOP SECRET — SPECIAL DOS- Rossiiskoi Federatsii” (“Archive of the President of the'Santa Klauz iz KGB, Pravda 21 January 1992, 3, and
SIER), 27 December 1979, in TsKhSD, F. 89, Per. 1Russian Federation”), or APRF. For a brief survey dhe article by a senior Security Ministry official, Gen-
Dok. 32. For one of many recent first-hand accounts ¢he archive’'s holdings, see Pyotr Akopov eralV.Kondrashev, “Arkhivy KGB: Tov seifakh, to na
the decision, see G.M. Kornienko, “Kak prinimalis’ “Khranilishche ‘kremlevskikh tain’,Rossiiskie vesti rasprodazhe,lzvestiya4 February 1992, 7.

resheniya o vvode sovetskikh voisk v Afganistan i iki26 September 1992, 2. A recent article in the mai#7. This did not include some 500,000 files belonging
vyvode,” Novaya i noveishaya istoriy8 (May-June Russian military newspaper revealed that since 198@ specialized parts of the KGB that were shorn off after
1993), 107-18. the Kremlin Archive has had its own motorized regiAAugust 1991. For example, files pertaining to foreign
29. This paragraph’s figures come from R. G. Pikhoyanent of guards in place to evacuate all the archivelstelligence-gathering, which had belonged tothe KGB's
“Sovremennoe sostoyanie arkhivov Rossigvayai collections in the event of an emergency. See Anatokirst Main Directorate (i.e., the foreign intelligence
noveishaya istoriy2 (March-April 1993), 3-10. Ivanov, “Adskie voditeli pod brezentovymi kryshami,” apparatus), were transferred after August 1991 to the
30. “Postanovlenie pravitel'stva Rossiiskoi FederatsiKrasnaya zvezde80 July 1993, 2. These guards ardRussian External Intelligence Service (RSVR), the
o Gosudarstvennoi arkhivnoi sluzhbe Rossii,” 22 Deeurrently subordinated to the Russian State Committeewly independent successor to the First Main Direc-
cember 1992. Two earlier decrees that provided for@n Civil Defense. torate. The same was true of the Committee on Govern-
similar restructuring of Roskomarkhiv — “Ukaz 37. Interview with Pikhoya in “Demony iz yashchikament Communications, which was the independent
Prezidenta Rossiiskoi Federatsii: O sistem®andory,’Rossiiskayagazetal July 1992, 7. See alsosuccessor to the KGB’s Eighth and Sixteenth Main
tsentral’nykh organov federal’noi ispolnitel'noi vlasti” Marina Mulina, “Dokumenty — istorikam, donosy — Directorates, and of a few other highly specialized
and “Ukaz Prezidenta Rossiiskoi Federatsii: O struktune makulaturu,”Sobesednil89 (September 1991), 5. organs. In all, the files controlled by these newly
tsentral’nykh organov federal'noiispolnitel’noivlasti,” 38. Interview with Pikhoya at Harvard University, 24independent bodies come to about five percent of the
both inOtechestvennye arkhigiloscow), 70:6 (No- March 1993; Pikhoya interview in Moscow with CWIHP KGB's former holdings. A more significant number of
vember-December 1992), 3 — were held up by theepresentatives, January 1993. files — perhaps 3 million to 4 million — that were no
Russian parliament because of the broader provisioB9. See Articles 17 (“Khranenie dokumentovionger under the Ministry of Security’s direct control
in the decrees on the reorganization of the governmegiosudarstvennoi chasti Arkhivnogo fonda Rossiiskaifter 1991 were those that had belonged to branches of
As a result, until the end of 1992 the archival service’Bederatsii”) and 20 (“Ispol’zovanie arkhivnykh the KGB in the non-Russian republics. Some of these
activities were governed by the basic rules laid out idokumentov”) of “Osnovy zakonodatel'stva Rossiiskoffiles were stored in duplicate in Moscow, but others that
“Postanovlenie pravitel'stva Rossiiskoi Federatsii: Ofi-ederatsii ob Arkhivnom fonde Rossiiskoi Federatsii had not been copied became the property of the inde-
utverzhdenii Polozheniya o Komitete po delam arkhivoarkhivakh,” 5. pendent governments in those republics. The Russian
pri Pravitel'stve Rossiiskoi Federatsiii seti federal’'nykh40. Even a few well-connected Russian historians whdinistry of Security was thus left with roughly 6
gosudarstvennykh arkhivov i tsentrov khraneniydave been granted access to materials from the PresiHlion of the KGB's original 10 million files.
dokumentatsii,”Otechestvennye arkhiv§0:4 (July- dential Archive since 1992 have been highly circum48. This can be seen, for example, even in the first,
August 1992), 3-9, including supplements. scribed in what they are allowed to see. For exampleglatively specialized volume of the series, by John
31. Anyone who doubts Pikhoya’s willingness to entea recent article by M. M. Narinskii, the director of theCostello and Oleg Tsaregeadly lllusions: The KGB
the political fray should see his acerbic comments aboRussian Academy of Sciences’ Institute of UniversaDrlov Dossier Reveals Stalin’s Master $Ngw York:
Gorbachevin “Ya protivnik politicheskoi arkheologii’,” History — “SSSR i plan Marshalla po materialamCrown, 1993), which tells the story of a Soviet spy from
5. Inaddition to releasing documents that make Yeltsin&rkhiva Prezidenta RFNovaya i noveishaya istoriya the Stalin era, Aleksandr Orlov, who maintained links
opponents look bad, Pikhoya has been careful to wit2-(March-April 1993), 11-19 — cites only one file from with the NKVD after he fled to the United States in
hold documents that would be embarrassing to Yeltsthe Presidential Archive, No. 270 (from Fond No. 31938. The book plays up Orlov's significance and
himself. See “Poshel protsess’ po delu KPSS: Kog®pis’ No. 63). This seems rather limited for an articlemphasizes the ease with which the Soviet spy deceived
na etot raz zhdat' v RazliveRrgumenty i fakty20  whose main purpose, judging fromits title, is to convey.S. counterintelligence authorities.

(May 1992), 1, and Vladimir Orlov, “KPSS: Umerla new evidence from the Presidential Archive. 49. On matters pertaining to the Crown deal, see the
tak umerla?Moskovskie novos#il (24 May 1992), 6. 41. For an overview of the commission’s work, seénterview with Nikolai Arzhannikov, a member of the
32.InRussian these are “Tsentr khraneniyaiizucheniysvedenie,” Arkhivno-informatsionnyi byulleten’ Russian parliamentary committee overseeing the secu-
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rity organs, in “Skandal — Sluzhba vneshnei razvedikdomments by General V. Zolotarev in “Chto zhdegrkhivnayasdelkasamerikantsami, kotoroi protivyatsya
prodaet sekretnye arkhiviKomsomol'skaya pravda arkhivy KPSS i KGB,” 4. nashi istoriki,”lzvestiya 7 March 1992, 2.

3 November 1992, 4. | have also drawn on a press. For a recent example, see Colonel-General Yu. 84. Pikhoya, “Sovremennoe sostoyanie arkhivov
release issued by Crown on 24 June 1992, as well @r'kov, “Gotovil li Stalin uprezhdayushchii udar protiv Rossii,” 4.

conversations with scholars associated with the projedgitlera v 1941 g.,"Novaya i noveishaya istoriyd 65. See, for example, “Pis’'mo v redaktsiyu: Fakty i
[Ed. note: Asked for comment, James O’Shea WadéVay-June 1993), 29-45. vymysli o ‘Rasprodazhe istoricheskoi pamyati’,”
Vice President and Executive Editor of Crown Pub56. For the best existing account of this episode, séevestiya 17 March 1992, 3. See also the interviews
lishers, Inc., said: 1) that it was incorrect that docuTimothy J. Colton,Commanders, Commissars, andwith Pikhoya in “Vokrug arkhivov idet bessovestnaya
ments selected for the Crown series will be denied tBivilian Authority: The Structure of Soviet Military torgovlya,”Rossiiskie vestl9 June 1992, 2; “Demony
other scholars for at least ten years; in fact, he saiBplitics(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Pressiz yashchika Pandory,” 7; and “Partiinye arkhivy
documents used for each book will be available to 0othdi979), 175-95. raskryvayut sovsem inuyu istoriylrasnaya zvezda
scholars immediately following the first English-lan-57. Conversation with Charles Palm, deputy director &5 August 1992, 1-2.

guage publication, and may well be made availablthe Hoover Institution, 18 May 1993. Palm is in chargé6. For example, the agreementinitially specified seven
even earlier to interested scholars who wish to conduof the effort on Hoover’s end. main areas of interest: (1) mechanisms of power within
research in KGB archives; 2) that the RSVR wa$8. For scattered comments about some of the othée former USSR; (2) the emergence of Stalinism; (3)
reviewing documents to exclude only materials thaprojects, see Pikhoya, “Sovremennoe sostoyantemography of the USSR; (4) administrative controls
would disclose sources and methods including agenaskhivov Rossii,” 6-7, 9. [Ed. note: One project offcommand economy, terror, etc.); (5) public expecta-
witting or unwitting who are still alive or have families special note is the effort of the eminent Russian arttbns and state responses; (6) foreign policy; and (7)
who might be hurt by giving of real names [sensitiveJkrainian archives specialist Patricia Kennedy Grimstegtligion.  After criticisms were expressed about the
sources and names of agents], just as the CIA did; a@dkrainian Research Institute, Harvard University) tovagueness and amorphousness of these categories, the
3) thatthe $1 million figure cited above was misleadingompile a computerized “ArcheoBiblioBase” (ABB), aproject organizers decided to microfilm enfioads
because a significant portion (which he declined tcomprehensive international database network contaif7. On this point, see the very useful commentary by
specify) of that amount was required to pay for authoréng information on archives and libraries throughouPatricia Kennedy Grimsted, “Introduction — Russian
staff work, translation and copying expenses and oth&ussia and the former Soviet Union. Dr. GrimstedrchivesinaNew World Setting,” in Patricia Kennedy
requirements involved in preparing the series volumesurrently seeks funds for the project, which is sponsore@rimsted, ed.Archives in Russia, 1992: A Brief
rather than a flat payment for access.] on the Russian side by Rosarkhiv with the participatioBirectory, Part 1: Moscow and St. Petersburg (Princ-
50. The General Staff archives are now formally knownf the State Public Historical Library and the St. Petergton, NJ: International Research & Exchanges Board,
as “Istoriko-arkhivnyi tsentr’ General'nogo Shtababurg Archive of the Russian Academy of Sciences.] September 1992), Xxxviii-xxxix.

Vooruzhenykh sil” (“Historical-Archival Center of the 59. For an overview of the project, see Charles G. Pal8. S. Turchenko, “I koe-chto ostaetsya . . .: Sekrety iz
General Staff of the Armed Forces”), and are locatedRoskomarkhikHoover Project,”AAASS Newsletter nashikh arkhivov uplyvayut za okeanSovetskaya
as before, in southern Moscow. The main Defensg2:5 (November 1992), 9. A very similar article ap-Rossiya22 April 1993, 5.

Ministry archive (“Tsentral’nyi arkhiv Ministerstva peared in Russian as “Kak budet realizovyvat'sy&9. The agreement included provisions that obligated
oborony”) is in Podol’sk, just outside Moscow. Thesoglashenie RoskomarkhivaiGuver@igchestvennye TsKhSD to provide equal access to Russian and foreign
GRU archive (“Arkhiv Glavnogo razvedyvatel'nogo arkhivy70:6 (November-December 1992), 108-09. [Edparticipants and to acknowledge that “after the confer-
upravleniya”) is in southern Moscow. The postwamote: The first collection stemming from the projectence”—a phrase added at TsKhSD’s request— “all
naval archive (“Tsentral’'nyi voenno-morskoi arkhivLeaders of the Russian Revolutiovas advertised in declassified documents, reports and other materials
Ministerstva oborony”) is located in Gatchina, near StOctober 1993 as containing microfiche and microfilnwill become accessible to the world academic commu-
Petersburg. The RGVA (“Rossiiskii gosudarstvennymaterials from the Russian Center for the Preservatianity and all those using SCCD [TsKhSD] materials for
voennyi arkhiv”), formerly known as the “Central and Study of Documents of Recent History (RTsKhIDNIresearch and publication” (point 1.6); and that “no
State Archive of the Soviet Army” (TSGASA), and thethe pre-1952 CPSU Central Committee archives) arstrictions shall be imposed on the rights of researchers
RGVIA (“Rossiiskii gosudarstvennyi voenno- nine prominent Bolshevik revolutionaries: P.B. Axelrodjn making use of declassified SCCD [TsKhSD] materi-
istoricheskii arkhiv”), formerly known as the “Central M.l. Kalinin, S.M. Kirov (Kostrikov), L. Martov (1.O. als” (point 1.7).

State Military-Historical Archive of the USSR” Tsederbaum), V.M. Molotov (Skriabin), G.K. 70.[Ed. note: During a meeting with CWIHP represen-
(TsGVIA SSSR), are both in central Moscow. TheOrdzhonikidze, L.D. Trotsky (Bronshtein), V.1. Zauslich,tatives in July 1993, senior Rosarkhiv official V.P.
RGAVMF (“Rossiiskii gosudarstvennyi arkhiv and A.A. Zhdanov. The entire collection (2,460 microKozlov cleared up some of the mystery concerning the
Voenno-morskogo flota”), formerly known as the “Cen-fiche, 355 microfilm reels) sells for $41,695; individualshifts in access to TsKhSD materials. Kozlov said that
tral State Archive of the Navy of the USSR” (TsGAVMFarchives are also available. Orders and inquiries tthen-TsKhSD director Usikov issued an internal direc-

SSSR), is located in St. Petersburg. Chadwyck-Healey Inc., 1101 King Street, Alexandriative to archive staff dated 14 October 1992 instructing
51. See the interview with Lyudmila Dvoinikh, deputy VA 22314 USA,; tel.: (703) 683-4890; toll-free: 1-800-them to give participants in the upcoming conference
director of TSGASA, in “Gde khranyatsya ‘voennye752-0515; fax: (703) 683-7589.] fullaccess to materials for the period 1952-1980, below

tainy’,” Armiya(Moscow), 17 September 1991, 54-56.60. The members of the editorial board representirthe level of special dossiesspbaya papKaand even

52. Annotirovannyi perechen’ fondov Tsentral'nogoHoover are Robert Conquest, John Dunlop, and Terentt®se could be shown at each archivist's discretion.
Gosudarstvennogo Arkhiva Sovetskoi Arriivols. Emmons. The representatives from Rosarkhiv othéozlov noted that the directive made no mention of any
(Moscow: Glavarkhiv, 1987). This list was compiledthan Pikhoya are Nikolai Pokrovskii and General Dmiformal declassification procedure to be followed before
by the All-Union Scholarly-Research Institute for Docu-trii Volkogonov. A consultant to the project, Janahe materials were to be made available, and that the
mentation Studies and Archival Affairs, in conjunctionHowlett of Cambridge University, is &x officiomem-  failure to properly declassify materials was one reason
with TSGASA and Glavarkhiv. The Minneapolis- ber of the editorial board. for Usikov's removal.]

based firm East View Publications gained worldwide61. “Arkhivy — vse na prodazhuRossiiskaya gazeta 71. When Prokopenko and another senior Rosarkhiv
distribution rights in early 1991. The roughly 34,00015 May 1992, 2. official V.P. Kozlov, met with CWIHP representatives
fonds contain some 3.34 million files, according to62. Natal'ya Davydova, “Delo partii’ zhiveti prodaetsya:in July 1993, they stated that they could no longer abide
“Gde khranyatsya ‘voennye tainy’,” 54. Shirokaya rasprodazha gosudarstvennykh arkhivov gy the original agreement’s provisions for unrestricted
53. Interview in “Triumf tirana, tragediya naroda,” mozhet byt' bezrazlichna obshchestvi¥foskovskie access to and use of TsKhSD materials released to
Moskovskie novosi (12 February 1989), 8-9. Seenovosti1l9 (10 May 1992), 21. See also Davydova'sonference participants, and that documents already
also Moscow Domestic Service, 12 February 199Garlier article, “Bumazhnoe zoloto partiMoskovskie received by researchers should not be published be-

transcribed in U.S. Foreign Broadcast Informatiomovosti8 (23 February 1992), 10. cause they were not properly declassified. They said
Service Daily Report: Soviet UnigrFBIS-SOV-90- 63. Yu. N. Afanas’ev, “Arkhivnaya ‘berezka’: negative consequences could ensue should another
030, 13 February 1990, 116. Okazyvaetsya iz nasheiistoriimozhno kachat’ valyutu,document cause a political sensation such as that caused

54. Some Russian experts have advocated the cons#demsomol’'skaya pravd@3 May 1992, 5. Afanas’ev's by the document concerning the number of U.S. POWs
dation of all the military archives into one main centemitial comments were in “Proizvol v obrashchenii sin Vietnam, and that this should be avoided. CWIHP
as away of helping to open up the collections, but thembshchestvennoi pamyat’yu nedopustiteyestiyal0  representatives repeated the position they had taken
is no prospect yet that this will happen. See th®arch1993,3. Seealso EllaMaksimova, “Krupneishaysince the inception of dealings with TsKhSD, that any
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archival materials shown to outside scholars must b&rchives, Washington Bureaucrats, and the Media,Data,”Washington Pos8 September 1993, A-27; and
considered declassified, regardless of their formal stdhe National Interes33 (Fall 1993), 28-42. Bill Gertz, “U.S. Leaning on Russia for Original POW
tus. Moreover, they noted that as a practical matter tf®. The report spelled out three conditions to be m&eport,”Washington Time27 April 1993, A-3.
released documents had already been widely circhefore all U.S. POWs would be returned: (1) the Unite88. Under Russia’s new archival law (adopted three
lated and in some cases published, and thatin any ev&itaites had to cease all hostilities and remove Nguyemonths after the disclosure of Quang's report), re-
CWIHP had no ability or right to control the scholarsvan Thieu from power; (2) the Nixon administration hadsearchers are entitled to disseminate all information
who had seen TskhSD materials. CWIHP representts refrain from any disciplinary measures against ththey find. The only restriction is on the use of informa-
tives expressed readiness to consider new terms f@rogressive” POWs who were released early; and (3)on for commercial purposes.

future cooperation, but said restrictions could not b¥ixon must compensate North Vietnam for the enor89. Turchenko, “I koe-chto ostaetsya...,” 5. Proko-
placed retroactively on materials previously releaseasious damage caused by the destructive war.” penko repeated this accusation during a conversation |
to scholars who had conducted research in good fai@®. Memorandum No. 313/001286 (TOP SECRET), 28ad with him in his office on 13 May 1993: “We're
under the terms of the original agreement. November 1972, from General P. Ivashutin, head of thilling to help genuine scholars, but we don’t want to
72. This points to one of the many oddities of théain Intelligence Directorate of the Soviet Generahid those who are working for ‘special services.”
current archival situation in Moscow. From mid-1992Staff, to K. V. Katushev, CPSU CC Secretary, inCuriously, one researcher whom8mvetskaya Rossiya
until early 1993 scholars associated with the WilsoitskKhSD, F. 5, Op. 64, D. 478, LI. 180-182. article accused of working at TsKhSD on behalf of the
Center project were permitted to examine documen&L. Valerii Rudnev, “Sledy amerikanskikh Central Intelligence Agency had actually never been
atthe CPSU archives and take as detailed notes as thegnnoplennykh iz Rossii vedut vo V'etnam i Koreyu,”present in the Moscow archives. He had letmding
wished, but the Russian archival authorities still conlzvestiya10 April 1993, 1, 5. For a sample of Rudnev’s¢o do research at TsKhSD and his name had been
sidered the documents to be formally classified until @arlier coverage, see “Amerikanskie voennoplennyéncluded in a fax from the Wilson Center listing Ameri-
Declassification Commission approved their declassRervye sekretnye dokumenty iz spetsial’nykh arkhivov,tan scholars who would be coming over, but for a
fication. (See previous footnotes.) Other peculiaritiekzvestiya 15 July 1992, 5. variety of reasons this scholar did not end up working
of the Russian notion of declassification are evident i82. “Files Said to Show Hanoi Lied in ‘72 On Prisonerat the archives. The fact that his name was cited in the
A. V. Elpat'evskii, “O rassekrechivanii arkhivnykh Totals,”"New York TimesL2 April 1993, A-1, A-10; for article indicates that the letter was turned over to
fondov,” Otechestvennye arkhivg0:5 (September- translated excerpts see “Vietnam’s 1972 Statement @ovetskaya Rossiyg a TsKhSD official who wanted
October 1992), 15-20. P.O.W.’s: Triple the Total Hanoi Acknowledgedyeéw to “get the foreigners out"—hardly an encouraging
73. See “The Foreign Policy Archives of the RussialYork Times13 April 1993, A-9. sign.

Federation: Regulations for Declassification” and®3. Quang’s status in September 1972 is unclear, b9®. See footnote 2.

“The Foreign Policy Archives of the Russian Federathere is ample circumstantial evidence to suggest that B&. Sil'va Rubashova, “Svyaschennye sekrety: Kakim
tion: Regulations for Access,” bothMASS Newslet- may still have been deputy chief of the General Stafklyuchom mozhno snova zakryt’ seify TsK KPSS,”
ter 32:4 (September 1992), 1-2 and 2, respectively. See, e.g., George A. Carver, Jr., “Vietham—the UnfinMoskovskie novos® (23 February 1992), 10; Ella
74. V. D. Esakov, “O zakrytii zhurnala ‘Istoricheskii ished BusinessVall Street Journal0 May 1993, 16. Maksimova, “Arkhivnoe piratstvo ugrozhaet svobode
arkhiv’ v 1962 g.,’'Otechestvennye arkhiv{:4 (July- 84. Thomas W. Lippmann, “Vessey Faults Russiamformatsii,”lzvestiya22 February 1992, 7; “Originaly
August 1992), 32-42. For another useful essay, accofaper on U.S. POWs\Washington Pos22 April 1992,  dnevnikov Gebbel'sa khranyatsya v rossiiskom MIDe,”
panied by fascinating documents that reveal the exteftl, A-25. Izvestiya 9 July 1992, 6; and Sergei Svistunov,
of high-level CPSU interference in the functioning 085. General Staff of the USSR Armed Forces, MaifiTorgovtsy pamyat'yu,’Pravda 29 August 1992, 5.

the original version dftoricheskii arkhiysee “Sud’ba  Intelligence Directorate, “Doklad Sekretarya TsK PTV92. Igor Aleksandrovich Ognetov’s sector on Vietnam
zhurnala: ‘Istoricheskii arkhiv’ v 1955-1962 gg.,” Khoang Anya na XX Plenume TsK PTV, was one of the main components of the CPSU Central
Istoricheskii arkhivl (1992), 194-211. sostoyavshemsya v kontse dekabrya 1970 goda-nach@lemmittee Department on Ties with Communist and
75. Among the numerous documents published ipanvarya 1971 goda (Perevod s v'’etnamskogo),” 19AWorkers’ Parties of Socialist Countries, which was
Izvestiya TsK KPSPerhaps the most intriguing was a(TOP SECRET). For unknown reasons, only pages Iieaded by Konstantin Rusakov. Rusakov reported
lengthy transcript of the Central Committee plenunand 18 were provided. For an English translation of thairectly to Katushev, and Ognetov worked for both
held immediately after the downfall of Lavrentii Beria,key passages, see Adam Clymer, “Soviet File FeedRusakov and Katushev as well as for Rusakov's first
the notorious secret police chief, in June 1953. Sdzebate on P.O.W.’s,New York Times9 September deputy, Oleg Rakhmanin, who was a specialist on East
“Delo Beria,”I1zvestiya TsK KPSIsand 2 (January and 1993. Asian communism.

February 1991), 140-214 and 147-208, respectively86. Terence Smith, “Senators Receive Hanoi P.O.V@3. “Spravka k dokumentu No. 38995 ot 1 dekabrya
76. The projected number of issues per annum dfst,” New York Time23 December 1970, 1, 7. Forthel972 g.” (TOP SECRET) from |. Ognetov, 6 February
Istoricheskii arkhiwas given as 12 in the first issueadministration’s criticisms of the list, see Terence Smithl973, in TsKhSD, F. 5, Op. 64, D. 478, L. 179.

and reduced to six by the second issue. Afigure of thr&é8ogers Criticizes Hanoi on P.O.W. ListNew York 94. The Russian text is: “Poruchenie ischerpano
to four seems more realistic. Times 24 December 1970, 2. The list of 368 includedazvitiem situatsii. Tov. Katushevu K. F. dolozheno.”
77. General Staff of the USSR Armed Forces, Mai0 prisoners who were known to be dead and nine othédS. “Vietnam Peace Pacts Signed; America’s Longest
Intelligence Directorate, “Doklad zamestitelyawho had already been released. Of the remaining 33®ar Halts,”"New York Time28 January 1973, 1, 24;
nachal'nika Genshtaba VNA General-leitenanta Chatfie names of all but five had already been published siklanoi Lists of P.O.W.’s Are Made Public by U.S.,”
Van Kuanga na zasedanii Politbyuro TsK PTV, 15nonths earlier in “Names of 334 U.S. Captives HandNew York Time28 January 1973, 1, 26; “Communists
sentyabrya 1972 goda (Perevod s v'etnamskogo)&dmits Holding,"New York Time6 June 1970, 8. At List555P.O.W.’s but Give No Data on Laos: Omission
Copy No. 6 (TOP SECRET), November 1972, irthe time the June 1970 list was published, the U.3$s Seen as the First Hitchiew York Timg29 January
TsKhSD, F. 5, Op. 64, D. 478, LI. 183-208. government publicly expressed serious doubts about t973, 15; “Listing of American Prisoners, Taken from
78. The account here is based on my first-hand obs@ecuracy and completeness. A senior Defense Depaames Provided by Communists,” “Dead P.O.W.’s
vations of what went on both before and after Morrisnent official called on “the North Viethamese governAre Listed,” and “List of Captured Civilians,” all in
discovered the document. Iwas working in the TsKkhSient to provide an official list through accepted governNew York Time9 January 1973, 16; “V obstanovke
reading room at the time he found the section on POWsent channels,” and he explained that the United Statesrdechnoi druzhby” and “Priezd v Moskvéfavda

and he promptly showed it to me. Like him, I immediwould not publish its own list because “then they [th&1 January 1973, 1-2 and 2, respectively; and Pavel
ately recognized the importance of the document, aidbrth Vietnamese] would know whom we know abouDemchenko, “Mezhdunarodnaya nedel'y®favda

| helped him do an on-the-spot translation into Englisand whom we don’t know about. This could be dange29 January 1973, 16.

of key passages, especially some of the handwriting @us. For example, at the end of the war, Hanoi could ju86. Edward Hallett Cark\Vhat Is HistoryZNew York:

the cover memoranda. For Morris’ account of theskeep the men we don’t know about.” Quoted in “HanoAlfred Knopf, 1962), 15-16.

events, see “The Vietnamese Know How to Count,3aid to Confirm List Putting Prisoners at 33Meéw 97. Usikov, “Cho takoe TsKhSD?” 3.

Washington Postl8 April 1993, C7; “Quangmire,” York Times26 June 1970, 8. 98. “Zaznam jednani predsednictva UV KSC a UV
The New Republi®08:22 (31 May 1993), 18-19; 87. On the administration’s overtures regarding doclkSSS v Cierna n. T., 29.7.-1.8.1968,” in Archiv
“Ghosts in the Archives,Washington Postl2 Sep- mentation, see Celestine Bohlen, “Russians Give U.8Istredniho  Vyboru Komunisticke Strany
tember 1993, C3; and “The ‘1205 Document’: A StoryMore P.O.W. DocumentsNew York Time$ Septem- Ceskoslovenska (Prague), F. 07/15, Vol. AJ 274.

of American Prisoners, Vietnamese Agents, Sovidier 1993, 6; Fred Hiatt, “U.S. Faults Russia on POV99. See, e.g., the accounts by Alexander Dubcek, Zdenek
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Mlynar, and Josef Smrkovskyope Dies Last: The of them was actually present at the meeting. Whateviengs from 1980-81: Zbigniew Wlodek, edlajne
Autobiography of Alexander Dubcétans. and ed. by Brezhnev did or did not say, the phrase has becomelakumenty Biura Politycznego: PZPR a“Solidarnosc,”
Jiri Hochman (New York: Kodansha Internationalpart of the standard lore about the Prague Spring. 1980-1981(London: Aneks, 1992).

1993), 168; Zdenek MlynaNachtfrost: Erfahrungen 104. Interview with former Soviet foreign minister 112. For citations of some of the recently published
aufdem Weg vom realen zum menschlichen Sozialisnitduard Shevardnadze, Brown University, 25 May 1991tems, see my article on “Tactical Nuclear Weapons,
(Koln: Eurpaisches Verlagsanstalt, 1978), 151-52; antd5. Emphasis added. This document, dated 24 D8eviet Command Authority, and the Cuban Missile
“Nedokonceny rozhovor: Mluvi Josef Smrkovsky,” cember 1974, is sealed off in a “Special DossierCrisis” in this issue of the CWIHBulletin.

Listy: Casopis ceskoslovenske socialisticke opozi¢®sobaya papKabut is cited by II'ya Gaiduk in foot- 113. The transcripts were published in four segments
(Rome) 4:2 (March 1975), 13-14. Dubcek’s memoinote 34 of his manuscript “V’etnamskaya voina under the general rubric “Iz Arkhiva Gorbacheva
says Kosygin uttered the slurs, whereas Mlynar argbvetsko-amerikanskie otnosheniya,” presented at tiBesedy M. S. Gorbacheva s R. Reiganomv Reik’yavike
Smrkovsky both point to Shelest. CWIHP-IVI-TsKhSD conference in Moscow, 12-1511-12 oktyabrya 1986 g.).” See “Pervaya beseda
100. The disjuncture of the transcript suggests that thisnuary 1993. (pervonachal’no naedine) — utrom 11 oktyabrya 1986
latter scenario is what transpired, but the renumberinp6. Shevardnadze supported this general propositign,” Mirovaya ekonomika i mezhdunarodnye
of the pages prevents any conclusive determination.in an interview at Brown University, 25 May 1991. otnosheniygMoscow) 4 (April 1993), 79-90; “Vtoraya
101. See Mark Kramer, “Remembering the Cubat07. See Gaiduk, “V’etnamskaya voina i sovetskobeseda (dnem 11 oktyabrya 1986 gMirovaya
Missile Crisis: Should We Swallow Oral History?” amerikanskie otnosheniya.” | do not entirely agreeskonomika i mezhdunarodnye otnosheniga(May
International Securityl5:1 (Summer 1990), 212-18, however, with the emphasis Gaiduk places on th#993), 81-90; “Tret'yaya beseda (utrom 12 oktyabrya
with a response by Bruce Allyn, James G. Blight, an&oreign Ministry’s role in particular. In relations with 1986 g.),” Mirovaya ekonomika i mezhdunarodnye
David A. Welch. See further comments about these Communist country like North Vietnam, the keyotnosheniya7 (July 1993), 88-104, and “Chetvertaya
shortcomings in Mark Kramer, “New Sources on thdactor was party-to-party ties, which were superviseleseda (dnem 12 oktyabrya 1986 gMfrovaya
1968 Soviet Invasion of Czechoslovakia” (Part One}y the CPSU Central Committee department respoekonomika i mezhdunarodnye otnosher@y@ugust
Cold War International History Project BulletinfBall ~ sible for intra-bloc affairs. Foreign Ministry inputs, in 1993), 68-78.

1992), 8, 11. most cases, probably came via the Central Committdd4. | use this metaphor here because it came up
102. McCarthy's remark came during an interview witrdepartment rather than directly to the Politburo. repeatedly at the conference. Unfortunately, as several
Dick Cavettin early 1980. See Herbert Mitgang, “MissL08. A telling example of this phenomenon arose witspeakers discovered, there is no good translation of the
Hellman Suing a Critic for 2.25 Million,New York a lengthy report transmitted by the Soviet ambassadoretaphor into Russian or other Slavic languages.
Times 16 February 1980, 12. During the Stalin erain Romania, A. V. Basov, in September 1968. Théa15. Zbigniew K. BrzezinskiThe Soviet Bloc: Unity
many Soviet leaders attained this level of mendacityeport, entitled “On Certain Problems in Soviet-Romaand Conflict rev. ed. (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
and even more recently a few ex-officials in Moscow —nian Relations in Light of the Positions Adopted by théJniversity Press, 1967).

Andrei Gromyko and Valentin Falin, to name two —Leadership of the RCP vis-a-vis the Events in Czechd-16. Blair Worden, “Lyrical Historian,The New York
came reasonably close. slovakia,” analyzed Romania’s stance during th&eview of Bookd0:13 (15 July 1993), 12.

103. Even when numerous accounts are available, the&tzechoslovak crisis and offered numerous recommei7. The new study is Kathryn Weathersby, “Soviet
may be contradictions and discrepancies that cannot 8ations at the end for Soviet policy toward Romania. Aims in Korea and the Origins of the Korean War,
resolved. This is the case so far with the question ohe-page attachmentto the report, from G. Kiselev, tH945-1950: New Evidence from the Russian Archives,”
whether the Soviet Union would have invaded Polandeputy head of the CPSU Central Committee Depar€old War International History Project Working Paper
in December 1981 if the Polish president, Generahent for Ties with Communist and Workers’ Parties oNo. 8 (Washington, D.C.: Woodrow Wilson Interna-
Woijciech Jaruzelski, had been unable or unwilling t&ocialist Countries, tersely remarked that “the majorityional Center for Scholars, November 1993).
impose martial law. For sharply divergentviews on thisf issues raised in the report and the concrete propossi&athersby’s nuanced presentation by no means dis-
matter from key participants in the crisis, see Wojciechf the embassy were already decided on in the CPSidunts the importance of the dog’'s own desire and
JaruzelskiStan wojenny — dlacze@&arsaw: BGW, Central Committee” nearly a week before the repombility to wag its tail, but she gives greater emphasis to
1992); Wojciech Jaruzelskies chaines et le refuge was submitted. Kiselev noted that “the position of théhe tail’s initiative.

(Paris: Lattes, 1992); Stanislaw KanzZatrzymac embassy does not diverge from the CPSU CC'’s deci18. See, e.g., the two-part interview with Korotkov in
konfrontacje(Wroclaw: BGW, 1991); the interview sions,” and he backed up his point by listing each of théonhap(Seoul), 22 and 23 June 1993, reproduced in
with Ryszard Kuklinski, “Wojna z narodem widzianarecommendations in the report and correlating it with).S. Foreign Broadcast Information Servi€entral

od srodka,Kultura (Paris), 4/475 (April 1987), 3-57; an earlier decision by the Politburo. For the report anBurasia: Daily ReportFBIS-SOV-93-118 and FBIS-
Mieczylaw RakowskiJak to sie stal@Warsaw: BGW, Kiselev's memorandum (described as “Supplement t8OV-93-119, 22 and 23 June 1993, 11-12, 14, respec-
1991); A. I. Gribkov, “Doktrina Brezhneva’ i pol'skii DocumentNo.27116"), see “TsK KPSS: O nekotoryktively; and “Secrets of the Korean War: Forty Years
krizis nachala 80-kh godov,Yoenno-istoricheskii problemakh sovetsko-rumynskikh otnoshenii v sveteater, Evidence Points to Stalin’s Deep Involvement,”
zhurnal (Moscow) 9 (September 1992), 46-57; andozitsii, zanyatoi rukovodstvom RKP v svyazi sU.S. News & World Repor® August 1993, 45-47.
Vitalii Pavlov, Wspomnienia rezydenta KGB w Polscesobytiyami v Chekhoslovakii,” Report No. 686 (TOPKorotkov has prepared a book-length manuscript on the
(Warsaw: BGW, 1993). The only way the matter willSECRET) to the CPSU CC Politburo, 23 Septembeopic entitled “Poslednyaya voina Generalissimo” (“The
be resolved — if it ever will be — is through the releasd968, in TsKhSD, F. 5, Op. 60, D.339, LI. 106-121. Generalissimo’s Final War”).

of more documents from the Presidential Archivel09. See CariWhat Is History?6-19, esp. 18-19.
Some extremely valuable documents have already be&h0. The potential for problems is adumbrated in the

declassified (as cited in note libira), but these donot Russian government’s Decree No. 838 (“O realizatsMARK KRAMER is a research fellow and deputy direc-
conclusively settle the matter. In other cases whegosudarstvennoi politiki v arkhivnom dele”), which tor of European security studies at Brown University’s
first-hand accounts conflict, there may be little or nandicates that plans are underway to “publish historicalenter for Foreign Policy Development and a fellow of
chance of ever getting documentation that could clarifyources and scholarly-informational literature duringdarvard University’s Russian Research Center.
things. To cite one of countless examples, it has lortge period from 1994 to 2000, taking account of pro-

been thought that at a meeting in December 196pective directions in which the country’s historical

betweenthe CPSU General Secretary, Leonid Brezhnesgholarship might develop, the growth of national and

and top Czechoslovak Communist Party (KSC) offihistorical consciousness of Russians$siyari], and

cials, Brezhnev declarecEto vashe delo(“This is  the spiritual renewal of Russia. The aim of these

your own affair”) when he was asked to intervene in thpublications will be to show Russia’s role and place in

KSC's leadership dispute. Brezhnev certainly saithe history of world civilization and world culture and

things to that effect, but whether he actually uttered this influence on world society.”

phrase is unclear. Alexander Dubcek, who was presehtl. “Scisle tajne: KPZR o Polsce 1980-8GAzeta

at the meeting, later was unsure whether Brezhnev hagborcza(Warsaw), 12-13 December 1992, 10-11;

used the expression. Other prominent ex-KSC offiand “Dokumenty Komisji Suslowa,Rzeczpospolita

cials, such as Josef Smrkovsky and Jiri Pelikan, di¢varsaw), 26 August 1993, 19-20. See also the invalu-

believe Brezhnev had used the three words, but neithable collection of transcripts of Polish Politburo meet-
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TACTICAL NUCLEAR WEAPONS,
SOVIET COMMAND AUTHORITY,
AND THE CUBAN MISSILE CRISIS

Gribkov's presentation, the large majorityscholars make use of oral history, but it was
were apparently willing to accept the notiorparticularly crucial when dealing with
that the commander of Soviet troops had fulbribkov's testimony, for this was not a trivial
authority during the crisis to launch tacticamatter. It was an assertion that, if proven
nuclear strikes against attacking U.S. forcesredible, could have altered our traditional
The main purpose of this article is tounderstanding of the Cuban missile crisis.
Over the last several years, a group oéfute that notion, drawing on recently deSurely it would have behooved the Ameri-
American scholars have been reexaminingassified archival materials and new firstean organizers of the Havana conference to
the Cuban Missile Crisis of 1962. Thishand accounts. The article also will makawait at least some corroborating evidence
collaborative project, which included fiveclear that the recent controversy surroundinigefore they made too much of this important

by Mark Kramer

DEB

major conferences between 1987 and 199%e tactical nuclear weapons issue shoulslit unproven “finding.”

was organized initially by James Blight andnduce greater circumspection in the future

The organizers, after all, were not un-

David Welch and more recently by Blightregarding what we “learn” about the Cubamware of the perils of inferring too much
and Bruce Allyrt- Their research has yieldedmissile crisis. The first part of the article willfrom oral history. One of their earlier con-
many important findings and has shed newonsider how and why a fundamental mlsurferences had offered a sobering precedent of

light on events that we thought we alreadglerstanding arose in this case, and the secor
“knew” perfectly well. Blight, Allyn, and part will invoke newly released evidence to
Welch have performed a valuable servicdemonstrate that Soviet commanders in Oc
for both historians and political scientists.tober 1962, far from having unlimited au-
Nevertheless, the fruitfulness of theithority to use tactical nuclear missiles as they
work has at times been eroded by thesaw fit, were in fact categorically forbidden
desire to portray the Cuban missile crisis ito use such weapons under any circumstance
as dangerous a light as possible. On at leagthout explicit orders from Moscow. The
a few occasions, they have been temptedboief concluding part of the article will touch
seize upon startling “revelations” that daipon the broader methodological implica-
not correspond with what actually happenedions of the controversy.
The result has been greater confusion than
before about certain aspects of the crisis,
especially regarding the Soviet Union’srole.
The potential for increased confusion  From the outset there was ample reaso]

Scholarly Indiscretions

has been illustrated most recently by th be extremely cautious about Gribkov's
controversy surrounding the issue of Sovidestimony (or at least the conclusions tha
tactical nuclear weapons. This issue firstere derived from his testimony). For one
emerged at the conference in Havana thing, Gribkov offered no supporting docu-
January 1992, where the speakers from tineentation when he spoke at Havana, nor dig
former Soviet Union included General Anahe provide any afterwards. By contrast, key
tolii Gribkov, who headed a directoratedocumentsvereavailable at the time of the

within the Soviet General Staff's Main Op-conference that should have generated pro
erations Directorate in 1962(In that ca- found skepticism about the notion that So-
pacity Gribkov helped coordinate Operaviet commanders were authorized to launc

Soviet Tactical Nuclear Weapo
An EXxc

In January 1992, at a conference in Havane
scholars of the Cuban Missile Crisis, retired S
audience with a surprising assertion. Gribko
planning the Kremlin’s secret nuclear deployme
the crisis had possessed tactical nuclear weap
Nikita S. Khrushchev to use them against an /
Moscow had been cut. (See Raymond L. Gartho
CWIHP Bulletinl (Spring 1992), 2-4). These st
may have come closer to nuclear war than prev
scholarly controversy over the significance anc
some of the statements made at and after the F
for Gribkov's claim, isViark Kramer a scholar affili
at Brown University and the Russian Research
article areJames G. Blight, Bruce J. AllyandD
organizing academic conferences in Havana a
who are the co-authors of a new stu@upa on tl
Collapse which was published this fall by Pant
Gribkov was given an opportunity to read and re:
to Soviet tactical nuclear weapons and the Cub:
preferred to comment on the events in his forth
Smith, Operation ANADYR: U.S. and Soviet C
Edition Q, January 1994).

tion “Anadyr,” the Soviet code-name for thenuclear strikes during the crisis without clearthe way dramatic “revelations” can turn out
missile deployments.) Many of those atance from Moscow. (I will have more to sayto be unfounded. Atthe conference in Mos-
tending the Havana conference, such as thbout these documents below.) If importardow in January 1989 the former Soviet am-
historian Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., condocumentary evidence is athand that stronghassador to the United States, Anatolii
strued Gribkov’s presentation to mean thaupports a given position, common seng@obrynin, startled the American participants
Soviettroopsin Cubain October 1962 “wergvould tell us to be wary of a conflictingwhen he claimed he had met secretly with
ready to fire tactical nuclear missiles at aposition that is supported by no documentdRobert Kennedy on the 26th of October
invading force without getting clearancdion at all. Furthermore, Gribkov was thel962 as well as the 27th. This disclosure, if
from Moscow.® Gribkov's testimony at only Soviet participant at any of the conferit had been accurate, would have required
the conference was in fact more guardeghces who had everimplied that Soviet officsubstantial changes in the historical record
and cryptic than Schlesinger implied, buers could have ordered nuclear strikes oof the crisist But we now know that
most of the American participants (espetheir own during the crisis. That in itselfDobrynin’s claim was not accurate, as the
cially those who had to depend on Englistvould not be sufficient grounds to reject higx-ambassador himself later acknowledged
translations) interpreted the general’'s repurported “disclosures,” but at the very leastith considerable embarrassméntThis
marks in the same way that Schlesinger diit.should have induced skepticism and cadalse alarm should have spawned greater
Although a few of the Americans remainedion on the part of the American participantscaution on the part of those who may have
decidedly skeptical about the thrust of Circumspection is in order whenever continued on page 42
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KRAMER VS. KRAMER: of fact, interpretation, and inference that wese of tactical nuclear weapons during the
Or, How Can You Have Revisionism in the Absencefee|l compelled to address his argument i@uban missile crisis without approval from
of Orthodoxy? detail. Acloserlook reveals that his analysisoscow.” Kramer asserts that Lt. Col.

is not merely flawed; it is self-refuting—soAnatoly Dokuchaev, author of the article in
obviously so that we find it difficult to un- which Garbuz and Beloborodov give their
derstand why this was not apparent to Kraméestimony, “is absolutely right” when he

“Almost everything in this statement is inaccurate’—himself. We can only imagine that his attackoncludes that Moscow jealously guarded

by James G. Blight, Bruce J. Allyn, and
David A. Welch

Mark Kramer has some deeper motivation and meanints prerogative to decide whether to autho-
that led him astray. Hence the sadness Bfe nuclear action in Cuba. Kramer be-
Gadflies and devil's advocates perfornwhich we speak. lieves Gribkov’s later testimony constitutes

a valuable academic service. They prevent We preface our remarks by noting thaa “retraction” which “bring[s] Gribkov’s
hasty analysis, inadequate circumspectiome are not responsible, nor will we apoloposition into line with my own.”

and premature closure. We would like tgize, for the sensationalism of the press. Thisis most curious. Kramer evidently
take this opportunity to thank our colleagu€ontrary to Kramer’s imputation, we havebelieves the question has been settled defini-
Mark Kramer for shouldering the gadfly’snot encouraged this. In fact, throughout ouively. But to date, we have seen no docu-

s and the Cuban Missile Crisis:

hange

lving American , Cuban, and Russian veterans gnd
t General Anatoli I. Gribkov startled many in
10 three decades earlier had been responsibl
 Cuba, stated that Soviet forces on the island dufing
> well as predelegated authority from Soviet leagler
ican invasion force, even if communications wigh

work on the Cuban missile crisis we havenentation that would justify this conclu-
constantly struggled against it. That saidion. Russian military officials have pro-
Gen. Anatoly Gribkov's claims at the Ha-vided us with what they claim to be verbatim
vana conference were unprecedented angdotations from, and specific citations to,
certainly newsworthy, and we would havelocuments from the General Staff archives
been remiss in our outreach responsibilitiehat support Gribkov's original story: namely,
had we not reported them and commentedtiat Khrushchev pre-delegated to Pliyev the
on their possible significance. Neither arauthority to launch tactical nuclear missiles.
we responsible for George Ball's minor mis-They have also provided us with what they

for

he Havana Conference On the Cuban Missile Cripis, understandings of Gribkov’s claims and otlaim are paraphrases of documents (but no
nents, with their seeming implication that the crigis Sovietcommand-and-control arrangementsgrbatim quotations or specific citations)
y thought, aroused intense public interest as well as NOr for the judgments of colleagues, such asiggesting that at some point—and certainly

ability of Gribkov’s assertions. Taking issue wi

Philip Brenner and Thomas Weiss, who corwithin a few hours of President Kennedy’s

L Conference, and questioning the evidentiary bgsis cluded on the basis of their participation ifDctober 22 speech announcing the U.S. dis-

ted with the Center for Foreign Policy Developm
er at Harvard University. Responding to Krame

nt the Havana meeting that the crisis was evevery of the missiles and his intention to
s more dangerousthanthey had thought. Whiisnpose a quarantine—Khrushchev instructed

avid A. Welchwho collectively were involved in we heartily concur with their assessment, wliyev not to use nuclear weapons of any

sewhere devoted to studying the missile crisis, 1nd speak here only for ourselves. kind except on Moscow’s explicit instruc-

e Brink: Castro, the Missile Crisis, and the Sovjet tion. Butwe have not as yet seen originals or
n Books. Via an American intermediary, Genejal Soviet Standing Orders For facsimiles ofany of these documents, and
1to Mark Kramer's article on his statementsrelating  tactical Nuclear Weapons in Cuba  the excerpts and summaries that we have
ssile Crisis. However, Gribkov declined, saying pe seen leave unresolved such crucial issues as

ng book: Gens. Anatoli I. Gribkov and William Y]
rals Recount the Cuban Missile CrigShicago:

Some months after the Havana confetthe manner in which Khrushchev conveyed
ence, in interviews with us and in a revisetb Pliyev his original standing orders; the
version of his memoir of the crisi§Gribkov  date on which he received them; the number

burden for the past five years as our detailedaimed that on 22 October 1960, Khrushand precise content of any changes made to
investigation of the Cuban missile crisis hashev, through Minister of Defense Rodiorthem subsequently; and the timing of the
evolved. His skepticism at every step of th¥a. Malinovsky, categorically forbade Pliyevalleged modifications. In short, we have yet
way has been a useful reminder to us th&d use nuclear weapons of any kind undeo see any “hard” evidence one way or an-
deeply-rooted beliefs die hard. any circumstances in Cuba. Kramer besther. The evidence that we have seen (soft

Nevertheless, it is with some sadnedgeves that this “admission” by Gribkov— though it may be) tends to support Gribkov's
thatwe penthese words, because there wowlbng with corroborating testimony by twooriginal story somewhat more strongly than
have been no need for us to reply if Kramesther Soviet officers familiar with command-the revised accounts. Thus, although Kramer
had confined himself to presenting the erand-control arrangements during the crisidecries “the utter lack of evidence” for
tirely plausible argument that Gen. Iss&Gen. Leonid S. Garbuz, Pliyev’'s deputy irGribkov’s original claims, he is apparently
Pliyev, commander of Soviet forces in Cubd962, and Lt. Gen. [then Col.] Nikolaiwilling to accept unreservedly a modified
in 1962, may not have had the authoritBeloborodov, allegedly the commander o$et of claims supported by even less.
during the Cuban missile crisis to decid¢he “central nuclear base” in Cuba) How might Kramer justify his confi-
whether to use nuclear weapons in the evetghould set the record straight once and fatence? Certainly not by any appeal to au-
of a U.S. invasion. But Kramer has choseall.” “This new evidence,” Kramer claims, thority. One of the men providing the crucial
to attack us personally, and in the course ¢should ... put to rest any further claims thatestimony upon  which  Kramer
so doing, he has committed so many errof3eneral Pliev was authorized to order the continued on page 47
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TACTICAL NUCLEAR WEAPONS ence. Inatypical case, an American journalate 1992, that “the general in command [of

continued from page 40 ist bluntly informed readers that “SovietSoviet forces in Cuba in October 1962] has
once been willing to accept oral histornforcesin Cuba during the 1962 missile crisiepeatedly said that, contrary to what we
without thorough corroboratidh. were armed with nuclear warheads and hagsumed to be established Soviet practice,

Unfortunately, though, the utter lack ofthe authority to use them against a U.She Kremlin gave him full authority to use
evidence for the claims made about Soviétivasion.”? Many other reporters outdid[tactical] nuclear warheads against any
tactical nuclear weapons, and the experieno@e another in their eagerness to highlighdnited States force that might try to invade
in 1989 with Dobrynin’s “revelations,” did the newly discovered dangers of the 1962uba.”® Almost everything in this state-
not end up having much of a cautionargrisis, arguing that “under the circumstancespent is inaccurate. The general who com-
influence on discussions following the Hait was something of a miracle that we werenanded Soviet troops in Cuba in 1962, Issa
vana conference. If only for the sake ofpared a nuclear wat®” Thanks to Peter Pliyev, has long been dead, so he has not
prudence, those who attended the confelennings of ABC News, millions of televi- “repeatedly said” anything in recent years.
ence should have qualified any statemension viewers also were among those whohe only oneswho have repeatedly espoused
they made about Soviet tactical nuclear weapearned the startling “fact” that Soviet “battlethe view that Ball describes are several of the
ons when talking with journalists and otherfield missiles armed with nuclear warheadémericans who took part in the Havana
afterwards. Butwhat actually happened was . were deployed in coastal areas” of Cub@onference on the Cuban missile crisis.
just the opposite: Soon after the conferencig, October 1962, and that Soviet command- More important, Ball implies that if the
one of the organizers, James Blight, publiclgrs were on the verge of using the weapoi@oviet theater commander in Cuba (General
announced that at the height of the crisis “thegainst an Americaninvasion fortaVhere Pliyev) had authority to use tactical nuclear
Kremlin placed the finger of a soldier in theABC News's investigators got the idea thatveapons against invading forces in October
field on the nuclear buttori."This alarming Soviet troops had armed their Frog missiles962, such an arrangement would have been
“disclosure” was meant to bolster Blight'swith nuclear warheads in preparation fofcontrary to what we assumed to be estab-
contention that “we were far closer to thdiring is unclear, for even Gribkov had exdished Soviet practice.” This is simply in-
verge of disaster than most historians, poligglicitly denied this at Havana (as well agorrect. By studying Soviet military litera-
makers, and citizens think.” afterwards). But never mind; historical preture and by observing Soviet and Warsaw

Other American participants werecision was not always the chief considerPact exercises and maneuvers, Western spe-
equally indiscreet. No sooner had Gribkowation for journalists assigned to cover theialists on Soviet military policy have long
finished his presentation than one of thiatest “revelations” about the crisis. known that in the early 1960s Soviet theater
Americans, Philip Brenner, a professor of  Admittedly, the organizers of the Ha-commanders were supposed to be given
international relations at American Univervana conference cannot be held responsikdethority during a war to order the use of
sity, told Western journalists that “there idor the blithe way that many reporters antactical nuclear weapon$. This was the
now absolutely no questiatmat we were TV documentary crews sometimes dealt witstandardSoviet command structure at that
rightat the brink” and “came closer to nucleathe tactical nuclear weapons issue; but titame for theater operations; it was not at all
war than anyone had ever imaginédlhis organizers can indeed be faulted for ndtontrary to what we assumed to be estab-
theme was endorsed—ijust as uncritically—having done more to discourage sensatiofished Soviet practice.”
by the former U.S. defense secretary Robeatism. Scholars in any field who believe  Hence, the only relevant question about
S. McNamara, who declared that the risk dhey have come up with an important disthe role of tactical nuclear weapons in the
nuclear war during the crisis was “far greaterovery—cold fusion for example, or a cureCuban missile crisis is whether General
than any of us imagined at the time” becauder AIDS, or new insights into the CubanPliyev actually did have full authority to use
“we never would have suspected” that “Somissile crisis—are remiss if they do nosuch weapons against invading American
viet commanders in Cuba had the authoritgmphasize to the media how many pitfallroops without receiving clearance from
to use their short-range nuclear weapdfs.'must be surmounted before they can verifyloscow. What we know about Soviet war-

To be sure, one of the American particitheir new findings. Not only did the organiztime command procedures from the 1960s
pants, Raymond L. Garthoff of the Brook-ers of the Havana conference fail to emphauggests that tehouldhave had that kind of
ings Institution, did consistently warn thatize these pitfalls; in at least some cases, bythority once the crisis began, assuming
more evidence was needed before claintseathlessly repeating Gribkov's claims, thethat tactical nuclear warheads were present
about Soviet tactical nuclear weapons coulahay actually have encouraged the sort afif Cubal’ But did he? The evidence over-

be endorsed; and another participant, Jolwoverage they received. whelmingly suggests that he didt and itis
Newhouse, pointedly challenged Gribkov's on this point that | take sharp issue with my
whole testimony! The reservations ex- Dispelling the Confusion colleagues who argue that he did.

pressed by these two, however, were drowned Initially, those who contended that

out by the far more numerous statements of It would be hard to overstate the confuPliyev enjoyed full authority during the cri-
participants who were ready to accept thgion that emerged last year about the role efs to order the use of tactical nuclear weap-
alleged “revelations” at face value. Soviet tactical nuclear weapons in the Cwns without Moscow’s consent predicated
Not surprisingly, the uncritical tone of ban missile crisis. Even a knowledgeabltheir assertions entirely on Gribkov's ac-
most of the participants was echoed in Westhserver like former State Department officount at Havana. Yet Gribkov, as noted
ern media coverage of the Havana confecial George Ball could somehow write, inearlier, offered no supporting documenta-
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tion at the conference, even though heow openly (if belatedly) disavowed thethe SS-4 and SS-5 missiles that were being
claimed to be relying on a “General Staffjloss thatwas put on his earlier remarks. Higstalled in Cuba); and Beloborodov, as al-
document.” Bruce Allyn and James Blightlisavowal came in two stages, beginning iready noted, was in charge of all nuclear
followed up on the general's remarks byNovember 1992 with an interview publishedvarheads, including those for tactical weap-
attempting to track down this purportedoy the main Russian military newspapemns as well as for Statsenko’s missiles.
“document” in Russia. Allyn did eventually Krasnaya zvezdéRed Star). In that inter- Thus, it should now be clear, as Gribkov
obtain a brief excerpt from it, dated Juneiew, which was part of a collection of first-himself acknowledges, that from the very
1962, which contained the draft of an ordenand accounts and archival materialgutsetofthe crisis on 22 October, Pliyevwas
from the Soviet Defense Minister, Marshalsribkov acknowledged that only “duringexplicitly forbiddento order the use of
Rodion Malinovskii, to Pliyev. The draft the planning stageof Operation ‘Anadyr” nuclear-armed Frog missiles (which in So-
order stipulated that if a U.S. invasion ocwas there “any consideration given to authoset parlance were known as “Luna”). Al-
curred and communications between Mosizing the commander [Pliev] to use tacticalhough Pliyev could have used the Frog
cow and Cuba were severed, Pliyev shouliuclear weaponsindependent®y Gribkov missiles with non-nuclear warheads (of
decide on his own whether “to use tacticghen conceded that this arrangement waghich there were twenty-four on the island),
nuclear Luna missiles as a means of locakver approved or implemented either behe issuance of nuclear warheads for the
war for the destruction of the enemy on lantbre or during the crisis, noting wryly thatFrogs, not to mention the launching of
and on the coast? In a letter toThe New “life introduced its own correctives.” Thenuclear-armed missiles, was strictly prohib-
York Timegprinted in November 1992, Allyn following month, Gribkov published a re-ited. On 25 October, as tensions increased,
and Blight quoted this passage as evidenegesed version of his memoirs in which hePliyev and Garbuz sent an encrypted mes-
for their view that Pliyev was authorized taagain denied, even more explicitly than irsage to Moscow explaining that they antici-
use tactical nuclear weapons during the Ctlhe Krasnaya zvezdaterview, that Pliyev pated an invasion on the 26th or 27th and
ban missile crisis. was authorized to order tactical nucleaasking forfurtherinstructions. Within hours
Closer examination shows, howeverstrikes during the crisis. Gribkov main-they received an answer from Soviet defense
that the document they cited has no bearirtgined that, on the contrary, Pliyev “wasninister Malinovskii emphasizing that Pliyev
on the matter. The draft order was neverategorically forbiddemo use nuclearweap-had no authority beyond what had been
signed by Malinovskii and thus was neveons of any type” throughout the crisis, evestipulated in the cable of 22 October. In
implemented or sert. The operational di- if the United States had launched an all-owtther words, the use of Frog missiles with
rective thatvasactually approved and trans-invasion?* No statement could be more ahuclear warheads was still explicitly forbid-
mitted to Pliyev in September 1962 exodds with what McNamara, Blight, Allyn, den?
pressly prohibited the use of tactical nucleand Schlesinger have been alleging. Onthefollowing day, 26 October, Pliyev
weapons (and even the issuance of nuclear These admissions by Gribkov, whichsent another urgent cable to Malinovskii
warheads for such weapons) without authehould set the record straight once and foequesting approval for his decision to “use
rization from Moscow. This directive wasall, are bolstered by other definitive evi-all available means of air defense’which
sent out several weeks before the crisis, bdence that appeared in tieasnaya zvezda would notinclude any nuclear weapensf
it remained in effect all the way through, asrticle mentioned above. Along withU.S. planes attacked Soviet bases in Ctiba.
will be shown below. Gribkov's comments, the article contained his message, which came a day before an
Even if Allyn and Blight had been cor-the testimony of two other high-rankingAmerican U-2 reconnaissance plane was
rect in arguing that Pliyev was given discreSoviet military officers who were at least ashot down, underscores how limited Pliyev’s
tion in September 1962 to order the use damiliar as Gribkov was with the commandauthority was during the crisis. Normally
tactical nuclear weapons, that still would noarrangements in place during the Cubattie use of non-nuclear weapons to defend
have told us anything about the proceduresissile crisis: Gen. Leonid Garbuz, whagainst U.S. air strikes would have been
that were in place once the crisis began on 22as Pliyev’'s deputy commander in Octobehandled through standard rules of engage-
October. There is a fundamental differenc&962, and Col. Nikolai Beloborodov, whoment for air defense, but in this case Pliyev
between options discussed in peacetime ames commander of the “central nuclear baseanted to ensure that Malinovskii would
the actual steps that leaders take duringimCuba, which held all warheads slated forondone such a step. That would be a
crisis or war. Soviet officials who mightuse on the Soviet missiles. Garbuz recourgtrange requestif, as McNamara, Blight, and
have been willing, in peacetime, to contemthat on 22 October, just hours after PresideAllyn would have us believe, it came from
plate scenarios involving the use of tacticdennedy’s speech announcing the discossomeone who had already been given broad
nuclear weapons tended to be far more caery of the missiles and the blockade againehough authority to order the usenatlear
tious when faced with a real or imminenCuba, Pliyev received an encrypted cableapons withoutapproval from above. What
crisis that threatened the nuclear destructidrom Moscow instructing him to resist ais even more telling is that Malinovskii him-
of their country. That is precisely whatpotential American invasion with “all meansself, despite his authority as defense minis-
happened both before and during the Cubavailable to the Soviet forcesxceptfor ter, did not want to have the final say on
missile crisis. Statsenko’s delivery vehicles andwvhether Pliyev should be entitled to resist
Some of the strongest evidence againBeloborodov’s force loadingd. General U.S. bombing raids with non-nuclear air
the Allyn-Blight thesis comes, fittingly Igor Statsenko was the commander of théefenses. Malinovskii referred the cable
enough, from Gribkov himself, who has43rd Missile Division (which encompassediirectly to the top Soviet leader, Nikita
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Khrushchev, recommending that Pliyev'sweapons could have been used only if ththat Khrushchev was willing to accept an
decision be approved. This episode demomnissile officers had received orders via theiextraordinarily high risk of nuclear devasta-
strates how closely Khrushchev was supewewn chain-of-command from the Generation merely to protect Cuba.
vising Soviet combat operations at the timeStaff, and only if we, the officers responsible  Fortunately, we can easily turn to the
The notion that he had taken the risk ofor storing and operating warheads, had releclassified Khrushchev-Castro correspon-
leaving Pliyev with independent nuclear-ceived our own special codes. At no poirdence to show how fallacious this argument
release authority during the crisis thus seendid | receive any signals to issue warheads. The letters confirm that Khrushchev was
more ludicrous than ever. for either the medium-range missiles or thprofoundly disinclined to tolerate any pros-
Even stronger evidence for this pointtactical weapons? Both Beloborodov and pect of a nuclear exchange. Khrushchev's
comes from the encrypted cable thaGarbuz confirm that a decision to issue waaversion to nuclear war comes through so
Malinovskii sentin response to Pliyevon 27heads or use nuclear weapons during tlogearly in this correspondence thatitis all the
October. In that cable, as Gribkov nowcrisis “could have come only from the headnore puzzling why Blight and Allyn would
acknowledges, the defense minister agaiof state, Nikita Khrushchev, acting either othave been willing to attribute near-reckless-
stressed that “the use of nuclear weaportss own or after consultation with the otheness to the Soviet leader, especially consid-
carried by medium-range missiles, tacticamembers of the Presidium of the Commuering that there are no documents or any
cruise missiles, ‘Luna’ missiles, and aircrafinist Party’s Central Committe&®” other evidence to support such a view. All
is categorically forbidden without permis- The fact that nuclear-release authoritpavailable documentation bears out the re-
sion from Moscow?® Even non-nuclear remained exclusively with Khrushchevcent comment by Khrushchev's chief for-
means of defense were to be used “only ithroughout the crisis underminesign policy adviser in 1962, Oleg
the event of a clear and unmistakable atMcNamara’s recentassertion that the evenisoyanovskii, that “despite Khrushchev’'s
tack.”® Both directives reinforced the strict of October 1962 brought the world “unbearpropensity to take risks, the possibility of
controls that the central authorities had laic@bly close to nuclear wa?*” Indeed, we war with the United States was never a
out in the cables they dispatched to Pliyeknew even before the Havana conferencegalistic consideration for him under any
on 22 and 25 October. based on the top-secret correspondence lircumstances because he understood better
The existence of these cables, and othéween Khrushchev and Fidel Castro in 1962han anyone else that in the modern world a
points mentioned by Garbuz, leave no doubthat the Soviet leader had no intention at afhilitary clash between the two superpowers
asKrasnaya zvezd&ports, that Sovietlead- of resorting to nuclear warfare in defense afiould have immediately turned into an all-
ers “informed Pliyev several times that theCuba, despite Castro’'s vehement exhortaut nuclear conflict that would be cata-
use of any of Beloborodov’s force loadingstions®* The invaluable evidence that thisstrophic for all humanity
[i.e., nuclear warheads] could be underdeclassified correspondence providesshould This new evidence should, I hope, putto
taken only with Moscow’s permissiod”” have been enough to make Blight and Allynest any further claims that General Pliyev
Because Soviet nuclear weapons at the tinfar more skeptical than they were abouwas authorized to order the use of tactical
were not yet equipped with sophisticatectlaims that Soviet troops were authorized touclear weapons during the Cuban missile
devices to prevent an unauthorized or acciise tactical nuclear missiles against an imrisis without approval from Moscow. The
dental launch, any nuclear warheads thatading force without getting clearance fronofficer who compiled the first-hand testi-
may have been present in Cuba would havdoscow. For if, as McNamara, Blight, andnony and declassified materials for
been stored far away — some 250-300 kiloAllyn have been insisting, Pliyev enjoyedKrasnaya zvezdalieut.-Colonel Anatolii
meters, according to Gribkov — from theirfull discretion during the crisis to use nuclearbokuchaev, is absolutely right when he says
intended delivery vehicled. Although the armed Frogs as he saw fit, this would implghat “the perusal of documents from classi-
separation would preclude any use of théhat Khrushchev was willing to tolerate died safes, and conversations with all the
weapons until an authenticated order cammauch greater risk of nuclear destruction thaliving generals who took part in Operation
from Moscow, it also would ensure that, inwas previously believed. By all accounts’/Anadyr,” permit us to draw only one con-
the event of a U.S. invasion, the deliveryKhrushchev and his colleagues did expeciusion: namely, thahe commander of the
vehicles would be destroyed long beforaghat a U.S. ground invasion of Cuba, as wetbroup of Soviet Forces in Cuba did not have
Beloborodov's troops could equip them withas air strikes, would be forthcomifigAnd the authority to order the use of nuclear
nuclear warheads (if any were present) antthey were well aware that the use of Soviateapons independently® | am glad that
prepare them to be launched. This meanwuclear weapons against American soldieGeneral Gribkov has finally acknowledged
that if the choice had actually come down tqust 90 miles from the continental Unitedthis point, and | hope that my American
either “using or losing” tactical nuclear mis- States could provoke swift nuclear retaliacolleagues will now be willing to admit they
siles during the crisis, Khrushchev had detion against the Soviet Union itself. Afterwere wrong. | also hope that some of the
cided at the outset that the Soviet Uniorall, Khrushchev had long been warning thgburnalists who went astray, especially those
would have to “lose” them. any use of nuclear weapons by either side, me¢ho prepared television documentaries, will
That finding is corroborated by matter how limited, would lead inevitably tonow retract their earlier reports.
Beloborodov himself, whose testimony isa full-scale nuclear waf. Blight's and
transcribed nextto Garbuz'sintiesnaya Allyn’s contentions about the role of Soviet Conclusion
zvezdaarticle cited above. Beloborodovtactical nuclear weapons in the Cuban mis-
emphasizes that during the crisis “nucleasile crisis are therefore tantamount to saying  Although no one would deny that the
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Cuban missile crisis was a very dangerousow who can decide whether to open th@spects from his oral remarks. See “An der Schwelle
event, the controversy stemming from th€PSU Politburo archives and the Russiaq}"m Atomkrieg, Der Spiege(Hamburg) 15 (13 April
f h | . . ili hi . 992), 144 ff; and “Operation AnadyDer Spiegell6
Havana con erence has ed many in th8oviet military archives to outside re;earchm April 1992), 196 ff. Subsequently, this version was
West to regard the crisis as more dangeroess. The documents that are now availableiagiuded with a few minor revisions in Gribkov’s mem-
than it actually was. The possibility ofthe Russian Foreign Ministry archive and theirs,Im Dienste der Sowjetunion: Erinnerungen eines
nuclear war in October 1962 was hardljormer CPSU Central Committee archivérmeegeneral¢Beriin: Dietz Verlag, 1992), which -
. . L . also were published in German before they appeared in
negl|g|ple, and Khrush_chev certamly topk are intriguing, but they are of !lttle Or NO USyssian. A Russian-language version of Gribkov's
major risk by covertly introducing missilesin clarifying most of the lingering mysterieSreminiscences about the Cuban missile crisis was pub-
into Cuba; but new evidence confirms thadf the Cuban missile crists.Only if West- lished in four parts in late 1992 and early 1993. See
once the crisis erupted, Khrushchev wergrn and Russian historians can gain great&foskikrizis” (Part1)Voenno-istoricheskii zhurnal
. . . .. oscow) 10 (October 1992), 41-46; “Karibskii krizis
out of his way to forestall untowqrq devel-access to relevant materials |nt.he Ministry Qpart 2) Voenno-istoricheskii zhurnail (November
opments that could have precipitated Befenseand General Staffarchives,the Prespo2), 33-42 (plus additional documentation);
nuclear exchange. He clearly was not abodential Archives, and the KGB archives will'Karibskii krizis” (Part 3) Voenno-istoricheskii zhurnal
to leave the decision on whether to “gave truly have a better understanding of th? (December 1992), 38-45; and “Karibskii krizis
lear” with | . . . . fth issil . art 4) Voenno-istoricheskii zhurnal(January 1993)
nuclear” with a general based in Cuba. It iSovietside oft eCut.)an.r_n|SS| eCrisis. SOM&.1¢ (plus additional documentation). The Russian
unfortunate that the Havana conferencgerhaps many, ambiguities are bound to reersion is similar to the earlier German version, but it is
caused so many Western observers to migiain and there will always be room forengthier, is structured differently, and contains two
construe General Pliyev's scope of actiodivergent interpretations, but documents iffucia retractions, which bring Gribkov's position into
. LT .. . . ine with my own. | will cite these retractions below.
during the Cuban missile crisis, for. it maythose archives may at least help Preventsa arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., “Four Days with Fidel:
take years before the remnants of this confuecurrence of the unnecessary confusion gefitavana Diary, New York Review of BooS:6 (26
sion will fully dissipate. In the meantime,erated by the Havana conference. March 1992), 23. For a rebuttal to Schlesinger's
many journalists, students, and scholars are For now, we will have to make do withcmments, see Mark Kramer, "Castro's Cuba: An
. . " w N . . Exchange,New York Review of BooR9:10 (28 May
likely to continue citing the “lessons” of theincomplete documentation. The lack of acrggy) 54.56.
Havana conference, unaware that solid evtess to certain key materials makes it eSp&- For details on the way the record would have
dence contravenes those purported lessorgally important for scholars to be circum-<hanged, see Bruce J. Allyn, James G. Blight, and
Nevertheless, despite all the confusiorspect when evaluating new revelations aboﬁf’“"d A. Welch, "Essence of Revision: Moscow,
. . L S . avana, and the Cuban Missile Crisigternational
the attention devoted to the tactical nucleahe Cuban missile crisis. Itis always better tgecrity14:3 (winter 1989/90), 158-59.
weapons issue since early 1992 has served on the side of caution, even if that means Letter from Ashok Prasad of BBC Television, 15
two useful purposes: first, it has expandeéxtra time and work will be needed to verifyMay 1992. For a corrected version by Dobrynin, see his
; ; ; o “Karibskii krizis: Svidetel’stvo uchastnika,”
what we genuinely know about the Cubanew information. And whenever it is not .
.. . . . . . . ...Mezhdunarodnaya zhiz(Moscow) 7 (July 1992), 54-
missile crisis; and second, it has undeimmediately possible to corroborate specifigg egp. 63.
scored—once again—the need to be efindings, scholars are obligated to make clear Another illustration of the potential dangers of
tremely cautious when drawing conclusionfiow tentative—and potentially flimsy— relying solely on oral history comes from my first
about Soviet policy from unsubstantiatedhose findings are. meeting (at Brown University in early 1990) with
- " . Nikita Khrushchev's son Sergei, who was one of the
'eV|dence. Until the H‘T"\/ana conferen'cg,l The conferences began in Hawk's Cay. Florida ileading participants in three of the five conferences on
little thought had been given to the possibilz: 9 Y, the cuban missile crisis. | asked him why his father had

. . . . March 1987, and were then held at Harvard Universit ) -
ity that Soviet nuclear operations in Cubg, o dent troops into Hungary to crush the 1956 uprising

duri h issil o d li gtober 1987, n Moscow_m January 1989, in Anp_r ther than letting the Communist regime collapse, as
uring the missile crisis were decentra Ized;ua in 1991, and in Havana in January 1992. The fir ikhail Gorbachev had done in 1989. Sergeiexplained
Mostobservers simply assumed_correc'[lyhr?e sessions were ynder the_ auspices of the pent_ert t his father had been alarmed becéuse the Hungarian
as it turns out—that responsibility for theSuence andlnternatlona_l Affairs at Harvard Umversnyl’evolution had come so soon after the Soviet Union
whereas the fourth and fifth were sponsored by Brown led all its t t of R 2 A ding t

use of nuclear weapons would have beQJrhiversity’s Center for Foreign Policy Development.pu ed all 1ts troops out of romania. -According to
strictly controlled by the central govern-The conference at Hawk’s Cay included only Americaizgﬁ:é svr:{ﬁj:‘;\:}:f/ fger::e;i?n;hn?aomumang ir?sn;lrjée
ment. By challenging that assumption, thearticipants, but all subsequent meetings included Sg; o est was by resorting to military action in
recent controversy forced Western analystéet as well as American participants, and the last threg " 1ig exbianation is innovative and intrigu-

. h h h ht thev k conferences also featured Cuban participants. Fortre}H- but. as | quickly pointed out to Sergei. it is also
to reexamine w ?tt ey thought they KNEWcripts and evaluations of the first three conferences,sga%’emly’wrong TthEithdrawal of Sovie?trc’mps from
about Soviet pOHCy' Newly declassifiedsames . Blight and David A. Welcbn the Brink: Romania occurlred in 1958, two yeafter the revolu-
evidence has amply corroborated previoudnericans and Soviets Reexamine the Cuban Missjlg, ;) Hungary. Sergei's confusion about such a basic
Western assumptions, but the process Qﬁ';r']sg';‘em"ggké”;‘:'t‘znnddvgg\r/‘%’ :ﬁ?@;ig‘;ﬁ J-point raises troubling questions for those who are
corroboration has itself been valuable bYothé Brink: Prc.)ceedir;gsofthe Mos.COWCf;nferenceoVy]"”ng to accept‘oral historywithqutsupporting docu-
highlighting Khrushchev's caution duringthe Cuban Missile Crisis, January 27-28, 196SIA mentatlon..‘lnthlscgse,Iwase_asnyabletodemonstrate

. . . ) . . that Sergei’s oral history was inaccurate. Most of the
the crisis. For that reason if for no other(,)_ccasmnal Paper‘ No. 9 (La”ha"?' Maryland: UnlVert'ime, however, matters are not so straightforward.
what we learned while setting the recor 't?;]i.reg;sc;‘;?"t‘ﬁ:Cﬁistﬂzzérgi;hgﬂgihm:26(‘33; :hgoly. Thomas G. Weiss and James G. Blight, “When We
straig h.t may have been WO.rth the uproar anépse,(NeW York: Pantheon, 1993) with transcripts an ngtzergtjGat the BrinkProvidence Journal February
confusion that followed Gribkov's remarksassessments of the fourth and fifth conferences, wgs '~
at Havana. . pulgs_gsd th'f? fa"d hi torally at th ’ 9. “We Came Closer to Nuclear War Than Anyone ...

Equallyimportant, the debate may eveng: G'iPkov offered his account orally at the conferencq, . wine. »providence Journali4 January 1992, A-
v ai filli h . and then produced a lengthier version in a two—pait A-10 (emphasis added)
tually give a needed fillip to those in MOS-4yicie published in Germany, which differed in some™ P :
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KRAMER VS. KRAMER to Castro raise questions; they do not praeal that we have been careful to refer to
continued from page 41 vide answers. What fuels one fire canndgribkov's claims only aslaims not as
relies—Gen. Gribkov himself—Kramer con-extinguish another. Kramer's appeal tdactg. Yet we did not find Gribkov's ac-
siders untrustworthy. He describes Gribkov'&hrushchev’s letters, therefore, is an epistesount completely compelling. We were
current position as an “admission” and anologicalfaux pas concerned, for example, by discrepancies
“retraction,” strongly implying that Gribkov Kramer has argued himself into a curibetween some of Gribkov's claims (specifi-
originally lied. If Gribkov was nota credible ous corner. He professes not to accept uaally, those having to do with the number of
witness then, he is not a credible withessorroborated oral testimony; he is inclinedhuclear warheads in Cuba for the strategic
now. Moreover, one reason why Kramer ditb suspect Soviets of dissimulation; he hawissiles, and with the details of their ship-
not regard Gribkov as credible at Havanaeen no documentation to support his posirent) and the claims of others, such as Gen.
was that Gribkov “offered no supportingtion; his sole supporting circumstantial arbimitry Volkogonov at the 1989 Moscow
documentation at any point.” Gribkov hagument is fallacious (the appeal taonference; and by discrepancies between
yet to provide any supporting documentakhrushchev's letters to Castro); and yet h&ribkov's claims and independent intelli-
tion of Khrushchev's rescindment. insists that the matter is closed. Is his cegence sourc€$. Indeed, the day after the
Perhaps Kramer is impressed by th&inty a function of his confidence in someonference we gave a joint seminar at the
testimony of Garbuz and Beloborodov. Yetleduction from prior principles? That wouldCentro de Estudios sobre America (CEA) in
Kramer does nottell us why these gentlemere strange, too; for as Kramer himself notegsjavana, the theme of which was that
would be credible witnesses if Gribkov ist would have beerstandard practicefor  Gribkov's startling story seemed to have a
not. Neither has provided any documentaliyev to have predelegated authority to useumber of troubling holes. We pursued the
tion for his claims, and one of them—the tactical nuclear weapons under his conmatter further in Moscow, pressing for re-
Beloborodov—initially professed to con-mand’ If Kramer were to reason insteadease of archival materials on Operation
firm the version of events that Gribkov resimply from Khrushchev's aversion toAnadyr, and conducting extensive inter-
lated at the Havana confererfceén print, nuclear war, he would never get beyond théews—with, among others, Gribkov and
Kramer has disparagadereoral testimony very deployment of missiles to Cuba thaBeloborodov. In these efforts we were
and has cautioned against the Soviets’ prprecipitated the crisis in the first place. Wetrongly encouraged by Robert McNamara,
clivity to portray their foreign and defensemust confess that we are baffled at Kramerigho also found Gribkov’s testimony diffi-
policies in the most favorable light pos-confidence, and we are mystified as to iteult to accept at face value—thus belying
sible! Why is he not suspicious that Garbugrounds. We are concerned, too, by thiéramer’s claim that McNamara accepted
and Beloborodov are attempting to sheltgrossibility that Kramer selectively acceptdis testimony uncritically*? We succeeded
Soviet policy from a charge of gross reckas “evidence” only testimony that confirmsn obtaining a full documentary citation sup-
lessness, particularly in view of the fact thatis hunches. porting Gribkov’s original account of
the tone of the article in which their claims  For our part, we remain unsure as to thkhrushchev’s standing orders to Pliyev, but
appear is strongly defensive in this regard®eetails of Pliyev’s standing orders. Whildater learned of Garbuz’s claim that Khrush-
Perhaps Kramer regards as conclusiwge are sensitive to the drawbacks of oralhev gave Pliyev strict orders at the begin-
the “documentary evidence” upon which héistory®we are notinclined to dismiss out ofing of the crisis not to use nuclear weapons
dwells and that he notes was available at thend the testimony of those whose historicalithout Moscow’s explicit authorization.
time of the Havana conference itself: to witroles and responsibilities suggest that thegribkov subsequently accepted Garbuz's
the letters Khrushchev wrote to Castro imshould be in a position to speak to the issuesvised account, and claimed that he had
mediately after the acute phase of the crisiauthoritatively, and until we seebeen unaware of it at the time of the Havana
which “confirm that Khrushchev was pro-disconfirming evidence or contradictory tesmeeting—an entirely plausible claim,given
foundly disinclined to tolerate any prospectimony from someone better positioned tohat he would not have been in the chain of
of nuclear exchange.” We agree thatnow, we are willing to accept the accountsommunications between Malinovsky and
Khrushchev’s letters evince a strong horroof such people provisionally. At the time ofPliyev during the crisis itself.
of nuclear war; but nowhere do they mentiothe Havana conference, Gen. Gribkov was Should we accept Garbuz's claim? Per-
tactical nuclear weapons or command auhe first person ever to address the questitwaps; but we prefer for the moment to re-
thority, and therefore they do not constitutef Soviet tactical nuclear weapons and conserve judgment. Without doubt, Garbuz’s
“evidence” for or against any particular command arrangements, and hisrole as admini®le in the crisis gives his accouptima
mand-and-control arrangement. Indeedrative head of the Soviet General Staff'$aciecredibility. It is entirely plausible that
Khrushchev’s horror of nuclear war is wellimain operations directorate in 1962 (undexhen the crisis broke out on October 22,
known and has been thoroughly documente@en. Semyon Ivanov) certainly gave him &hrushchev would wish to keep Pliyev on a
But this only renders all the more puzzlingnore authoritative voice than had yet beetight rein. It remains unclear, however—
Khrushchev’s decision to deploy nucleaheard on any aspect of the Soviet deplogven if Garbuz’s recollections of the cable
weapons to Cuba in the first placelt ment? Accordingly, we tentatively creditedtraffic between Pliyev and Malinovsky are
renders almost unintelligible his originalhis claims (a careful review of the worksaccurate—whether Khrushchegscinded
standing orders to Pliyev (as they currentliKramer cites intending to substantiate hisn October 22 authority Pliyev had previ-
appear) pre-delegating authority to use taprotestations that we accepted Gribkov'susly been given, or merely reminded Pliyev
tical nuclear weapons. Khrushchev's letterslaims absolutely and uncritically will re- of prior limitations on his authorit}. In any
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case, we are troubled by the fact that wieard evidence that enables us to resoltkat if the choice had actually come down to
have notyet seen any satisfactory documeimportant issues, prudence requires that wether ‘using or losing’ tactical nuclear mis-
tation of Garbuz’s claim, and we are conremain circumspect in our judgments of hissiles during the crisis, Khrushchev had de-

cerned by a number of lingering riddles irorical fact. cided at the outset that the Soviet Union
the story of the Soviet nuclear deployment would have to ‘lose’ them.” Where exactly,
to Cuba. Dokuchaev'Krasnaya zvezda  Nuclear Danger During the Crisis then, lay the danger of nuclear war?
article in which Garbuz’s claims appear, for Kramer’s analysis betrays an astound-

instance, purports to be authoritative, yet Itisimpossible to know in any objectiveing naivete about civil-military relations,
includes a number of startling and/or puzsense exactly how “dangerous” the Cubacommand-and-control, and military opera-
zling assertions. Consider four: missile crisis was, because it is impossible tiions, as well as an astonishing insensitivity
fix a probability to the likelihood that theto context. Even if it were true, as we
- Dokuchaev claims that the Soviet Union  crisis would have escalated to strategisuspect, that Khrushchev closely guarded
shipped at least 162 nuclear weapons to pyclear wat? We agree with Kramer thatnuclear releasauthority, he had no means
Cuba—&0 for the SS-4 and SS-5 strategic 1« onnady and Khrushchev attempted to minief assuringcontrol. Kramer himself notes
missiles, 80 for tactical cruise missiles, 12 . : . . .
for Luna(FROG) missiles, 6 gravity bombs mize this danger during the crisis—up to ahat_, on October_ 25, Pliyev sought from
for “airplanes” (i.e., Il-28 “Beagle” jet light point (both could have reduced the dangeMalmovsky permission to use non—nqclear
bombers), and 4 nuclear mifésThese ~ €ven further: Kennedy by forswearingair defenses against attacking U.S. aircratft,
claims are unprecedented, and contradict compellence altogether and deciding to livand that, on the very next day, Soviet air
the testimony of several Soviets—includ- with Soviet nuclear weapons in Cubagdefense forces shot down a U.S. U-2 recon-
ing that of Gribkov at the Havana confer- Khrushchev by agreeing to withdraw themnaissance plane. Neither Khrushchev, nor
ence—thatthe SovietUnion neverintended without delay). Most significantly, for presentMalinovsky, nor Pliyev had authorized that
to provide nuclear weapons for the 11-28 nyrposes, we believe that some time aftaction. The U-2 was not even an attack
bombers. _ October 22, both Kennedy and Khrushchesircraft. The United States and the Soviet
- Dokuchaev also claims that on October - . . - .
26, Pliyev ordered the nuclear warheads in resolved nqt to order mllltary action againstnion were I:lO'[ even engagedin cpmbat. As
Cuba moved out of storage and closer to each ot_hers forces in and around Cub&hrushchev’'s correspondgnce with Castro
their delivery vehicles. This claim, too, is D0€s this mean that there was no danger stfiows, Khrushchev, knowing full well that
unprecedented, and seems to contradict uclear war? he had not authorized the action, initially
Beloborodov’s claim in the same article Kramer insists that “no one would denyassumed that tteubanshad shot down the
that he “did not receive any signals to give that the Cuban missile crisis was a vergircraft!® Later, Malinovsky reprimanded
out the ammunition either for the medium  dangerous event.” He maintains that “[tjhéhe responsible officers. The action was a
range missiles or for the tactical weapons.” possibility of nuclear war in October 1962sobering reminder at the height of the crisis
- Dokuchaev claims that the freighter o< harqly negligible.” Yet the whole thrusiof the difficulties of ensuring contré.
Indigirka conveyed 162 nuclear warheads . . . . .
from Severomorsk (near Murmansk) to of his analysis suggests othng|se. The fact We do not mean to suggest.that the risk
Mariel, but refers to it as a “diesel-electric that_nuclear—release authority remained exf an unauthorized use of tactlca! nuclear
ship”—a description that only makes sense Clusively with Khrushchev throughout theweapons was as great as the risk of an
when applied to submariné&s. crisis undermines McNamara’s recent assesnauthorized air defense action. Among
- Dokuchaev refers to Beloborodov as a tion that the events of October 1962 broughtther things, as Kramer notes, the tactical
retired “Air Force” Lieutenant General, but  the world ‘unbearably close to nuclear war,"huclear warheads were reportedly stationed
also asthe commander of the central nuclear Kramer writes, adding that Khrushchev “hagome distance from their delivery vehicles,
base in Cuba. It is curious that a mere ng intention at all of resorting to nucleawhile operational Soviet SA-2 batteries stood
colonel would have held such animportant - a1 in defense of Cuba.” “Because Samn alertwith their ordnance armed and fused.
\?V%i:f'doﬂé\? g % g :::;g:é g l:(;'c:ﬁz gi]?;orr]cee viet nuclear weapons at the time were not y&ut Kramer is simply in error when he states
rather than to the Strategic Rocket Forces equipped with sophlstlcated_dewces to pr&haF “in the gvent of a U.S. invasion, the
or the KGB. vent an unauthorized or accidental launchdelivery vehicles would be destroyed long
Kramer argues, “any nuclear warheads thaefore Beloborodov’s troops could equip
These mysteries, coupled with lingeringnay have been present in Cuba would hatBem with nuclear warheads ... and prepare
inconsistencies in Soviet testimotiynake been stored far away—some 250-300 kilathem to be launched.” U.S. intelligence
it difficult to know how much confidence to meters, according to Gribkov—from theirnever pinpointed the number or locations of
place in any particular set of claims. Ougelivery vehicles. Although the separatiorSoviet FROG missiles or of nuclear storage
efforts to get to the bottom of issues such agould precludgsic] any use of the weaponssites in Cuba. Indeed, as Kramer himself
these have not yet borne the desired fruigntil an authenticated order came from Mosrotes, only late in the crisis did U.S. intelli-
Increasingly, we have begun to suspect theew, it would also ensurgsic] that, in the gence confirm the presence of FROG mis-
Russian military intelligence has placed limevent of a U.S. invasion, the delivery vesiles (a photographic mission on October 25
its on how much—and what—our inter-hicles would be destroyed long befordound one launcher in a vehicle park near
locutors may sa$f. At this point, we believe Beloborodov’s troops could equip them witrRemedios}’ Even if the United States had
itis useful to weigh competing accounts anduclear warheads (if any were present) arlseen aware of the numbers and locations of
consider their implications; but until we seg@repare them to be launched. This meatise launchers and warhead storage sites, it is
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highly unlikely that air strikes alone wouldthing unquantifiable, such as the danger dfas no place in this endeavor. We regret that
have destroyed them &ll. Not even the nuclear war during the Cuban missile crisisramer ventured beyond substance to ques-
vastly-more sophisticated U.S. Air Force oWWe are confident, however, that the crisison our motives. We will not repeat the
1991 succeeded in destroying all of Saddamas the single most dangerous event of tlegror—Kramer’'s motives escape us—but
Hussein's FROG-era Scud missile launchauclear age; that the presence of Sovigte categorically reject his claim that “the
ers in the open desert of Western Iraq; faactical nuclear weapons in Cuba only infruitfulness of their work has at times been
less likely was it that the U.S. Air Force ofcreased the danger; and that a cavalier atiroded by their desire to portray the Cuban
1962 would have destroyed all (or evetudetoward nuclear risk, grounded in aweatkiissile crisis in as dangerous a light as
most) of Pliyev's FROGs in the jungles ofunderstanding of history, of civil-military possible.” We have no such desire. We
Cuba. Moreover, U.S. military plans calledelations, of command-and-control, and ofannot even imagine what ends would be
for a full week of air operations before amilitary operations, is in itself potentially aserved by deliberately exaggerating the dan-

landing would even begfi. The landing very dangerous thing. ger of the crisis. In any case, even if we had
itself would have taken days, and the cam- such a desire, the Cuban missile crisis needs
paign to subdue Cuban forces weeks or The Duties of Scholars no embellishment from us. We also dismiss
months at least. Beloborodov's troops as unfounded Kramer’s charge that “[o]n at

could have removed their tactical nuclear We wholeheartedly endorse Kramer’'deastafew occasions, they have beentempted
warheads from storage and transported theview that it is “important for scholars to beto seize upon startling ‘revelations’ that do
250 or 300 kilometers to their launchers in aircumspect when evaluating new revelaaot correspond with what actually hap-
matter of hours. tions” about important events such as thpened.” For five years we have been explor-
While Kramer may have confidence inCuban missile crisis, and that “[iJt is alwaydng “what actually happened” in the Cuban
the integrity of chains of command and irbetter to err on the side of caution.” For thanissile crisis, and at each step our apprecia-
U.S. military capabilities, neither Kennedyreason, we are unwilling to share in Kramer'son of the irreducible element of mystery
nor Khrushchev evinced such confidenceonfidence that the matter of Pliyev's comsurrounding this seminal historical event
during the crisis itself. We have arguednand authority is settled and that the crisisas only grown stronger. We find Kramer’s
elsewhere thatthe sober circumspection witlvas far less dangerous than we had thotightharges particularly difficult to explain in
which they conducted themselves in th&/e agree, too, that scholars should not emiew of the fact that he has been aware of our
week of 22-28 October 1962 was in largeourage sensationalism. Well do we recadixtensive efforts to explore the issues which
part a function of theiack of confidence in our struggle to rein in the extravagant claim&ribkov first raised in Havana, and we con-
the utility and controllability of military of journalists at various times in the courssider it ironic that those efforts—not
force* We wonder whether Kramer is af our research: for example, when DeaKramer's—resulted in the disclosures and
well-placed to judge these matters aRusk revealed for the first time that, at th@ublications subsequent to the Havana con-
Kennedy and Khrushchev, who had to livéaeight of the crisis, President Kennedy set iference upon which Kramer now bases his
through the most frightening week of therain a contingency for a public trade of U.Sattacks. We even went to some length to
nuclear age, shouldering the burden of renissiles in Turkey for Soviet missiles inaccommodate Kramer's skepticism, sched-
sponsibility not only for their nations but forCuba; when we published transcripts ofiling two meetings to give him the opportu-
humanity as a whole, bearing witness timgennedy’s secret October 27 cabinet roomity to cross-examine Gribkov himself—for
and again to the limits of their control overudio tapes; and when we began to learn fboth of which Kramer failed to app€4r.
the organizations under their nominal authe first time details of Soviet decision-  Inclosing, we believe these pageswould
thority. Kennedy and Khrushchev weramaking in the crisis. We further believe thahave been better devoted, for instance, to
scared. If they had been confident in thegcholars have a duty to ask questions nekploring in greater detail the possible sig-
ability to control events, they would haveonly of others, but also of themselves, and taificance of some ofthe more startling claims
had no reason to be. be willing to revise their judgments in thein recent Russian testimony on the missile
It was becausethey were scared thatlight of changing information. We believecrisis, such as those contained irkreesnaya
they shied away from more intransigent posur record speaks for itself in this regardzvezdaarticle noted above. Nevertheless,
sitions and more aggressive actions. ThuReaders will find many interesting contrastramer's provocative essay demonstrates
ironically, Kramer's confidence that the acfor example, between the first and seconodnce again both the difficulty and the crucial
tual risks of nuclear war were far lower tharditions of On the Brink reflecting the importance of approaching complex histori-
we (and others, such as McNamara) maiprogress of our research. Our latest effodal questions with the appropriate mixture of
tain—resting as it does on Khrushchev'$¢Cuba On the Brinkis equally circumspect, open-mindedness, circumspection, and rigor.
aversion to nuclear war and his desire (arahd treats the issue of tactical nuclear weaper that, we are all in his debt.
ability) to keep Pliyev on a tight rein—isons and command authority carefully.
directly a function of considerationstowhich ~ We further believe that scholars have & Gen- Anatoly Gribkov, *Karibskii krizis” (Part 3),

. L . . . Voenno-istorichesky zhurna? (December 1992), 35.
Kramer is oblivious and whose relevance heuty to conducttheir research withagenuing  ; co). anatoly Dokuchaev, “100-dnevnyi yadernyi
implicitly denies. Is he nonetheless corredpirit of inquiry, and when they disagre&uiz,” Krasnaya zvezd® November 1992, 2.
to chastise us for “regard[ing] the crisis awith one another, to identify and explore th@. Interviews with the authors, July 1992. o
more dangerous than it actually was™? It isubstance of their disagreements in aseriofés'\"ark Kramer, “Remembering the Cuban Missile

iepe . ic fashi homi risis: Should We Swallow Oral History®iterna-
difficult to spot an exaggeration of someacademic fashion. Argumeatl hominem o, security15:1 (Summer 1990), 212-16inter
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alia, Kramer writes: “On the Soviet side, the questiomescinded Pliyev’s pre-delegated authority. Inalength¥963 (U) (Norfolk, Va.: Headquarters of the Com-
of ulterior motives is far more intractable [than on thdéorthcoming book, however, Gribkov argues that in anander in Chief, Atlantic Command, 1963), 21.

U.S. side]” (213); “[Certain] weaknesses of oral hismeeting that took place some time between 7 and 10 J#8. See, e.g., ibid., 55-56.

tory—both the lapses of memory and the attempts 962, attended by Malinovsky and Ivanov, Khrushche@4. See esp. Blight and Welddn the Brink passim.;
slant things or mislead—can be compensated for iifivested Pliyev with the authority to use tactical nucleaWelch, “The Organizational Process and Bureaucratic
adequate documentary evidence is available. On theeapons at his discretion in the event of a U.S. invasidPolitics Paradigms”; and David A. Welch, “Crisis De-
American side, that is certainly possible ... On thef Cuba; that Pliyev left for Cuba on July 10; that orcision-Making Reconsideredldurnal of Conflict Reso-
Soviet side, the ability to cross-check and verify th&eptember 8 Ivanov drafted, and the head of the Sovietion 33:3 (September 1989), 430-45.

recollections of former officials is impossible” (213-General Staff (Matvei Zakharov) signed, a directive5. Further difficulties with Kramer’'s argument are
14); “... assuming that the requisite documents am@odifying Pliyev's authority; and that Malinovsky de- apparent in the following two passages: (1) Kennedy
available, we will have to wait until Western scholarslined to sign and transmit the directive on the groundnd Khrushchev, Kramer writes, were “well aware that
are granted full access to them—including the oppothat it was superfluous. Dokuchaev suggests that “@he use of Soviet nuclear weapons against American
tunity to test their authenticity—before we can trulyoperational directive sent to Cuba in September” desoldiers just 90 miles from the continental United States
accept (or reject) major Soviet ‘disclosures’ aboutlared “that the conduct of military activities could bewould provoke swift nuclear retaliation against the
historical events like the Cuban missile crisis” (215)begun only with the command from Moscow,” and thaBoviet Union itself. [Ed. note: Kramer changed “would
“Until Western scholars get access to documents thtitis directive clearly covered issuing tactical nucleaprovoke”to “could provoke” when revising his article.]
will corroborate the claims of Soviet oral history parweapons (“100-dnevnyi yadernyi kruiz,” 2). We haveAfter all, Khrushchev had long been warning that any
ticipants, the best we can do is speculate, as we havenim corroboration of this claim, and have seen no otheise of nuclear weapons by either side, no matter how
the past, about Soviet motives and actions in events likeference to such a directive. Certainly the tone dimited, would lead inevitably to a full-scale nuclear
the Cuban missile crisis” (216). Malinovsky’s alleged cable to Pliyev of October 22—war.” Aside from the logical error of predicting
5. Dokuchaev, “100-dnevnyi yadernyi kruiz,” 2. coupled with Pliyev’s request for clarification on Octo-Kennedy’sbehavior on the basis &hrushchev’'sle-

6. The difficulty of reconciling Khrushchev’s nuclearber 25 and Malinovsky’s reply referring Pliyev not toclaratory policy, Kramer’s point here senedtherto
risk-aversion with his decision to deploy nuclear weagpre-existing instructions but to the October 22 medhighlight the potential dangers of unauthorized or inad-
ons to Cuba led one knowledgeable scholar of the crisage—suggests that Khrushchev rescinded Pliyev’s preertent nuclear actioror (if Kramer is correct to

to speculate that Khrushchev never intended to deplolelegated authority only after the crisis broke out.  discount the dangers of a breakdown in command-and-
nuclear warheads of any kind to Cuba—in effect, that3. Gribkov claims that th&rasnaya zvezdarticle control) it leads logically to the conclusion that
the strategic missiles Khrushchev deployed were blankerred when it reported that nuclear mines were shippéchrushchev should have been confident in his local

See Richard Ned Lebow, “Was Khrushchev Bluffingo Cuba (personal communication). nuclear deterrent and was foolish to back down. Nei-
in Cuba?'Bulletin of the Atomic Scientistg:3 (April  14. The article also claims that thadigirka carried ther alternative permits Kramer to draw the conclusions
1988), 38-42. warheads for the R-14 (NATO designation SS-5) IRBM#&e does about the degree of nuclear risk in the missile

7. Stephen M. MeyeBoviet Theatre Nuclear Forces, in Cuba. Gribkov claims that these warheads wererisis. (2) In an attempt to make sense of the apparent
Part Il: Capabilities and ImplicationsAdelphi Paper carried in a separate ship, tAdeksandrovskwhich  difference between Khrushchev's risk-acceptance be-
No. 188 (London: International Institute for Strategicdocked in Mariel but never unloaded its cargo (personébre the onset of the crisis and his risk-aversion after-

Studies, Winter 1983/84), 30-31. communication). wards, Kramer baldly states that “Officials who might
8. See our reply to Kraménternational Securitg5:1  15. See, e.g., n. 12, above. have been willing, in peacetime, to contemplate sce-
(Summer 1990), 217-18. 16. One of our telephone interviews, for example, wasarios involving the use of tactical nuclear weapons

9. Kramer suggests that the fact that “Gribkov was thaysteriously cut off just as a knowledgeable sourctend to be far more cautious when faced with a real crisis
only participant at any of the conferences who had evbegan to retract an important published statement. that threatens the nuclear destruction of their country.
implied that Soviet officers could have ordered nucledt?. For further discussion, see Blightand Weldhthe That is precisely what happened during the Cuban
strikes on their own during the crisis ... should havBrink, 204-214. missile crisis.” While we agree with Kramer that this
induced skepticism and caution on the part of th&8. Khrushchev to Castro, 28 October 1962, in James Gescribe&hrushchev'dehavior in 1962 (and possibly
American participants.” By his choice of words, KrameBlight, Bruce J. Allyn, and David A. WelcBubaonthe Kennedy’s), no study presently exists which substanti-
gives the misleading impression that at prior confeBrink: Castro, the Missile Crisis and the Soviet Col-ates Kramer’s general claim of tendency. It is flatly

ences knowledgeable Soviets hdehiedor contra-  lapse(New York: Pantheon, 1993), appendix 2. inconsistent, for example, witastro’sbehavior dur-
dictedGribkov's claims. Thiswas notthe case. Gribkow9. See, e.g., Peter Douglas FeaBearding the Guard- ing the crisis, and is a controversial proposition among
was the first to raise the issue. ians: Civilian Control of Nuclear Weapons in the Unitedpolitical psychologists, particularly those who study

10. In hallway discussions, for example, Gribko\States(lthaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1992);motivated cognitive biases and the alleged phenom-
seemed to deny that the Soviet merchantBbigava and David A. Welch, “The Organizational Process andnon of the “risky shift.” This leaves Kramer with an
carried nuclear warheads to Cuba. But the CentrBlureaucratic Politics Paradigms: Retrospect and Progpparently circular argument: he explains anindividual's
Intelligence Agency had independent evidence that thpect,” International Securityl 7:2 (Fall 1992), 112-46. pattern of behavior (Khrushchev's in the missile crisis)
Soviets had loaded nuclear weapons abBatthvain  [Ed. note: For a newly published analysis of the difficulby appeal to an unsubstantiated generalization falla-
Odessa. See, e.g., James G. Blight and David #ies of ensuring control over military forces duringciously drawn from one well-established case (Khrush-
Welch,On the Brink: Americans and Soviets Reexanerises, see Scott D. Sagdimne Limits of Safety: Orga- chev in the missile crisis).

ine the Cuban Missile Crisi£nd ed. (New York: nizations, Accidents, and Nuclear Weap(irsnceton: 26. For the same reason, we greatly appreciate the
Noonday, 1990), 276. At the Havana conferencérinceton University Press, 1993).] inadvertent compliment Kramer pays us for our cau-
Gribkov parried questions about Volkogonov's con20. See Guided Missile and Astronautics Intelligencéous treatment ofDobrynin’s mistaken recollections of
flicting testimony by calling into question his military Committee, Joint Atomic Energy Intelligence Commit-his meetings with Robert Kennedy. Bruce J. Allyn,
professionalism. Yet at the Moscow conferencege, National Photographic Interpretation CenterJames G. Blight, and David A. Welch, “Essence of
Volkogonov claimed to have been speaking solely ofSupplement 7 to Joint Evaluation of Soviet MissileRevision: Moscow, Havana, and the Cuban Missile
the basis of material in Soviet archives. Threatin Cuba,” 0200 Hours, 27 October 1962, in Margrisis,” International Securityi4:3 (Winter 1989/90),

11. McNamara doubted Gribkov's claims becaus8. McAuliffe, ed. CIA Documents on the Cuban Missile158-59.

shipping nine nuclear warheads for kixna(FROG)  Crisis, 1962(Washington, D.C.: Central Intelligence 27. [Ed. note: Kramer denied ever having been invited
missiles made little sense either for defensive purpos@gency History Staff, 1992), 325. to any meeting with Gribkov.]

(nine would not have been enough to thwart a U.21. Among other things, the troops responsible for th
invasion) or for deterrence (the Soviets had kept treafekeeping of the warheads would have been eagerJames G. Blight is senior research fellow at the Center
deployment of tactical nuclear weapons secretprevent them from being destroyed, spreading radioafer Foreign Policy Development of the Thomas J.
Gribkov has subsequently told us that the Soviet Unidtive contamination, and would therefore have dispersed/atson Jr. Institute for International Studies, Brown
shipped twelvé_.una warheads, and that he spoke irthem on first warning of a U.S. attack. And if indeedJniversity; Bruce J. Allynis co-director of the Program
error on this at the Havana conference; but we do nBtiyev had already dispersed the warheads on Octoban the Prevention of Ethnic Conflict, Conflict Manage-
believe his revision resolves McNamara’s perplexity26, as Dokuchaev claims, the likelihood that the Unitetchent Group and Kennedy School of Government,
12. Nowhere inthe 6 November 1992snaya zvezda States would have destroyed them all approaches zektarvard University; David A. Welch is assistant pro-
article does anyone actually claim that Khrushche22. CINCLANT Historical Account of Cuban Crisis—fessor of political science, University of Toronto.
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[Ed. note: The previous issue of the CWIHP
Bulletin (Fall 1992, pp. 1, 13-19) contained
an English translation of a report (“Mili-
tary Planning of the Warsaw Pact: A Study”)
issued by the Defense Ministry of the Fed-
eral Republic of German analyzing materi-
als of the East German New People’s Army
which fell into West German hands after the
collapse of the German Democratic Repuls.
licin 1989-90. Below is a response to that
report by a prominent (West) German
scholar, Dr. Gerhard Wettig of the
Bundesinstitut fuer ostwissenschatftliche und
internationale Studien in Cologne. For a
recent detailed analysis of GDR military
documents pertaining to Warsaw Pact.
nuclear operations, readers are also re-
ferred to the report of Lt. Col. Harald
Nielsen,The East German Armed Forces in
Warsaw Pact Nuclear Operations

(Ebenhausen, Germany: Wissenschaft und able (which included, inter alia, confiden,

Politik (SWP), Forschungsinstitut fuer

Internationale Politik und Sicherheit, July

1993); the report by Nielsen, an SWP con-
sultant, was prepared and translated into
English for the Sandia National Laborato-

ries (Livermore, CA 94551-0960 and Albu-
querque, NM 87185) through a contract
with Orion Research.]

WARSAW PACT PLANNING
IN CENTRAL EUROPE: THE
CURRENT STAGE OF RESEARCH

by Gerhard Wettig

Issue 2 of the Cold War International
History ProjecBulletincontained a transla-
tion of the German Defense Ministry report
on the above topic. What was missing,
however, was a more detailed explanation
of what was precisely underlying the reports.
As an analyst who has been working in the
field before the report came out, | feel that
the following context is worth noting:

1. The report is official in character only
in the sense that the German Defense
Ministry has transmitted it to the public.

The message it transmits reflects essen-

tially the perceptions of the military of-
ficer who wrote the report.

The West German Bundeswehr did not
get hold of NVA [New People’s Army]
documents that revealed Warsaw Pact
military strategy directly. All such mate-

rials had been removed before th€onsequently,research onthe role of nuc

Bundeswehr entered the NVA premisesveapons in Warsaw Pact offensive strategy
As aresult, the West Germans found evimust continue. Both the German Defense
dence but only on how the East GermaNlinistry material and documents originat-
military were instructed to perform iningfromformer Warsaw Pact countries other
military exercises, maneuvers, etc. Thithan the GDR need further analysis on this
kind of material provides merely circum-question.
stantial evidence, i.e., it is a basis but for
indirect inferences.

The German Defense Ministry report  seerhe Voroshilov Lectures. Materials from the
therefore, must be understood as contaiBoviet General Staff Academy. Issues of Soviet Military
ing inferences drawn by the author. It iStrategyedit by Graham Hall Turbiville, Jr., compiled
conceivable that other analysts who sa@ly Ghulam Dastagir Wardak, intro. by Raymond L.

. arthoff (Washington, D.C.: National Defense Uni-
and evaluated the underlylng source bas\9§rsity Press, vol. I: June 1989; vol. II: December

might have drawn different inferences on99o). Anumberof U.S. analysts were able to use these
some points_ source materials (which represent the version of Soviet

jlitary strategy lectured to non-Warsaw Pact atten-
.If. one compare; the German De.fenéd%ntsrgf the ngoshilov General Staff Academy) many
Ministry report with Western, particu- years prior to publication. In the meantime, the previ-
larly U.S., analyses of Warsaw Pact miliously confidential Soviet General Staffjourdabnnaya
tary strategy published before 1989/90 omys!’ has also become available to research and offers

he basis of the source material then avajff/uablé insight
the basis of the source material then ava . See Michael McGwirdilitary Objectives in Soviet

reign Policy(Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institu-
tial documents such as Soviet Generabn, 1986), 28-29, 379-405.
Staff Academy lecturés a fundamental 3. See PhiIIin ,?:f Petersen and Johln G. Hines, “The
; ; onventional Offensive in Soviet Military Strategy,”
difference ?merges' Wh.lle the Germa@rbis 27:3 (Fall 1983), 695-739; John G.ﬁines, P%)illlip
Defense Ministry report infers that theA. Petersen, and Notra Trulock Ill, “Soviet Military
Warsaw Pact’s plans for an immediat&heory from 1945-2000The Washington Quartersy
and rapid military offensive against the4 (Fall 1986), 117-37; Gerhard Wettig, ed., “Die

European defenses of NATO had enVi%owjetische Militaermacht und die Stabilitaet” in
uropa, Osteuropa und der internationale

aged early first use of nuclear Weaponrkommunismuio, Baden-Baden: Nomos 1950 [con-
under any conditions, preceding Westerfaining papers resulting from an international confer-
analyses had concluded that, at some daiese in spring 1989].
in the late 1960Fsor early 1970% the
Soviet military leadership decided in f3-
vor of a non-nuclear blitzkrieg provid
that the Western enemy refrained fr
using nuclear weapons. The reason
this change of mind was seenin the So
military’s growing awareness that use
nuclear weaponry would slow down rat
than speed up Warsaw Pact military
vances to the shores of the North Atlan
The kind of indirect evidence underlyi
the German Defense Ministry report
pears insufficient to make mandatory
author’s inference that, in the event
East-West war, the Warsaw Pact ha
definite intention to use nuclear weap
first even if the Western side were
pected to abstain from their use. T
demonstrable fact that military prepa
tions were made to initiate nuclear fi
use in case that this contingency wo
impose itself, does not necessarily im
that nuclear first use was the prefer
course of military action.
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AVPRF
continued from page 26 been shown all clearly relevah¢lawithin a

Finding aids copies of the original givenfondfor a given year. The reason

f
opisi will gradually be made available tothis is that, withirffondyof a general naturI

external users. As a first stage parts of tHéor instance fond 06, the secrind of
opisiwill be copied upon request, with theMolotov’s secretariat)dela covering rela-

a high degree of certainty whether one Ja&SORBACHEV'S FOREIGN POLICY

continued from page 27
ithe Foreign Ministry managed to work
around these areas to provide me with mate-
rials relevant to my study.
I received many different types of mate-

copies delivered for use in the reading roontions with a given country are basically I§+ial from the 1985-89 period, which | have

However, the AVPREF is already beginningated in blocks ofdela with consecutive
to make copies of thepision a chronologi- numbers; the index indicating the beginni

organized into four categories. The firstand
hgnost interesting category of materials in-

cal and comprehensive basis. Users of tlaad the end of the geographical block. Witlioludes typed reports and notes from mid-

archives should be aware that a lishorfdy  both these blocks and the purely geograp
is available in the archive’s reading roomfondy; i.e. thefondy of the referenturyand
together with a copy of the archivé'glex- other geographically defined units, thdex

hand high-level meetings held between the
foreign ministries of the Soviet Union and
Western countries on various aspects of

ation systemThe index is indispensable inprovides a rough key to where one mighEuropean security. The second category of
order to make sure that one receives apect to find relevant materials. New us¢rdocuments consists of reports from the

relevandelafrom a giverfond A prelimi-

should start with a comprehensive searcl &fSSR’s embassies in various West Euro-
nary Putevoditelto the archives is sched-the respective geographical units, and tijgyean states.

In these reports, the USSR,

uled to be available in the reading rooncontinue with the relevant parts of tljeembassy official discussed the political, eco-

from September 1993.

A new reading roomwith approxi-
mately 25 seats will open to external useiable materials, and it is important, therefo
from September this year. [Ed. note: Th# identify theZamministrywho dealt with
opening date was reportedly moved back the topic underresearch. There are, of cou
mid-October 1993.] special fondy of major international confe

These positive developments notwithences, and alsfondy covering Soviet par

Minister’s secretariat. The collections of thenomic, and cultural affairs of his or her host
Deputy Ministers also contain highly val§-country. The third category consists of re-

goorts regarding scholarly meetings and ex-
changes between Western and Soviet ex-

[gEErts on issues such as arms control, and the

rfourth and least interesting type (to me) are
a collection of press analyses, inter-office

standing, the archives continue to strugglécipationininternational organizations. Ofjanemoranda and European-Soviet commu-

with serious difficulties, often of an organi-should also be aware that the archive hg
zational and financial nature. For instanceich holding of spravki and obzorywhich
documents are not stored in the same buildrere compiled for internal use. These m
ing as the reading room, and the moving afontain useful references tiela and pro-
delabetween the buildings is mostly doneside valuable factual information as well.
on foot, due to the lack of a car. The For more information about the pos
fondokhraniteli who respond to externalbilities of doing research in the AVPRF o
users’ requests, must give priority to ordershould contact thimternational Diplomatic
from the Ministry’s own staff. Last but notArchives Associatiom Moscow. Applica-
least, the organizational framework is set ufons for access to the AVPRF should
to serve internal, not external, users. Usedirected to Dr. Igor V. Lebedev, Directo
should consider such factors in order t®epartment of History and Records, Mini
establish a positive working relationshigry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Feder
with thefondokhraniteliand the other staff tion, with a copy to thénternational Diplo-
members. matic Archives Associatiomatt. Igor V.
Even under these somewhat adverdgukharkin, Vice President. The fax numb
conditions, and pending full availability offor both is: (095)-244-44-11.
the opisi, research in the AVPRF can yiele
rich results (depending on the time availab@adimir V. Sokolov is Deputy Director of the Depa
for, and the persistence of, the researcheg}ent of History and Records, Russian Ministry of F
The absence of certain kinds of top-levele, Norwegian Institute for Defence Studies, and
documents (Politburo, etc.) is balanced bgcutive Director, International Archives Support Fun
the presence of extensive materials throWASF. With generous support from the John D. g
ing light on the decision making process angﬁthenne T. MacArthur Foundation and Mr. Masaka
the formation of Soviet policy within the pan, the IASF has launched a three-year progran
MID bureaucracy. cooperation with the Department of History and Reco

r
One important key to success is thMinistry of Foreign Affairs, Russian Federation. T?[eevems"

. . . project's aim is to help the Department transform t|
keeping of exact records @bisi, papki  ,\ brE from a purelywedomstyennyi arkhio an

dela and thendex number If this is done ingtitution also serving the academic community.
properly and the topic of research is geahe Russian side, the newly created International Dip

graphically defined, one can determine witRatic Archives Association plays a key role in t
process.

!

gn Affairs. Sven G. Holtsmark is a Research Asspc

iiki of the Sanyo Shinpan Foundation, Fukuoka, pa

iést party reports. Below | will provide a
sampling of each.

ay  In the first category of documents, |
found that two general subject areas were
discussed: the process of European integra-
ition and cooperation, and European arms
eontrol issues. For example these two docu-
ments, “Notes on consultations between the
Political Administration of the Soviet For-

beign Ministry and the Center of Analysis and
,Prognosis of the Political Department of the

F+rench Foreign Ministry,” and “About the

b Soviet-British Seminar on the theme of ‘Per-
spectives on the Construction of a common
European Home,” recount Soviet-European

discussions on the process of European inte-
gration.

When taken together, these two docu-
‘ments reveal the gradual softening of Soviet
"z ttitudes towards European security issues.
LN the first set of notes, which details a
HDecember 1985 exchange between high-
Pfevel French and Soviet foreign ministry
‘officials, A.A. Slusar, Soviet first deputy
ghief of the political department, accuses the
dVestern side of “lagging behind the spirit of
resulting from the process of Euro-
‘pean integration and harmony begun by the
hilelsinki Final Act in 1975. The French
oForeign Ministry representative responds
ithat the CSCE (the Conference on Security
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and Cooperation in Europe which was &uropean conventional weapdns. rope during the Gorbachev years. Two criti-
product of the Final Act), is a place notonly  The second, third, and fourth categorgal aspects of this policy were noticeably
where the two sides can “express opiniongif documents | outlined above are not asmitted from the files | received, namely any
on these matters, but it “stands first” as mteresting as the first because they contadocuments from the year 1987—the year
place to protect the Act’s 10 principles. Bymostly summaries of events orreports whiclnany Soviet decisions on Europe were
contrast, in their meeting with the British indo not deal particularly with decisionmakingnade— and documents covering Soviet ex-
May 1989, the Soviets expressed an interest policy formation at the mid- or top levelschanges and discussions with Germany.
in working with the British to build the of government. For example, in the seconBven so, the documents | did get will serve
“foundations” of the “common home,” call- category of documents, | include reportss useful supplementary information to my
ing these steps a “strategic element” of S@ent to Moscow from the USSR’s embassigxoject, and are probably more than | could
vietforeign policy thinking which has “long- in various West European states analyzirfgope to see from the French or British ar-

term character® the state of affairs in the host country. In aohives on this period.
Also in the first category are reportsanalysis by the Soviet Ambassador to France
from a series of parliamentary exchangesn 19 February 1985, for example, the am- Notes

between France and the Soviet Union ibassador evaluated the crisis of power i 4
hich the USSR’s role in the social, ecoFrance with an eye to strengthening thg One Westem scholar told me that, according to
w 'C_ o ' .y g 9 WM&chive officials, many of the Gorbachev documents
nomic and military development of Europecrench Communist Parfy. No embassy will be off-limits because the Yeltsin governmentis still
are discussed. One such report by Vadirecommendations for action, or cables senging them. .
Zagladin, former Secretary of the Commisfrom Moscow issuing instructions for ac-2- See “Referentura on France,” Fond 136, Opis 69,
i Foreign Affairs in the USSR Sudion, were included in these reports Delo 15, Papka 179 (December 4°5, 1985), 67-81.
sion on o_relgn ) - ' 3 p : 3. “Referentura on Great Britain,” Fond 69, Opis 81,
preme Soviet, details the Supreme Soviet's The third category of documents conpelo 10, Papka 304 (May 19, 1989), 55-60.
meeting with members of France’s Nationasists of reports regarding scholarly meetings “Referentura on France,” Fond 136, Opis 72, Delo 8,
Assembly on 25-30 January 1988. He writesnd exchanges between Western and SovigPka 192 (February 9, 198), 110-115.
. . . i . . . “Referentura on France,” Fond 136, Opis 70, Delo
that, in this meeting, attention “was directeéxperts on issues such as arms control. Ofi papka 185 (June 9-10, 1986), 37-43.
at the development of democracy and glasuch report was from a scientific conference. “Referentura on France,” Fond 136, Opis 72, Delo 8,
nost in the Soviet Union as an importanbn British and Central European TVD inPapka 192 (July 11, 1988), 71-75. _
element of perestroika. The participantsondon in which Lawrence Freedman par%-4 E:;if’i%?fgbfurifﬁé F1%%d5)13fl’ i’g's 69, Delo
emphasized the profound internal relationscipated. It is interesting because on thg referentura on Britain,” Fond 69, Opis 81, Delo 10,
between the decision to accelerate socipages of the report were hand-marked notespka 304 (September 29, 2989), 120-149.
economic development and the improveand underlines indicating that the report ha@l See for example, “Referentura on France,” Fond
ment of the international situation.” The texbeen carefully rea#l. But it could not be 136 Delo14,0pis69, Papka 179 (December27, 1984),
ofthe documentis written in the third persoetermined who had read it, because no
in the form of a summary rather than as airculation list was provided.
first-person verbatim accouft. In a fourth category of documents MarthaC.Littleisa doctoral candidate at the School of
Documents outlining Soviet and Europress analyses, inter-office memoranda ar#(’ﬂ)irﬁga“ona' Relations, University of Southern Cali-
pean positions on nuclear, conventional, arlBuropean-Soviet communist party reports '
chemical arms control are represented by thend many of my Western colleagues we
sort of report prepared by Lev Mendlevitchbombarded by folder upon folder of wha
the Sov?e.t Forgign Ministry’s former Chiefesseqtiallywere Russian'translations of ph§-  scholars needing research performed ih
of Administration, Assessment and Plantocopied newspaper articles from all ovef Russian archives may contract with students
ning. In his report, Mendlevitch describes &urope and the United States, or Russigrhe Historical Archives Institute (HAI) of the
June 1986 working group meeting betweereports analyzing a group of Western newg-3ussian State University for the Humanities i
. .. . . L. Moscow. For further information please direc
Soviet and French officials on the issues gfaper articles. Any scholar working in thesginquiries to:
nuclear weapons and SDI. On the back afrchives should expect to receive this sort ¢f
the last page of the document, indicating thatformation. | also received inter-office
this document was especially important, thmemoranda and correspondence. These It
circulation listinstructed that this documenters were of little interest as they include§ rax: (7-095) 432-2506 or (7-095) 964-3534
was to be routed to Foreign Ministemostly memoranda from a Foreign Ministr Telephone: (7-095) 921-4169 or
Shevardnadze and other top Soviet Foreigrhief to a subordinate, ordering the organ} (7-095) 925-5019
Ministry brass’. Another document dealing zation of a seminar or meeting. Finally, - :
. . . . Scholars may also address inquiries regardir]
with arms control contains notes from Vicfrom the earlier 1985 documents | also rg-possible collaboration for research in Russial
tor Karpov, former chief of the disarmamenteived texts detailing French-Soviet com} archives to the:
department in the Soviet Foreign Ministrymunist party meetings, replete with well]
assessing his meeting with the French Foknown socialist dogma and rhetofic.

RESEARCH IN MOSCOW

—

Prof. Alexander B. Bezborodov
_ Historical Archives Institute (HAI)
Russian State University for the Humanities

S o]

Institute of Universal History
Leninsky prospect 32-a

eign Ministry’s Director of the European  Clearly the Foreign Ministry did not 117334, Moscow, Russia
Department, M. Blo, regarding negotiationgjive me all the documents it had regardin FAX: (7-095) 938-2288
between NATO and the Warsaw Pact othe formation of foreign policy towards Eur Telephone: (7-095) 938-1009
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PRAGUE SPRING of the Soviet Occupation of Czechoslovakiehye World  that many of the new Czechoslovak officers were
continued from page 13 Today25:2 (February 1969), 60-68; Condoleezza Ricéreserved in their judgment about the merit of Warsaw
in “Avantyuristicheskie plany Pentagona i TsRU,"Soviet Union and the Czechoslovak Army, 1948-198Ract exercises.”
Pravda 19 July 1968, 4. Uncertain Allegiancé€Princeton: Princeton University 79. The full text of the “memorandum” was first pub-
51. Historicky ustav CSAVSedm prazskych dnbi3-  Press, 1984), 139-41, 146-48; and Erickson, “Interndished inLidova armadaPrague), 2 July 1968, 2-4.
54. See also Andrew and GordievsKiGB, 487. tional and Strategic Implications of the CzechoslovaB0. The document was entitled “Problems with the
52. U.S. Department of Defense, Joint Special Oper&eform Movement,” 33-34. Policy of Safeguarding the Internal and External Secu-

tions CommandSpecial Operations: Military Les- 69. Thomas WolfeSoviet Power in Europe, 1945-1970rity of the State, Their Status at Present, and the Basic
sons from Six Case Studi@&/ashington, D.C.: De- (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1970)Ways of Resolving Them,” and a copy of it may be
partment of Defense, Fall 1982), 205-12. 150-51, 487-89. found in TsKhSD, F. 5, Op. 60, D. 310, LI. 121-153,
53. Memorandum No. 2613-Ts (TOP SECRET) fronY0. A copy of the Soviet-Polish agreement, “Oalongwith Chervonenko’s cover memorandum (marked
S. Tsvigun, deputy chairman of the KGB, to the CPSlgrzedsiewzieciu majacym na celu podwyzszeni@OP SECRET) to Defense Minister Andrei Grechko,
Secretariat, 19 November 1968, in TsKhSD, F. 5, Ogotowsci bojowejwojska,” 25 February 1967, is locatedroreign Minister Andrei Gromyko, and the two most
60, D. 311, LI. 137-140. in the Central Army Archive in Warsaw, but has not yesenior CPSU officials who were handling the crisis on
54. Ibid., L. 137. been formally declassified. For further details, see “Taday-to-day basis, Konstantin Katushev and Konstantin
55. Mlynar,Nachtfrost 112-14. See also Pavel Tigrid,bron nie byla nasza” and “Zabieramy swoje czolgi,'Rusakov. Chervonenko notes that the author of the
La chute irresistible d’Alexander DubceRaris: Gazeta wyborczgWarsaw), 19 April 1991, 1 and 9, draft was the “infamous General Prchlik.”
Calmann-Levy, 1969), 62-64. respectively; and Maria Wagronska, “Bron atomowda1. “Vystoupeni generala Prchlika, vedouciho statne
56. August and ReeBed Star Over Pragud.27-28. byla w naszym kraju,"Rzeczpospolit{Warsaw), 9 administrativniho oddeleni UV KSC, na tiskove
57. DawishaThe Kremlin and the Prague Sprid@6. April 1991, 1, 7. The agreement with Hungary wagkonferenci,” 1-2.

58. Karel Kaplan, “Zamysleni nad politickymiprocesy,”signed by Brezhnev and Kadar, presumably arourR. “Interview with Jiri Pelikan,” 27.

Nova myskPrague) 22:6 (June 1968), 765-94; idem]965. See the reports on “Hungary: USSR Nucle&@3. “Komu ugozhdaet general V. Prkhlik{tasnaya
“Zamysleni nad politickymi procesy (Cast druha),”"Weapons Formerly Stored in Country,” translated irzvezdgMoscow), 23 July 1968, 1.

Nova mysl|22:7 (July 1968), 906-40; and idem, U.S. Joint Publications Research Serniideclear Pro-  84.Ibid.

“Zamysleninad politickymiprocesy (CasttretiNova liferation, JPRS-TND-91-007, 20 May 1991, 14-16.85. “Pervomu sekretaryu KPCh, t. Aleksandru
mysl22:8 (August 1968), 1054-78. Soviet-East German nuclear weapons agreements, whidlubcheku” (TOP SECRET) from Marshal I.
59. “Zapis’ besedy s zaveduyushchim otdeloncovered some 16 storage sites, may be found in thakubovskii, commander-in-chief of the Warsaw Pact,
molodezhi TsK KPCh t. Ya. Svobodoi i glavnymGerman military archives at the Office for Informationto Dubcek, 18 July 1968, in Archiv UV KSC, F. 07/15.
redaktorom zhurnala ‘Zhivot strany’ (‘PartiinayaSources of the Bundeswelrit Fur Nachrichtenwesen 86. “Nota vlady SSSR vlade CSSR, 20.7.1968" (TOP
zhizn’) t. I. Valentoi, 4 marta 1968 goda,” Cable Noder Bundeswehrand the Documents Division of the SECRET), 20 July 1968, in Archiv Kom., K — Archiv
241 (SECRET), 10 March 1968, from M. N. KuznetsovSeventh Regional Administration of the Armed Force$AZV, file Gs “T.”

first secretary at the Soviet embassy in CzechoslovéDer Dokumentation der Wehrbereichsverwaltung.VIl 87. See the KGB memorandum cited in notstj&a

kia, to M. A. Suslov and K. V. Rusakov, in TsKhSD, F.The significance of these agreements is discussed in r@88. Michel Tatu, “Les militaires enlevent desbarbeles a

5, Op. 60, D. 299, LI. 132-136. forthcoming CWIHP Working Paper on “Warsaw Pacta frontiere germano-teheque’e Monde(Paris), 5
60. On this point, see the remarks of Antonin Liehmiilitary Planning in Central Europe: Revelations fromApril 1968, 5.
the editor ofLiterarni listy in 1968, in Vladimir V. the East German Military Archives.” 89. “Nota vlady SSSR vlade CSSR, 20.7.1968,” 4.

Kusin, ed.The Czechoslovak Reform Movement 196&:1. Der Bundesminister der Verteidiguiyjjitarische  90. Ibid., 3-4.
Proceedings of the Seminar Held at the University d?lanungen des Warschauer Paktes in Zentraleurop&@1. On this point, see the comments of General Svetozar

Reading on 12-17 July 1978anta Barbara, Calif.: Eine StudieFebruary 1992, 5. Nad’ovic, of the Czechoslovak defense ministry, in E.
ABC-Clio Press, 1973), 61. Liehm’'s remarks were’2. Whetten, “Military Aspects of the Soviet Occupa-Chernykh, “Tainy yazovskogo bunkera: S familiei
based on a meeting he and other editors had with thien of Czechoslovakia,” 61. ministra oborony SSSR sverkhsekretnyi ob”ekt na

Czechoslovak deputy interior minister in July 1968. 73. “Dogovor mezhdu pravitel’stvami SSSR i ChSSR aerritorii Chekhoslovakii ne svyazabomsomol'skaya
61. See, e.g., the comments by Brezhnev in “Zapisherakh povysheniya boegotovnosti raketnykh voisk,pravda(Moscow), 9 April 1991, 5.
peregovorov s delegatsiei ChSSR, 4 maya 1968 godd,3 December 1965. For interesting discussions, see B “Obeti srpna zaluji: Z duverne zpravy pro pet

4-5 May 1968, in Archiv Kom., Z/S 2, p. 135. Brabec, “Jaderne hlavice pod BezdezeRgspeki{Pra- nejvyssich predstavitelu Ceskoslovenskeho podzimu
62. Andrei Sakharovyospominaniya(New York: gue) 13 (25-31 March 1991), 6; and Milan Krurnt,1968,”Obcansky denikPrague), 24 July 1990, 3 (Part
Izdatel'stvo imeni Chekhova, 1990), 371-89. “Utajena smrt,”Mlady svet(Prague) 33:12 (March 1), 26 July 1990, 3 (Part 2), 31 July 1990, 3 (Part 3), 2
63. “Lubyanka: Deistvuyushchie litsa i pokroviteli,” 1991), 14. August 1990, 3 (Part 4), 4 August 1990, 3 (Part 5), and
6. See also Valent8pviet Intervention in Czechoslo- 74. Interview with chief of the Czechoslovak General August 1990, 3 (Part 6).

vakia, 10-11, 58-63. Staff, Major-General Karel Pezl, in Jan Bauer, “Jadern@3. Ibid., Part 1.

64. Interview with Oleg Gordievskii, in Cambridge, munice: Asi tady byla,"Ceske a moravskoslezske94. Ibid., Part 3.

Massachusetts, 4 March 1992. This pointis also raisedmedelske novir(Prague), 4 July 1991, 1. 95. On these scattered morale problems, see Memoran-

in Amy W. Knight,The KGB: Police and Politics in 75. Brabec, “Jaderne hlavice pod Bezdezem,”6.  dum No. 2613-Ts (TOP SECRET) from S. Tsvigun,
the Soviet UniorfWinchester, MA: Allen & Unwin, 76. Erickson, “International and Strategic Implicationsleputy chairman of the KGB, to the CPSU Secretariat,
1988), 295-96. Knight argues that this hesitancy mayf the Czechoslovak Reform Movement,” 31-35; A.19 November 1968, in TsKhSD, F. 5, Op. 60, D. 311,
have stemmed both from concerns about the damaBess Johnson, Robert W. Dean, and Alexander Alexiel|. 137-140.

that military force would cause to the USSR’s relationEast European Military Establishments: The Warsav@6. “O voprosakh svyazannye s prebyvaniem voisk
with other countries, and from a bureaucratic desire f®act Northern Tie(New York: Crane, Russak, 1982), Varshavskogo Dogovora na territorii Chekhoslovakii,”
avoid giving the Soviet military a larger role in Soviet60-65; and RiceThe Soviet Union and the Czechoslo-Cable No. 620 (SECRET), 4 October 1968, in TsKhSD,

foreign policy. The former consideration seems moreak Army esp. 85-110. F. 5, Op. 60, D. 311, LI. 78-86. This document was
plausible than the latter. 77. Johnson, Dean, and Alexigsast European Mili- prepared by the KSC Central Committee Department of
65. Andrew and GordievskiKGB, 487-88. tary Establishment$7-70; RiceThe Soviet Union and Information, Planning, and Administration. The cover

66. See, e.g., John Erickson, “International and Stratdie Czechoslovak Arm$14-16; and Erickson, “Inter- memorandum, from Chervonenko to Katushev and
gic Implications of the Czechoslovak Reform Move-national and Strategic Implications of the Czechoslova&rechko, says that the Soviet embassy acquired the
ment,” in Kusin, ed.The Czechoslovak Reform Move-Reform Movement,” 33-37. document from “reliable sources.”

ment 196831-49, and the follow-up discussion on 50-78. Memorandum No. 2351-14 (TOP SECRET) fron®7. To cite but one example of apparent tampering, the
62. N. Malygin, deputy chairman of the KGB, to the CPSUengthy Czech transcript of the Cierna nad Tisou con-
67. See “Vystoupeni generala Prchlika, vedoucih8ecretariat, 10 October 1968, in TSKhSD, F. 5, Op. 6@erence is marred by the apparent excision of one or two
statne administrativniho oddeleni UV KSC, na tiskoveD. 311, pp. 92-94. Handwritten notations at the bottoruaritical pages. See “Zaznam jednani predsednictva UV
konferenci,"Obrana lidu(Prague), 16 July 1968, 1-2. of the memorandum indicate that most of the CPSKSC a UV KSSS v Cierna n. T., 29.7.-1.8.1968,” in
68. See, e.g., Lawrence L. Whetten, “Military AspectSecretaries saw it. Malygin noted, among other thinggrchiv UV KSC, F. 07/15, Vol. AJ 274.
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98. See references in notesdpra (SECRET) from A. V. Basov, Soviet ambassador
99. “Stenograficky zaznam schuzky varsavske petky Romania, to the CPSU Secretariat, 5 September 1
Moskve dne 18.8.1968 k rozhodnuti o intervenci an TsKhSD, F. 5, Op. 60, D. 339, LI. 69-72; “Zapi
projednani planu,” p. 398. besedy s general’nym sekretarem TsK RKP
100. Pyotr Rodionov, “Kak nachinalsya zastoi? ILhaushesku, 3 sentyabrya 1968 goda,” Cable No.
zametok istorika partii,Znamya(Moscow) 8 (August (SECRET) from A. V. Basov, Soviet ambassador
1989), 182-210. During the 1968 crisis, Rodionov waRomania, to the CPSU Politburo and Secretaria
the second highest-ranking CPSU official in GeorgiaSeptember 1968, in TsKhSD, F.5,. Op. 60, D. 339,
101. Interview with Voronovin Yu. V. Aksyutin,ed., 73-80; “O nekotorykh problemakh sovetsk
I. Brezhnev: Materialy k biograffMoscow: Politizdat, rumynskikh otnoshenii v svete pozitsii, zanya
1991), 189-90. rukovodstvom RKP v svyazi s sobytiyami
102. Ibid., 190. This speech was one of the pieces 6hekhoslovakii,” ReportNo. 686 (TOP SECRET) fro

evidence that Rodionov adduced in support of hid. V. Basov, Soviet ambassador in Romania, to th
CPSU Politburo, 23 September 1968, in TsKhSD, H

claims about Voronov.
103. For ample evidence, see Grey Hodnett and Pete@p. 60, D. 339, LI. 106-121; and “O pozitsii Rumynii
Potichnyj, The Ukraine and the Czechoslovak Crisissvyazi s sobytiyami v Chekhoslovakii,” Report N
Occasional Paper No. 6 (Canberra: Australian NationdB-4809/GS (TOP SECRET) from B. Makashe

University’s Research School of Social Sciences, 1970Jeputy secretary-general of the Soviet Foreign Mir]

104. R. Jeffrey Smith and Patrick Tyler, “To the Brinktry, to the CPSU Secretariat, 16 October 1968,
of War in the Prague SpringWashington Post29 TsKhSD, F. 5, Op. 60, D. 339, LI. 188-194.
August 1989, A-23.
105. Bruce G. BlairThe Logic of Accidental Nuclear se&oviet Intervention in Czechoslovaki@v. ed.),
War (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution, 1993),187-90.

25, 179-80. 110. Among those holding this view was Dubcek hi
106. Interview with author, Moscow, 24 January 1993self; see, for example, the four-part interview with h
107. This is, for example, a central argument in Chriga “Alexander Dubcek vzpomina: Puvodni rozhov
topher Jonesoviet Influence in Eastern Europe: Po-proObcansky denik pozadi srpnovych udalosti rok
litical Autonomy and the Warsaw Pa@tlew York: 1968,” Obcansky denikPrague), 3, 10, 17, and 2
Praeger, 1981). August 1990, 3. Dubcek offered a similar, thou
108. Memorandum for Walt Rostow from William L. slightly more qualified, defense in his posthumo
Lemnitzer (TOP SECRET), 6 September 1968, declapublished memoirtiope Dies Last: The Autobiogr
sified 15 August 1990 under Mandatory Review Casphy of Alexander Dubcgkans. and ed. by Jiri Hochm
No. 89-41, Lyndon Baines Johnson Presidential LiiNew York: Kodansha International, 1993), 155-5
brary (hereinafter LBJPL), Austin, Texas. Amongl78-79.
other Western documents pertaining to this issue, see

U.S. Department of State, Czech Task Force, “SituatiddARK KRAMER is a research fellow and deputy dirg
Report 1500 Hours EDT” (SECRET), 6 Septembetor of European security studies at Brown University
1968, pp. 1-2, in Country File, Czechoslovakia, Czecenter for Foreign Policy Development and a fellow|
Crisis 8/68, State Situation Reports, Box 182, LBJPLarvard University’s Russian Research Center.
U.S. Department of State, Czech Task Force, “Situajes

Report, 1200 hours EDT” (SECRET), 24 August 19¢8,COLD WAR HISTORY RESOURCES AT RFE/
p. 1, in Country File, Czechoslovakia, Czech Crisiq 8/ RL RESEARCH INSTITUTE

68, State Situation Reports, Box 182, LBJPL; UJS.

Department of State, Czech Task Force, “Situajon ~ The Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty Reseq
Report 1200 Hours EDT” (SECRET), 26 August 1948!nstitute is a unique resource for Cold War scholars
p. 1, in Country File, Czechoslovakia, Czech Crisiggnformation Resources Department includes arch

109. A notable proponent of this view is Jiri Valent

to DOCUMENTS

’68, continued from page 1

\ltions" would be placed on the right of scholars to

) 1se the materials they had been permitted to see.

LAs Mark Kramer's article in this issue of the
GWIHPBulletin makes clear, many obstacles to

| unhindered research in the Soviet archives re-

-main, and the revelation of one particularly con-

prompted at least a temporary pause in the trend
oward increased openness. Nevertheless, after
ecades of exclusive dependency on Western
archives, the conference marked at least a sub-
stantial beginning in the process of exploring the
,Cold War’s history from the “other side.” Al-
ghough participants noted continuing difficulties
itn gaining access to some Russian archivand
issued a joint appeal to the Russian Government
fto open historical materials from the Kremlin
Presidential Archive-they were, for the first
time, able to make extensive use of documents

[’:roversial document discovered at SCCD

moncerning the post-World War |l period in pre-

viously closed archives of the CPSU Central
Committee and the Soviet Foreign Ministry. Pre-
! sented here is an illustrative sampling of transla-
Rions from Soviet-era documents that have be-

Lélhbome available in recent months; more transla-

tions will appear in future issues of tBelletin.

b

Document One:
A Conversation with Mao, 1959
c-
s The following document records an Octo-
Pher 1959 conversation between Mao Zedong and
the Soviet diplomat and sinologist S.F. Antonov,
in which Mao attempted to reassure the Soviets
that China would not provoke war with the United
States or with its Asian neighbors.
ch  The conversation took place in the after-
li;math of Khrushchev's visits to Beijing and Wash-
§Aagton. During the Beijing visit, Khrushchev

68, State Situation Reports, Box 182, LBJPL; Ujscontaining material from those republics and stdtesyiticized the Chinese Communist Party’s heavy-

Department of State, Czech Task Force, “Situafjofprmerly comprising the Soviet Union as well as ext
Report, 0600 hours EDT” (SECRET), 24 August 19¢8sive _Bulganan, Cz_echoslovak, H_ungarlan,_Pohsh,
p. 1, in Country File, Czechoslovakia, Czech Crisidgnanian, Yugoslavian and Albanian materials. Th

;T)F_]anded tactics on the Taiwan issue and tried to
Lwin Mao'’s approval for a lessening of tensions

yith the Americans. Mao’s response was non-

68, State Situation Reports, Box 182, LBJPL; Ujsmaterials have been drawn largely from the medi
Department of State, Czech Task Force, “Situatjoiiose countries for over 40 years and are indexedin
Report 1200 Hours EDT” (SECRET), 29 August 194ssubject files and biographical files. The Institu
p. 1, in Country File, Czechoslovakia, Czech CrisijgRussian and Polish samizdat collection is one of
68, State Situation Reports, Box 182, LBJPL; U sworld's largest and there is also a Western press Ar
Department of State, Czech Task Force, “Situatjowith over seven million indexed newspaper clippi

Report 0600 Hours EDT” (SECRET), 29 August 194sgating from 1950. The files contain millions of filgs

p. 2, in Country File, Czechoslovakia, Czech Crisiggdirectly and indirectly relevant to Cold War istory.
68, State Situation Reports, Box 182, LBJPL; UJS.  Thelnstitute's Analytical Research Departme
Department of State, Czech Task Force, “Situatjoftaffed by experts on the region who produce se
Report, 0800 Hours EDT” (SECRET), 11 Septemljepublications, including the RFE/RL Daily Report a|
1968, p. 1, in Country File, Czechoslovakia, Czdckhe RFE/RL Research Report. Visitors to the Insti
Crisis 8/68, State Situation Reports, Box 182, LBJipLare welcome both to utilize its information resour
For recent Soviet documentation bearing on the maljté#d to meet with its analysts. In addition, the Infori
see “Zapis' besedy s General'nym sekretarem a'ltsrton Resources Department will respond to quick-re
RKP Nikolae Chaushesku, 23 avgusta 1968 godagnce questions received by mail, telefax, telephon
Cable No. 847 (SECRET) from A. V. Basov, Sovitlectronic mail. Enquiries can be directed to: RFE
ambassador in Romania, to the CPSU Secretariaf Bgsearch Institute, Coordinator of External Relati
August 1968, in TsKhSD, F. 5, Op. 6, D. 339, LI. 47-430ettingenstr. 67, D-80000 Munich 22, Germany. T
“Zapis' besedy s poslom SFRYu v Bukhareste Yaphone: (89)2102-3204; Telefax: (89)2109-2539; El
Petrichem, 2 sentyabrya 1968 goda,” Cable No. §tyonic mail: rferl@carat.arizona.edu (Internet).

girmmittal on both issues. Khrushchev's subse-
'gjuent visit to Washington raised Beijing’s suspi-
theions of a Soviet-American rapprochement over
i$e heads of the Chinese leaders. Within the
9%TCP, Mao and his comrades voiced their oppo-
sition to improved relations between the Blocs,
j@nd the Chinese press launched a series of at-
tacks on U.S. foreign policy in the wake of
gKhrushchev’s visit.

te  In his conversation with Antonov, Mao at-
etempts to lessen the impact of China’s displea-
3sure with Soviet policies. He tries hard to show
Ehis agreement with Moscow on every issthe
Ejnited States, Taiwan, India, Tibet, disarma-
hanent. It is unlikely, however, that his reassur-
|ednces carried much weightin Moscow because of
awhat the Soviets knew about the CCP’s internal
positions. On the contrary, Mao may have stimu-
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lated Khrushchev’s suspicions of China’s trustinternational situation. Mao Tse-Tung expressedf the Soviet Union, which over 22 years [1918-
worthiness as an ally. extreme approval of the Soviet government prat940--ed.] did not take military measures to re-
Other points worth noting in the conversa-posal for general and complete disarmamentwhic¢hrn the Baltic states to the ranks of the USSR.
tion are Mao’s views on conflicts within theN.S. Khrushchev made during his voyage to theowever, while not starting a war over Taiwan,
capitalist camp, his forthright description of theUSA, and which was submitted for review to theve will always say and pronounce, that Taiwan is
strength of Tibetan nationalism, and his amazingnited Nations. The proposal of the Soviet govan inalienable part of the Chinese People’s Re-
ability to imagine a global picture of alliancesernment for full disarmament, said Mao Tsepublic.
and conflicts which few other contemporary leadfung, really is the best means of resolving the  In 1958, continued Mao Tse-Tung, the Chi-
ers would recognize. Introduction by Odd Arnentire problem of disarmament. Precisely genergkse People’s Republic, as is well known, shelled
Westad, Norwegian Nobel Institute, Oslo; transand complete disarmament is necessary, he uhe coastal islands in the Straits of Taiwan. This
lation by Mark H. Doctoroff, Harriman Institute, derlined. At the present time, he said further, thgas after the Americans fell into a difficult situ-

Columbia University. Peoples Liberation Army of China counts in itsation in the Middle East. In last year’s situation,
ranks approximately 2 million people. The interadded Mao Tse-Tung, this step proved useful by

kK Kk nal needs of the Chinese People’s Republic [CPRHding to the American difficulties. Mao Tse-

do not require an army of such size. Control ovefung said further, that the Chiangkaishisti [Na-

From the journal of the internal situation in the country can be entireljjonalist Chinese] themselves wanted and had
ANTONOV, S.F. Top Secret, Copy 3 realized by the people’s militia, which consistgequested that such a shelling be conducted. Itis

“21 October 1959” not of military personnel but of people working intrue, that during the first days after the shelling
industry. In the event that the matter leads to thead begun Chiang-Kai Shek experienced some

Summary of a conversation real achievement of general disarmament, the sigeubts regarding the fact that the CPR might

with the Chairman of the CC CPC of the army could definitely be reduced. If théintend to occupy the islands of Quemoy and
[Central Committee Communist Party of Americans set out to reduce the size of their owmlatsu as a result of the shelling, however, Chiang-

China] Mao-Tse Tung army, continued Mao Tse-Tung, then we defiKai Shek soon, in the words of Mao Tse-Tung,

on 14 October 1959 nitely could take corresponding steps to redudsecame convinced that the government of the
our own armed forces. CPR had no such intentions. The same was true

In accordance with instructions | visited Mao Tse-Tung said further that a session gegarding the Americans, continued Mao Tse-
Mao Tse-Tung and gave him confidential inforthe Permanent Committee of the All-China CounTung; for two weeks they thought that the PLAC
mation about Comrade N.S. Khrushchev’s visitil of People’s Representatives was set for Oct@People’s Liberation Army of China) intended to
to the USA. Handing Mao Tse-Tung the text ober 14, at which would be accepted a resolution @bnquer the islands, but then they understood that
the information, | told him that according to theapproval and support for the Soviet proposal fahis was not included in the plans of the govern-
Chinese press and to comments of Chinese cogeneral and complete disarmament. In this wayhent of the CPR.
rades, the conviction had developed at the Erhe added, the Soviet proposal will be supportedby  Mao Tse-Tung further emphasized, that the
bassy that our Chinese friends approve of theur Chinese parliament. Chinese friends began from the fact the USA
results of Comrade N.S. Khrushchev's visit to | told Mao Tse-Tung that the debate angvould not begin a war over the coastal islands.
the USA. Comrade Mao Tse-Tung, inreply, saidpproval of the Soviet proposals on disarmameesides that, he added, last year's shelling of the
that they fully approve of this foreign policy stepby the Permanent Committee of the ACCP is glands was undertaken when certain concrete
of the CPSU, and that they have no differences irery important and useful measure by our Chigonditions prevailed. At the present time, noted
evaluation of the significance of this trip. In anese friends. Further, | briefly pointed out to Ma®ao Tse-Tung, the situation was already differ-
half-joking tone, | asked Mao Tse-Tung whethefse-Tung the place in the report on N.Sent.
one could consider that on this question we atehrushchev’s trip where Chinese-Americanrela-  Having further on his owninitiative broached
united on all ten fingers. Mao Tse-Tung saidjons are discussed. the question of the border conflict between India
thatitis so, and added, that in general, whenever Regarding this, Mao Tse-Tung noted thaand the Chinese People’s Republic, Mao Tse-
we have some sort of disagreements, they cons@@mrade N.S Khrushchev in his conversationsung underlined: “We never, under any circum-
of just one finger out of ten, or more preciselywith Eisenhower had spoken very firmly andstances, will move beyond the Himalayas. That
just half a finger. Regarding that, he continuedsorrectly about the Taiwan question. Taiwanis completely ruled out. This is an argument over
if there are some disagreements between us, theantinued Mao Tse-Tung, is an inalienable part ghconsequential pieces of territory.”
they are not of permanent character, but a@hina. Contrary to a number of countries, which  Nehru is now trying to use the armed inci-
partial and temporary. On most questions we agedter World War Il had been divided in accor-dent which took place on the border, Mao Tse-
united on all ten fingers. Sometimes, it maglance with international agreements (Germany,ung said further. He is pursuing a three-part
appear that our disagreements are on many fikerea, Vietnam), on the Taiwan question thergoal: First, he is trying to deliver a blow to the
gers, rather than just one, but that is incorrect. hrad notbeen and were not any sort of internationgommunist Party of India; second, to ease for
fact, on all important and fundamental matteracts in which the separation of Taiwan from Chingndia the conditions for the receipt of economic
there is always unity between us. had been mentioned. Tothe contrary, even durirgd from the Western powers, in particular from

In response to the interest which Mao Tsethe war, in the Cairo Declaration, it had beefhe USA; and third, to obstruct the spread of
Tung expressed, | briefly imparted to him thelecided that after the completion of military opinfluence of the CPR and the socialist camp on
main points of the information conveyed to himerations Taiwan would be freed from its Japanesge Indian people.

Mao Tse-Tung listened to this report with greabccupiers and returned to China. Further, Mao Tse-Tung touched on the situ-
interest, and in a number of places added hisown  Atthe same time, Mao Tse-Tung announcedtion in Tibet, pointing out that at the present time
commentaries on certain questions. He agreéatther, the Chinese People’s Republic does ndiibet had set out toward democratic reformation,
with the CC CPSU’s conclusion, as contained imtend to start a war with the United States ofind precisely that more than anything frightens
the information, that as a result of Comrade N.S\merica over Taiwan. We can wait 10-20 an@Nehru. It is necessary to note, continued Mao
Khrushchev’s visit to the USA there had beeeven 30 or 40 years, continued Mao Tse-Tung. Mse-Tung, that the popular masses of Tibet had
carried out a real relaxation of tensions in ththis case we are taking into account the experiengaget these reforms with great enthusiasm. During
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the Tibetan events approximately 12 thousandf the coastal islands the Americans did not agad already used it, and mastered it well, as the
people had left for India, of whom reactionarysume the obligation of defending Quemoy ancesults of this operation showed. Therefore, the
elements, large landowners-serfholders, reabatsu, they took a passive position.” It mightredit for the shooting down of the plane belongs
tionary lamas, stewards of landed estates and seem, continued Mao Tse-Tung, that here theret the Chinese anti-aircraft gunners. It is also
on made up around 6-7 thousand. Around &sort of very tricky and unclear matter, but in fagtleasant for us to hear, | added, your evaluation of
thousand people ran off to India under compuleverything is clear enough. Of course, he addeglir weapons, and that you associate this victory
sion, deception, or threat. These refugees at th# this is said relevant to the situation whictwith our aid.
present time are manifesting a desire to return tibtained in the autumn of last year. Now, already, “Yes, we associate them,” said Mao Tse-
China. Of all the serfholders-landowners ofhere is no sense in continuing these measurdaing. After the presentation of the conclusions
Tibet, around 80 percent took part in the revolQverall, itis possible to consider the measures vag the CC CPSU, as contained in the concluding
and many of them ran off to India. Howevertook last year, continued Mao Tse-Tung, as one prt of the report regarding the journey of Com-
some of the landowners remained in Tibet. Rehe links in a chain of those troubles, which wereade N.S. Khrushchev to the USA, Mao Tse-
garding those landowners who remained, reereated for the Americans. Another link in thisTung again announced: “Your evaluation (i.e. the
marked Mao Tse-Tung, certain measures hathain was the advancement of the Berlin questi@valuation of the CC CPSU-S.A)) is correct. We
been taken aimed at giving them, after reformdy the Soviet Union. agree with it. We have no disagreements on those
the possibility of maintaining their long-term Inthe Middle-Eastern crisis, and the shellingjuestions.” Further Mao Tse-Tung said that the
existence. of the islands, and the broaching of the Berli€old War had already begun to be an unfavorable
Characterizing the situation in Tibet, Maoquestion—these are all events which have caustttor for the American imperialists themselves.
Tse-Tung tried hard to emphasize that it is to ouble for the Americans. These events madend the imperialists will bring an end to the Cold
great degree unique. “The Dalai Lama is a goghossible the achievement of several goals whidWar only when it turns into an unfavorable factor
not a man,” said Mao Tse-Tung — “in any casgou posit in Europe, noted Mao Tse-Tung. “Andor them. Mao Tse-Tung emphasized that he had
he is seen that way by the majority of the Tibetaim fact,” he continued, “the CPR will not begin aalready spoken about this with Comrade N.S.
population.” Mao Tse-Tung said further that it isvar with the USA, nor with Chiang Kai-shek overKhrushchev during their meeting in July-August
even better that the Dalai Lama left for Indiathe Taiwan question.” 1958. Ifthe Americans want to end the Cold War
insofar as if he had remained in Tibet the masses As far as Chinese-American relations ar@ow, it meansthatithas become disadvantageous
of Tibetan peasants could not raise themselvest¢oncerned, said Mao Tse-Tung, we, the Chineder them. “And for us,” continued Mao Tse-
the realization of democratic reform. If, contin-have so far done what we can. The Americans daing, “what do we need it for? It is another
ued Mao Tse-Tung, we had arrested the Dalaiot want to recognize us and every day conduntatter if the Americans, as before, are inclined to
Lama, that would have called the population o&nti-Chinese propaganda, cursing us in all sorts tafke a hard line, in that case we can be more than
Tibet forth into rebellion. This is difficult even ways inthe newspapers and in official pronounceéeugh enough.”
for Chinese from other parts of our country tanents. Meanwhile, there is a single serious ques- Mao Tse-Tung right after that said that dur-
understand, added Mao Tse-Tung; only in Tibeton in Chinese-American relations — the Taiwaring his meetings with Comrade N.S. Khrushchev
do we have a situation like this. Not in innelquestion. We, continued Mao Tse-Tung, showed Moscow in November 1957 and in Peking in
Mongolia, nor in Sinkiang, nor in other regionson this issue a certain readiness to compromise, duly-August 1958 he had exchanged views on the
of the CPR where national minorities live, dahe question of the terms of cessation of thguestions of turning the Cold War into a factor
similar situations exist. Nonetheless, hate an@imerican occupation of Taiwan. We proposeevhich would be unfavorable for the Americans,
ill-feeling toward serfowners had been buildinghat the Americans stay for a time on Taiwan, oabout which side fears war more, and about the
up for a long time among the Tibetan peasantryhe condition, however, that they would acceptharacter of aggressive blocs (NATO, SEATO,
and now, when the majority of landowners hathe obligation to leave the island over a certaiand the Baghdad Pact). These blocs cannot be
left, and land is being given to the peasants, th@eriod of time, say over 5-10 or 15 years. We, sa@haracterized only as offensive. They actaggres-
raised themselves up and heatedly approve of tMao Tse-Tung, sort of traded with them: Whictsively when we in the Socialist camp undergo
democratic reforms which are now under way.do you, Americans, prefer — permanent tensiosomething disadvantageous, when something
Mao Tse-Tung said that really, the situationin the region of Taiwan or a calm situation irhappens like the events in Hungary. If we are
in Tibet, evidently, is complicated, there areexchange for the obligation to quit Taiwan over atrong internally, then the members of these blocs
present various social and economic structuregeriod of time? This method of solving thewill be required to sit on the defensive. They
Mao Tse-Tung said that overall in China up untiuestion, observed Mao Tse-Tung, was proposédild bases like dams against a flood. One can
the present time there are even colonies of foby the Chinese side during negotiations with thigken the above-mentioned blocs precisely to
eign states, like Macao. A small country, likeAmericans in Warsaw. And if the USA wouldthese sorts of dams. The imperialists fear the
Portugal, 400 years ago grabbed from China thagree with this, then the question of tension in thgfiltration of communist bacillae into the capi-
chunk of land. How should we proceed in thisegion of Taiwan could be settled. However, thealist world.
case? The CC CPC considered this question, aAchericans had turned out to be too thick-skulled;  Our most dangerous enemies, said Mao Tse-
worked out a course, which for now consists afhey placed their hopes on the use of force and dning further, are West Germany and Japan. At
not touching Macao. the creation of high pressure. The CPR, continugélde present time these countries do not have
“And so, when they say that the Chinese arblao Tse-Tung, does not send its airplanes twlonies, while the USA, England and France
war-like,” noted Mao Tse-Tung, “one cannotTaiwan, even reconnaissance flights of the CPRave multiple spheres of influence. Take, for
accept this as true, but sometimes in a certair defense forces do not fly there. At the samastance, the USA, said Mao Tse-Tung; every-
case it is expedient to show an opponent onetgne, American-made planes all the time fly fronthing, beginning with Taiwan and ending with
own firmness. Lastyear, for example, during th&aiwan to the mainland, in fact not so long ag@urkey, this in its essence is the “American
Middle Eastern crisis the U.S. State Departmemine airplane was shot down in the region aforld.” The Americans grabbed a lot, they try
published a memorandum in which it madéeking with the help of arms which were receivedverywhere to hold on to everything, not wishing
against the CPR various accusations of aggrefsem the USSR. | said to Mao Tse-Tung that thig let anything escape their grasp, not even our
sion in Korea, in Vietnam, and so on. Howevenveapon at the present time had already be&hinese island Quemoy. We take, for example,
the USA ended upinisolation. After our shellingransferred to the CPR and our Chinese comradesntinued Mao Tse-Tung, West Berlin; its terri-
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tory is not big, its population also not large, The Americans at the present time are the Document Two:
however, the Americans fear losing it very muctrichest country, and therefore they support to Khrushchev’s Secret Speech on the
clutching it in all sorts of ways, evidently fearingsome extent the maintenance of the status quo. Berlin Crisis, August 1961

that their exit from West Berlin will lead to a However, the Americans at the same time create
decrease in their international authority, and thaénsion even in those regions where they occupy  On 3-5 August 1961 an extraordinary meet-
as a result of losing West Berlin they can losan advantageous or even dominant position. Fpfg of the Warsaw Pact leaders took place in
everything else. instance, the USA systematically hurts Cambavioscow. The main issue on the agenda was the
Regarding an evaluation of the perspectivedia, and incites neighboring states to act againgite of the German Democratic Republic (GDR).
for settling the problem of West Berlin, said Madt. The Americans even wanted to overthrovwAlmost three years earlier, Soviet leader Nikita S.
Tse-Tung further, he, Mao Tse-Tung, thinks thaChiang Kai-shek, and to replace him with morghrushchev had provoked an international crisis
Western powers will begin, evidently, to de-obedient people. by giving Western powers an ultimatum: negoti-
crease their occupation forces in Western Berlin.  Regarding this, Mao Tse-Tung recountecite a final settlement of the German Question
It is possible, that in the longterm, in about 1Mow, on 24 May 1957, when the American emwith the Soviets, or else Moscow would sign a
years, or over a slightly longer term, the Westerrbassy building on Taiwan was destroyed (and thiseparate peace treaty with the GDR, threatening
ers will be obligated to relinquish West Berlindeed was organized by people close to ChianWestern occupation rights in (and access to)
entirely. Kai-shek’s son, Tsian Tszin-go), in the hands aBerlin. By the time he unleashed the crisis,
Mao Tse-Tung repeated that the Americanthe Kuomintang turned up secret American dockhrushchev knew that Soviet possession of nuclear
fear very much giving anything up. Therefore, henents, in which were discussed American plangeapons meant that West Germany was not such
continued, also in the Far East we for now will noto overthrow Chiang Kai-shek. Mao Tse-Tung big military threat, but he feared that the FRG's
touch them, even in places where they are weadaid that these documents were taken from th@onomic and political prowess might eventually
like Macao or Quemoy. Generally, the Amerisafes in the Embassy, which during the destrugyverwhelm the weak, unstable GDR. There would
cans don’t want us to touch them anywhere, evdion of the Embassy building were taken byhen be the danger of a peaceful Anschluss and
to the slightest degree, don’t want us to touch arparticipants in the demonstration with the help othe Soviets, with all their tanks and missiles,
territory which is under the influence of capital-heavy iron hammers. And so, the USA as afould face a fait accompli and the undermining
ism. And why should we harass them, continueitchperialist power in fact has not the slightesbf their whole European security system. Thus
Mao Tse-Tung. We ourselves have a large tersympathy for Chiang Kai-shek, or for [Indone-stabilizing East Germany became a top priority
tory, and we can take 20 or 30 years, or evesian leader] Sukarno, or for [Iragi prime ministefor the Kremlin—and for Khrushchev personally,
more, to live and develop, and ultimately achievéAbd al-Karim] Qassem, or for [Egyptian presi-for he had committed himself to the preservation
a full victory over capitalism. dent Gamal Abdel] Nasser. So sharp, said Magf a “socialist GDR” during the post-Stalin suc-
Overall, the international situation is favor-Tse-Tung, are the conflicts inside the capitalisiession struggle. (See James Richter, “Reexam-
able for the socialist camp, underlined Mao Tseworld. ining Soviet Policy Towards Germany during the
Tung. He said: “Comrade Khrushchev and the ~ Comrade Mao Tse-Tung expressed thankBeria Interregnum,” CWIHP Working Paper No.
CC CPSU undertook good measuresinrelation for the confidential report given to him. He3.)
the United States of America.” The imperialistsrequested that we convey a big greeting to Com-  East German communists, led by Walter
Mao Tse-Tung added, have many weaknesseade N.S. Khrushchev, and to all members of thglbricht, masterfully exploited Moscow’s fears
They have serious internal contradictions. ASoviet party-government delegation, who hag@f an East German collapse, edging the Soviets
rapid swellin the anti-imperialist liberation move-taken part in the celebration of the 10-year annieward a decisive confrontation with the West.
ment is occurring in Africa and Latin America.versary of the founding of the CPR. For them the ultimate solution was the “libera-
As far as Asia is concerned, continued Mao Tse-  For my own part | thanked Comrade Maaijon” of West Berlin, removing its subversive
Tung, here on the surface there is a certain declifise-Tung for the conversation and in conclusioimfluence as a powerful magnet for East Germans
[in the movement], explainable by the fact that itbriefly told him about the progress toward fulfill- and East Europeans in general. Recently declas-
many countries of Asia the national bourgeoisienent of the economic plan of the USSR for 195%ified Soviet documents reveal how serious and
has already taken power. This has nottaken plaaed also about the preparations which had beguffective was the GDR leadership’s pressure on
in Africa and Latin America. These two conti-in our country for the Plenum of the CC CPSUKhrushchev. It seems that the idea of a German
nents present for the USA, England, and Franddao Tse-Tung listened to this with interest.  peace treaty, announced by Khrushchev in No-
asource of trouble and tasks which are difficultto  Comrade B.N. Vereshagin, Counselor ofember 1958, was conceived by the GDR’s So-
solve. the Embassy, and Yan Min-Fu, translator of theialist Unity Party (SED). [Ed. note: For further
Right then, Mao Tse-Tung again said thaBecretariat of the CC CPC, were present at tk@alyses of newly available Russian and East
during the meetings with Comrade Khrushchegonversation. German materials on the Berlin Crisis, see
in Peking he had already articulated the thought CWIHP Working Papers No. 5 (Hope M.
(onthe way from the airport to the residence), thgbigned) S. Antonov, Temporary Charge d’AffairHarrison, “Ulbricht and the Concrete ‘Rose’:
at the present time West Germany and Japafthe USSR in the CPR New Archival Evidence on the Dynamics of So-
represent the main danger to us and to the matter viet-East German Relations and the Berlin Cri-
of peace. America, England, and France, itcan fBource: SCCD, Fond [collection] 5, Opis [in- sjs, 1958-1961") and No. 6 (Vladislav M. Zubok,
said, support the maintenance of the status quaentory] 49, Delo [file] 235, Listy [pages] 89- “Khrushchev and the Berlin Crisis (1958-
Therefore, arelaxation of relations with the USA96.) 1962)").]

England, and France is possible. And in certain
cases the possibility even of joint efforts with
these capitalist powers against West Germany
and Japan is not excluded. West Germany, said
Mao Tse-Tung, represents a danger not only for
us, but also for the capitalist countries of the
West.

Soviet leaders obviously realized that
Ulbricht's solution would posed an unacceptable
risk of war, and hoped similar calculations in
Washington and Bonn would produce a compro-
mise—such as recognition of two German states
with a special settlement for Berlin. But FRG
Chancellor Konrad Adenauer’s tenacity, coupled
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with the disastrous turn in U.S.-Soviet ties afterividly the mood and dilemma of the Soviet leaddi961]...Kennedy spoke [to frighten us] and then
the May 1960 U-2 affair, left Khrushchev withat the peak of the crisis. His address graphicallgot scared himself.” (p. 141)
little room for maneuver. He tried to gain time byeveals the contortions he had to go through when
postponing further action in Berlin until after thetaking the decision to build the Wall. But one  “Immediately after Kennedy delivered his
U.S. presidential elections in November, but arthing that stands out in this text is Khrushchev’speech | spoke with [U.S. envoy John J. McCloy].
hope that John F. Kennedy would help him out pblitical realism even at the moment of his boldeSWe had a long conversation, talking about disar-
his predicament proved wishful thinking. gambling. He did not want to drive Kennedy intanament instead of talking, as we needed to, about
By Spring 1961, Khrushchev’'s time was corner, cognizant of domestic pressures on hi@ermany and conclusion of a peace treaty on
running out. The deepening Sino-Soviet rift remnd confident he could get away with dividingVest Berlin. So | suggested: come to my place
dered his authority as a communist leader moigerlin. Introduction, commentary, and transla{Black Sea resort in Pitsunda] tomorrow and we
precarious than ever. Beijing and other militantion by Vladislav M. Zubok, formerly of the USANvill continue our conversation.” (p. 141)
communists blamed the Soviets for putting agre€@anada Institute, Russian Academy of Sciences,

ments with the West ahead of their internationaMoscow, currently a visiting scholar at the Nor- “Onthefirstday [in Pitsunda] before talking

ist revolutionary duty-and among the East Ger-wegian Nobel Institute, Oslo. we followed a Roman rite by taking a swim in a
man communists there was less sympathy for pool. We got our picture taken, embraced
Moscow'’s foreign policy than for the Chinese, *ok ok ko together...I have no idea whom he is going to
who had only recently tried to “liberate” their show this picture to, but | don’t care to appear on
own “imperialist-occupied” territory, the off- The Conference of first secretaries of Cen- one picture with a Wall Street representative in

shore islands in the Taiwan straits. In March, atral Committees of Communist and workers the Soviet pool.”

a regular Warsaw Pact summit, Khrushcheparties of socialist countries for the exchange

promised to conclude a separate peace treaty views on the questions related to prepara- “l said [to McCloy]: ‘| don't understand
with the GDR should a general settlement wittion and conclusion of German peace treaty, 3- what sort of disarmament we can talk about,
the West prove impossible, and by early JunestAugust 1961 when Kennedy in his speech declared war on us
certainly looked this way from Moscow: Kennedy and set down his conditions. What can | say?
had attempted to “roll back” communism inSecond session. 4 August. Morning. Present dtease tell your president that we accept his
Cuba at the Bay of Pigs and came to the Vienfige Soviet side: Nikita S. Khrushchev, Frol Kozlovultimatum and his terms and will respond in
summit with Khrushchev with nothing new to safnastas Mikoyan, Andrei Gromyko. Foreignkind.” (p. 142)

on the German Question. In accord with higuests: Walter Ulbricht (GDR), Todor Zhivkov

commitments Khrushchev pressed the Soviet gBulgaria), Janos Kadar (Hungary), Wladyslaw  “Hethen said...[that] Kennedy did not mean
sition on a separate peace treaty and thereliyomulka (Poland), Antonin Novotny (Czecho4t, he meant to negotiate. | responded: ‘Mr.

catapulted the Berlin crisis into its most dangers|ovakia), Georgi Georgu-Dej (Rumania). McCloy, but you said you did not read Kennedy's
ous stage. Kennedy responded on July 25 with a speech?’ He falterea@mialsig, for clearly he
speech that made it clear that unilateral Soviet gExcerpts from Khrushchev's comments:] knew about the content of the speech.” (p. 143)

GDR actions to block Western access to West

Berlin would mean war. Both leaders seemedto “Our delegation agrees completelywithwhat ~ “"You want to frighten us,’ | went on [to

be heading toward an inevitable clash that neEomrade Ulbricht has reported...We must wrin$IcCloy]. ‘You convinced yourself, that Khrush-

ther desired. this peace treaty...They [the Western powers] hathev will never go to war... So you scare us
The decision to cut off West Berlin from thaauled Germany into the Western bloc, and Gelexpecting] us to retreat. True, we will not

GDR by a Wall thus came as a blessing imany became split into two parts. The peacéeclare war, but we will not withdraw either, if

disguise both for Khrushchev and Kennedy. titeaty will give legitimacy to this split...it will you pushiton us. We will respond to your war in

stabilized the GDR regime for several decadggeaken the West and, of course, the West will nétnd.” (p. 143)

and froze the status quo that both the Soviets aagree with it. Their eviction from West Berlin will

Americans came to prefer to the uncertaintiediean closing of the channels for their subversive  “l told him to let Kennedy know...that if he

and dangers of German reunification. From thectivities against us.” (p. 139) starts a war then he would probably become the
Soviet viewpoint a divided Berlin was a lesser last president of the United States of America. |
evil, but still an evil. All through the crisis the «...I believe there are people in our countrie§now he reported it accurately. In America they

official Soviet line was to promote trade contactgho might argue: was it worth a cost to push thigre showing off vehemently, but yet people close
with West Berlin and prepare the ground fofssue and let the heat and international tensid® Kennedy are beginning to pour cold water like
drawing it, and ultimately West Germany, torise... We have to explain to them that we have fofire-brigade.” (p. 144)
ward the East. The Wall meant that, in a 15 yeairing this peace treaty, there is no other way...
tug-of-war for “the German soul” victory was Every action produces counteraction, hence they [Khrushchev said he had met Italian Prime
with the West. resist fiercely...” (p. 140) Minister Amintore Fanfani, who came to Mos-
The August meeting in Moscow coincided cow ostensibly at his own initiative, but in fact at
with the moment when Khrushchev grudgingly  [There was always an understandingKennedy's prodding.JHow we could possibly
agreed to bite this bullet. At the same time hehrushchev continued, that the Westould have invited him in such a tense moment... We
warned Ulbricht, “not a millimeter further,” thus intimidate us, call out all spirits against us to teg¥ould have exposed our weakness immediately
dashing his hopes for strangling and ultimatelyur courage, our acumen and our will.” (p. 140)and revealed] that we are seeking a way out, a
capturing West Berlin. Transcripts of this meetAs for me and my colleagues in the state angurrender. How [could it be] you would ask, [that]
ing were found byarchivist Zoia Vodopianova party leadership, we think that the adversary provdgennedy advised Fanfani to go to Moscow, and
and this author in the SCCD files during researcto be less staunchzliestokii that we had Rusk did not know about it..Why? Kennedy
for the CWIHP conference. | have translatedstimated...We expected there would be mofgust be in a difficult situation, for Kennedy
selected excerpts from Khrushchev’s concludiriustering and...so far the worst spurt of intimidarepresents one party and Rusk another.” (pp. 145-
speech at the conference, as they convey mtish was in the Kennedy speech [on 25 Julg$6) [Khrushchev reports that he told Fanfani:]
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“We have means [to retaliate]. Kennedy himselBerlin]. If you fly and violate [the aerial space “lunderstand, comrades, and share this state
acknowledged, thatthere is equality of forces, i.@ver the GDR], we will down your planes, youof mind, that our enthusiasm for peaceful con-
the Soviet Union has as many hydrogen arnmust know it.” (p. 155) struction acts as poison, weaken our muscles and
atomic weapons as they have. | agree with that, our will.” (p. 160)

[although] we did not crunch numbers. [But, if “Why we were so blunt? Comrades, we

you recognize that] let us speak about equabve to demonstrate to them our will and deci- “We got ourselves carried away with peace-
opportunities. Instead they [Western leadersfiveness....” (p. 156) ful construction and, | believe, we are going too
behave as if they were a father dealing with a far. | will not name countries. This is the internal

toddler: ifitdoesn’tcome theirway, they threaten ~ [What is the difference between the twanatter of each of the socialist state§But the
to pull our earsrfatrepat’ ushj. (p. 148) We parties of “monopoly capital,” the Democrats Soviet Union had had to bail out some of them in
already passed that age, we wear long trouseasyd the Republicans? Khrushchev admitted th#te past by]‘taking gold out of its coffers.”
not short ones.” (p. 149) real difference is small Jbut some distinctive Khrushchev called all participants to live on
features exist, one cannot deny it, since otherwigginciple, “Pay as you go.”Ho odezhke

“l told Fanfani yesterday: ‘...I don’t believe, we wouldn’t have been politicians, but agitatorsprotiagivai nozhkKj [and said a change of plans
though, there will be war. What am | countingvho say, that there is capitalism and workings necessary, a mobilization]pp. 160, 165-66)
on? | believe in your [Western leaders’] commorelass, so one has to blame damned bourgeoisie
sense. Do you know who will argue most againstnd that’s it. Only Albanians understand it this  “So | would consider us bad [statesmen] if

war? Adenauer. [Because, if the war starts] theweay....” (p. 156) we do not now make conclusions [to]...build up
will not be a single stone left in place in Ger- our defense...our military forces.” (p. 160) “If we
many...” (p. 150) “Can we clash? Possibly...I told Fanfanido not have these measures worked out, then

that [the American state] is a barely governedmericans, British, French, who have their agen-
[War between the USSR and the Unitedtate... Kennedy himself hardly influences theies among us, will say, that we, as they putit, are
States, Khrushchev allegedly told Fanfani, isflirection and development of policigm]itiki]  bluffing, and, consequently, will increase their
“hardly possible, because it would be a duel ahthe American state...The American Senate armessure against us.” (p. 161)
ballistic intercontinental missiles. We are strongther [state] organizations are very similar to our
on that... American would be at a disadvantage Weche of Novgorod... One party there defeated “On our side, we have already mapped out
start a war with this weapon... They know it anthe other when it tore off half of the beards o6ome measures. And we are considering more in
admit it... America can unleash a war from itanother party... They shouted, yelled, pulled eac¢he future, but short of provocations.”
military bases they have on [ltalian] territory.other beards, and in such a way resolved the
Consequently we consider you as our hostagegjtiestion who was right.” (pp. 156-57) “l told McCloy, that if they deploy one
(p. 151) division in Germany, we will respond with two
“Hence anything is possible in the Uniteddivisions, if they declare mobilization, we will do
[British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan States. War is also possible. They can unleashttie same. If they mobilize such and such num-
visited Moscow in 1959 and told Khrushchev thathere are more stable situations in Englandbers, we will put out 150-200 divisions, as many
war was impossible. Khrushchev presumes th&tance, Italy, Germany. | would even say thagis necessary. We are considering now... to de-
Western leaders continue to act on that conviawhen our ‘friend’ [John Foster] Dulles was alive ploy tanks defensively along the entire border
tion.] “Macmillan could not have lost his mind they had more stability [in the United States]. [between the GDR and the FRG]. In short, we

since then. He considered war impossible thenld McCloy about it.” (p. 157) have to seal every weak spot they might look for.”
and, suddenly, now he changes his mind? No, no. (p. 162).

The outcome of modern war will be decided by  [Dulles was the enemy who] “resolved to

atomic weapons. Does it make sense if therelising us down to submissiosdgnut v baranii [Khrushchev doubted that Western powers

one more division or less? If the entire Frenclog], but he was afraid of war. He would reach thevould risk to force their way to West Berlin,

army cannot cope with the Algerians, armed witbrink, as he put it himself, but he would never leapecause it would surely mean war. (pp. 163-65)

knives, then how do they expect to scare us witbver the brink, and [nevertheless] retained hiBut he said that chances of economic blockade of

a division? It is ludicrous, not frighteningDe credibility.” (p. 158) the GDR and, perhaps, of the entire Eastern bloc

Gaulle admitted to our Ambassador a couple of were “fifty-fifty.” That led him to comment

weeks ago, Khrushchev says, that he did notwant  “If Kennedy says it, he will be called aruefully on the dependence of socialist econo-

the reunification of Germany.He pays lip ser- coward. But Dulles had never been called thisiies on Western trade and loans:]

vice toit[reunification] because itisin Adenauer'svay, [and people believed when he said] it had

interests. Nobody wants reunification of Gernotto be done in American interests. Who could  “We have to help the GDR out...Everybody

many—neither France, nor England, nor Italysuspect Dulles? The man was anything but ia guilty, and the GDR too. We let down our

nor America.” (pp. 151- 52) coward. Asfor Kennedy, he is rather an unknowguards somewhat. Sixteen years passed and we
quantity in politics. So | feel empathy with himdid not alleviate pressures on the GDR...."” (p.

[Khrushchev said he told McCloy:ILis- in his situation, because he is too much of a light-67)
ten, why is it that you cannot shake hands wittveight both for the Republicans as well as for the
Ulbricht? | shook hands with Adenauer and | anbemocrats. And the state is too big, the state is  [Khrushchev praised Ulbricht for “heroic

ready to do it again. Do you believe that youpowerful, and it poses certain dangers.” work since 1945” and approved his collectiviza-
Adenauer is better than our Ulbricht? We praise tion campaign. “You cannot build socialism with-
our commodity.” (p. 153) “l think you will not suspect | am sympa- outit.”] (p. 168) [He conceded that the GDR, if

thetic to Dulles, only for the fact that he is nanot helped, will collapse.JWhat will it mean, if
[If Western powers refuse to sign a treatyonger with us, so my sympathy cannot seek arthe GDR is liquidated? It will mean that the
with the GDR, then, as Khrushchev said tgoals.” (p. 159) Bundeswehr will move to the Polish border,...to
McCloy:] “You will have no access [to West the borders with Czechoslovakia, ....closer to our
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Soviet border.” Documents Three and Four: Secret
Moscow and the Vietnam Peace Talks Copy No. 1

[He then addressed another point of criti- CC CPSU
cism, why it was necessary to help the GDR to  The following documents confirm Western (For the [General] department CC CPSU )
raise its living standard, already the highestanalyses of the Soviet Union’s role in negotia-
among the countries in the Eastern bldtflve  tions to end the Vietham War. From June to  Colonel Ch.G. Fitzgerald, the military atta-
level it [the GDR'’s living standard] down to our December 1966, Januscz Lewandowski, the Palhe at the USA Embassy in the USSR, has lately,
own, consequently, the government and the parish representative to the International Controlin his talks with the officers of the Foreign Affairs
of the GDR will fall down tumbling, conse- Commission, launched a diplomatic initiativedepartment of the Ministry of Defense, been
quently Adenauer will step in...Even if the GDRcalled “Marigold.” Lewandowski served as anmethodically and insistently maintaining the idea
remains closed, one cannot rely on that and [leitermediary between North Vietnam (Democratiof the important role the USSR could play in
living standards decline].” (p. 170) Republic of Vietnam, or DRV) and U.S. Ambassaettling the Vietnam conflict, as the initiator and

dor to South Vietnam Henry Cabot Lodge in aan active mediator of negotiations.

[Khrushchev admitted the GDR cost theattempt to discover terms that might provide a  In this respect he considers that the USSR
Soviets much more than they needed for thdiasis for negotiations. Although the initiative'is to blame” for the fact that the war drags on and
own defense.]“Each division there costs us broke down in December when the United States: “When two forces meet head on—in this case
many times more, than if it had been locdted resumed its bombings of the North, the Polegbe U.S. and the Viethamese communists—a
the Soviet territory] “Some might say, why do claimed to have extracted a commitment from thtird force is needed, which could help them
we need the GDR, we are strong, we have armBRV to bilateral negotiations with the Unitedcome to an agreement. Only the Soviet Union
ments and all, and we will stand on our borderStates. According to George C. Herring, theould be this third power.”

This would have really been a narrow nationalisBoviet Union supported, and perhaps even di- In his speculations about the ways the Viet-

vision...."(p. 171) rected, the Polish initiative. [Herring, edfhe namese conflict could be settled, Colonel Ch.
Secret Diplomacy of the Vietham War: The NeFitzgerald made the following points:
“l wish we could lick the imperialism! You gotiating Volumes of the Pentagon Papéuss- — Peacein Vietnam can be achieved through

can imagine what satisfaction we’'ll get when wein: The University of Texas Press, 1983), 227 fhegotiations, between the USA, North Vietnam,
sign the peace treaty. Of course we're running@olonel Fitzgerald's reported claim thereforethe Vietcong, and the government of South Viet-
risk. But it is indispensable. Lenin took such @hatthe USSR “is to blame for the fact that the wamam. The main obstacle to organizing the nego-
risk, when he said in 1917 that there was suchdxags on” is overstated and inaccurate. tiations is the government of North Vietnam,
party that could seize power. Everybody just The Soviets had refused to serve as an actitleough in the present situation negotiations would
smirked and snorted then...World public opiniormediator of negotiations on several occasionse most beneficial to North Vietham. Atthe same
now is on our side not only in the neutraBut, as the Zorin document indicates, the Sovietisne we understand that the war in Vietham is
countries, but in America and in England.” (pplayed a key role in secret deliberations. Zorinprofitable for the USSR, because it attracts the
178) the USSR ambassador to France, summarizesatiention of the Chinese, otherwise you would
meeting he had in Paris in February 1969 witthave had a lot of trouble and unpleasantries with
[He returns again to Kennedy's dilemma.]representatives of the DRV and National Liberathem on frontier questions and other issues.
“ Presidential aide on mass media[Pierre] Salingéon Front of South Vietham (NLFSV). His con- — The main goal of the USA in the situation
invited one day our journalists [to pay a visit toversation confirms the Viets’ commitment to theias it has developed is to maintain its prestige —
Kennedy]. He picked [Alexei] Adzhubei andrespective Four and Five Point plans for peacdo leave Vietnam “beautifully’frasivd. That's
[Mikhail] Kharlamov. [In presence of Adzhubei Whatis new and exciting about Zorin’s memoranahy the American government is persistently
and the Soviet interpreter only, Kennedy admitdum, however, is the Viet position that “the timéooking for ways to organize the negotiations.
ted,] ‘If I do what Khrushchev suggests, myfor discussion of military questions,” with theThis was the mission of the senator Mike
senators will arresithpeach?Pme.’ He is seek- United States, “hadn’t come yet.” Shortly afterMansfield when he came to the USSR, but unfor-
ing my sympathy, isn't he? So that | will sparghe Tet Offensive of 1968, the negotiations itunately he failed to find understanding from the
him that? He said it so that | understood and I&aris opened with the DRV and NLFSV adoptin§oviet representatives. Not long ago the Presi-
you know that he is in a bind, because his godtie strategy ofua danh, vua dafffighting while  dent appointed A. Harriman as his special assis-
will and decision was not enough. The situationegotiating]. Zorin's note tells us much about théant, with his task being to find paths to negotia-
is very grave there. Itlooks as if | am a propagarGommunist side’s military strength in early 1969tions. He has been appointed to use every tiniest
dist for Kennedy, to make you less stern about  Through these investigations in the Sovigtossibility to achieve this goal.
him....You might turn on me for that, but I will archives, a complicated and ill-balanced history = — The President’s declaration during his
survive....” (p. 183) may be made clearer and fuller. If only to confirnpress conference in Texas after his meeting with
the previous work of Western scholars, the Sovigte Commander [of] American troops [Gen. Wil-
“Summing up, our Central Committee anddocuments are important. Perhaps, further reliam] Westmoreland, that the American people
government believe, that now preparations argearch will reveal some new insights into thenust know that there will be no quick victory, is
proceeding better, but there will be a thaw, an&econd Indochina War. Introduction by Roberjustan assertion of his former position. Thisis not
more importantly, a cooling down...We have td. Brigham, History Dept., University of Ken-new for us, we are used to it.

work out our tactics now and perhapsitis alreadyicky; translations by Mark H. Doctoroff, Colonel Ch. Fitzgerald expresses his per-
the right time.” (p. 184) Harriman Institute, Columbia University. sonal attitude to the American aggressionin Viet-

nam evasively: “I'm a soldier and am therefore
(Source: SCCD, miscellaneous documents of the obliged to maintain the policy of my government
CC CPSU International Department.) * ok ok ok and follow the directions of my command, but as

a man | may sometimes be ashamed for the
undermined prestige of the USA.”
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(signed) P. Ivashutin The Americans have to face new difficulties now, problem will not be solved. So farthe USA
“23” August 1966 caused by the growth of the movement of various and Saigon speak only with the DRV at the
No. 46722 strata of the urban population. This movement negotiations, and don’t want to talk with
has not only a nationalist character, but appearsto NLFSV.
(Source: SCCD, F. 5, Op. 58, D. 262, LI. 237be broader, with its main aim being the restoration — If the USA doesn'’t agree to a complete

38.) of peace in the country, the dismissal of Nguyen and unconditional withdrawal of its troops
van Thieu, Nguyen Cao Ky, and Tran van Huong from South Vietnam and continues the
il from power, and the creation of a “Cabinet of war, it will suffer even greater military
Peace.” losses.
FROM THE DAYBOOK Secret, Copy # 2 The delegations ofthe NLFSV and the DRV,
OF ZORIN, V.A. “28" February 1969 he went on, have already put forward the propos-  As for concrete questions and approaches to

als which are necessary to discussin order to cortieeir decision, in the opinion of Comrades Xuan
Initial #203 to a political resolution of the problems, and hadhuy and Tran Buu Kiem the proper time to
clearly expressed their positions on political andiscuss them with the Americans still hasn’t
MEMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION military issues, but the USA is trying first of all toarrived.
solve military questions, to improve its position in 3. During an exchange of opinions on cer-
with the head of the DRV delegation Comradé&South Vietnam in order to conduct the negotiatain aspects of the Vietnam problem, some ques-

Xuan Thuy and the head of the NLFSV tions from a position of strength. tions were raised on our initiative (to find out the
delegation Comrade Tran Buu Kiem at the b) Comrade Xuan Thuy, having agreed wittposition of the Viethamese comrades). These
Paris negotiations the ideas expressed by Comrade Tran Buu Kienmcluded “the Peace Cabinet,” the gradual with-

stressed that R. Nixon, like Johnson, wants tdrawal of American troops, the elimination of
21 February 1969 solve the Vietnamese problem from a position oAmerican bases and the cessation of military
strength, and that the U.S. is continuing t@perations.

Today | visited the residence of the DRVstrengthen the puppet regime, intending to stay in  In this respect the Vietnamese comrades
delegation, where a talk with Comrades XuaWietnam even after its troops are withdrawn irexpressed the following ideas:
Thuy and Tran Buu Kiem took place. orderto carry outits neo-colonial policy, usingthe  a) Comrade Tran Buu Kiem explained that

1. I briefly informed the Viethamese com-puppets. participants in the opposition movement to the
rades about the latest statements of the American The Americans don't yet have a concret&aigon regime treat the Thieu-Ky-Huong gov-
representative, C. Vance, during the conversalan for settling the Vietnamese problem. Thernment as a war government, capable only of
tion with the Advisor-Envoy of the Embassyconcrete suggestions which they put forward duserving the war. This movement and its demands
Comrade Oberemko, V.l. on February 15 of thigg the first meetings (I mean C. Lodge’s proposalonfirm the NLFSV idea about the creation of the
year and about French perceptions, expressedtoystart discussing problems connected with th&abinet of Peace;” therefore the NLFSV sup-
the acting head of the Asia department of theéemilitarized zone, withdrawal of foreign troopsports this movement. The NLFSV also supports
French Foreign Ministry, Delayer (sic) (withoutand exchange of prisoners of war) are aimed people whom this movement puts forward as
direct reference to him) during a talk with Com+talking, not at actually solving the problem, atandidates to be included in the “Cabinet of
rade Utkin, the counselor at the Embassy, goutting off its decision. The Americans underPeace.” These candidates are worthy people and
February 18 of this year, about questions relatexiand that if the questions which they have putmong them there are some who formerly were
to a settlement in Vietham. The Vietnames#rward are not resolved, they will have a chanceonnected with the Americans, but who now
comrades thanked me for this information, whicko strengthen the Saigon regime. The USA imaintain progressive positions.
they received with great interest. forcing consideration of military questions in b) Comrade Xuan Thuy added that the

2. Referring to the fact that within the nextorder to put pressure on the DRV and NLFSV. present-day Saigon government doesn’t want
few days | plan to pay a return visitto C. Lodge,  As for the position of France on the Vietnanpeace and continues the policy of support for the
the head of the USA delegation at the Pariguestion;the French, according to Comrade Xuaaggressive American war. That’s why the popu-
negotiations, I tried to find outif my interlocutorsThuy, want the USA to leave South Vietnam anthtion of Saigon and other cities, and districts
thought we should, before President Nixon'§rance to return there, but not in the same rotcupied by the Americans, demand the over-
arrival to Paris, ask C. Lodge some questionghich it played before. Obviously the Frenchthrow of Thieu, Ky, and Huong. This is not the
which would be interesting to the Vietnameseluring their negotiations with R. Nixon, will demand of the DRV and NLFSV but a demand of
comrades, in order to push the U.S. toward somehow push him in this direction. the people, ademand coming from below, and the
political settlement. | also asked if the Vietham-  Then Comrade Xuan Thuy said that thdRV and the NLFSV support it.
ese comrades had any questions for the FrenéblJowing could be said in the talk with C. Lodge: The DRV and NLFSV do not have concrete

taking into consideration that De Gaulle is likely proposals regarding the creation of the “Cabinet
to discuss the Viethamese question with R. Nixon. — The DRV and NLFSV wantto solvethe of Peace,” he went on, but we will welcome all
In response to this, my interlocutor made Vietnam problem on the basis of the people who will join a new government and who
the following observations: achievement of true independence, not on express the desire to conduct negotiations with
a) Having remarked that the U.S. does not the basis on which the U.S. wants to solve the NLFSV. It would be very good if the popu-
now want to consider serious issues at the nego- it. lation of South Vietham demands that the gov-
tiations, Comrade Tran Buu Kiem said that Rich- — Should the U.S. continue to act from a ernment include NLFSV members. But if the

ard Nixon is trying to strengthen the Saigon position of strength, the Viethamese people readiness to conduct negotiations withthe NLFSV
regime and its army and only thentowork toward will not agree with this, and will go on is expressed, rather that a wish for the NLFSV to
the resolution of essential questions. But the struggling against U.S. aggression. be represented in the “Cabinet of Peace,” the
situation in South Vietnam will change and the —If the U.S. wants to solve the Vietham DRV and NLFSV will acceptit. The main task is
U.S. will not realize its goals. Now the USAis  problem, it has to start talking with the for a national union of different strata of the
taking measures to provide security in the cities. NLFSV. If it doesn’t happen the Vietnam population to be created in this “Cabinet of Peace,”
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for it to include representatives of the “Union o2—General department of CC CPSU Kissinger admonishes Dobrynin that as chief ally
National, Democratic and Peace-loving forces.3—I EO and arms supplier the Soviets are in a position to
Later, when a “Cabinet of Peace" like that had—OUVA pressure Hanoi to make the concessions neces-
already been created, a temporary governmest—UOMP sary for peace. Should diplomacy fail, Kissinger
may be created on the basis of the NLFSV polite—To the file threatens ominously, Nixon will be forced to
cal program. consider unspecified “alternatives” to convince
¢) In connection with my remark, that inNo. 256, February 24, 1969 Hanoi to be more forthcoming. Dobrynin de-
order to solve military questions it might be scribes this declaration of Nixon's resolve to
reasonable for the DRV and NLFSV to put for{Source: SCCD, F.5, Op. 61, D.460, LI. 56-60.prevail in Vietnam as “blackmail,” but acknowl-
ward some concrete proposals—for example, on edges that the possibility of adrastic U.S. military
the limitation of the scale of military operationsin escalation cannot be dismissed. (This clear at-
some districts, or on the gradual withdrawal of temptto “signal” Moscow accorded with Nixon’s
American troops and liquidation of American Document Five: so-called “madman theory” according to which
bases within definite periods of time, Comradd®obrynin and Kissinger, 1969—Opening the he, like Eisenhower before him, would success-
Xuan Thuy said that the time for discussion of Back Channel fully terminate U.S. military involvement in an
military questions hadn’t come yet. The Ameri- Asian land war by threatening to raise the stakes.)
cans wantto conduct negotiations from a position  In this July 1969 report to the Politburo, Dobrynin concludes with a shrewd thumb-

of strength and want to use this strength. Th®oviet ambassador to Washington Anatolgail character portrait of Kissinger, and the
DRV and NLFSV demand a quick, and comDobrynin recounts a wide-ranging conversatiorgualities that later brought fame to the German-
plete—not gradual—and unconditional with-with national security adviser Henry A. Kissingetborn Harvard professor and diplomat—then
drawal of American troops. The Americans thinka half-year into President Richard M. Nixon'slargely still unknown to the general public—are
that the power of the NLFSV and DRV hadirst term. Dobrynin also offers his candid per+eadily apparent. The Soviet envoy terms him
trickled away, and that they are incapable afonal evaluation of Kissinger and the secretsmart and erudite” but at the same time “ex-
effective actions. That's why, if the DRV andWhite House “backchannel” established by Nixoriremely vain.” Kissinger later reciprocated this
NLFSV would put forward some concrete proto circumvent the State Department and commumixed appraisal, describing Dobrynin as “Suave
posals now—for example on the limitation ofnicate directly with the Soviet leadership. not just by Soviet standards—which leave ample
military actions—the Americans will interpret it Several strands stand outin Kissingegsr  room for clumsiness—but by any criteria,” and
as a revelation of DRV and NLFSV weakness.d’horizon which he describes as a faithful rendi-able to glide through Washington’s upper ech-

In this connection Comrade Tran Buu Kiention of Nixon's views. He expresses a desire netons “with consummate skill,” yet ready to be
added that “we’ll fight the Americans eagerly andnerely to avoid direct U.S.-Soviet confrontatiorfas ruthless and duplicitous as any other Com-
we believe in our strength.” but to advance superpower relations beyond thraunist leader.” (See KissingeWhite House

Having said that this question shouldn’t beCold War to a more “constructive” phase, andYears 138-41) Interestingly, Kissinger seemed
mentioned in talks with Americans, Comradegrobes Dobrynin on the idea of a series of U.Ste have regarded the White House back channel
Xuan Thuy said that the DRV and NLFSV del-Soviet summit conferences. As further testimas firmly established by February 1969, yet here
egations will discuss itand then have an exchangél to Washington's desire for better relations Dobrynin is only five months later able to tell the
of opinions with the Embassy. Kissinger assures Dobrynin of Nixon’s readines®olitburo “with sufficient confidence” that in the

d) Inthe course of the discussion | suggestdd ratify the status quo of a divided Berlin andNixon foreign policy set-up it is Kissinger, not
to the Vietnamese comrades that, to make tligermany rather than insist on a reunification—Secretary of State Rogers, who has “dominant”
Americans talk with the NLFSV, the NLFSV aforeshadowing of agreements reached in 197@nd “commanding” influence. Introduction by
delegation to the Paris negotiations could prat971 on Berlin and the normalization of relationslim Hershberg, CWIHP coordinator; transla-
pose a concrete program—uwhich could be suppetween East and West Germany—and of Hisn by Mark H. Doctoroff, Harriman Institute,
ported by the DRV—based on the four and fivacceptance of Soviet predominance in Easte@olumbia University.
points. Europe, notwithstanding “isolated critical pub-

The Vietnamese comrades treated this iddie comments” made for domestic political rea- *ok ok ok ok
with interest, and Comrade Xuan Thuy said thatons. Kissinger also dangles the possibility of
this suggestion will be considered by the delegduture U.S.-Soviet cooperation on such issues &end to members of the Politburo, CC CPSU and
tions. a nuclear test ban treaty, trade, and the Middl¢o candidate members of the Politburo, CC CPSU

DRV delegation members Comrades H&ast conflict, and in a delicate discussion of the
van Lau, Mai Van Bo; a member of NLFSVtensions between Moscow and Beijing—whoskily 12, 1969

delegation Nguyen van Tien; Comrade Nguyeforceswere engagingin sporadic border clashes-A. Gromyko Secret, Copy No. 1

Ngoc Thuong, a colleague of the NLFSV delegdie ingratiatingly notes Nixon’s wish that U.S.

tion; Embassy Counselor Comrade Zelentsownd Soviet leaders collaborate in safeguarding Memorandunof conversation

V.A.; the Second Secretary of the Embassthe world from major military conflicts until of the Ambassador of the USSR to the USA

Goritskii, V.A. were present at the talk. China“grows up.” (Whatever notionsthe Ameri-  A.F. Dobrynin with Kissinger, Aide to

The talk was translated by Counselor Comeans already had for an opening to the PRC President Nixon

rade Zelentsov, V.A.; the talk was recorded byemained camouflaged behind vague declara-

the second secretary Goritskii, V.A. tions of neutrality in the battle between commu-  On the eve of my July 12 departure to
nist rivals.) Moscow, Kissinger, aide to the President, called

The USSR Ambassador in France (signed) Yet, looming over all of Kissinger's bonho-me and expressed his wish to meet with me before

V. Zorin mie and hopes for a superpower rapprochementleft. | agreed and the meeting took place in

is the Vietnam War. Reflecting his and Nixon'&issinger’s White House office (like all previous

6 copies sent to: grand strategy, to lean on Moscow to help extrimeetings with him, this meeting was unan-
1—Comrade Kozyrev, S.P. cate the United States from the quagmirenounced). Kissinger began the conversation with
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a comment to the effect that President Nixomeetings, and insofar as these are difficult tmterested in achieving a certain degree of stabil-
knows about my departure to the USSR and thathieve, various speculations of “misfortune” anity around West Berlin, so that events there do not
this meeting was organized with the President$ailure” begin, and these cannot help the procegsom time to time inflame Soviet-American rela-
knowledge, so that, while in Moscow, the Soviebf searching for a resolution, since they put negdéions. We are waiting, Kissinger added, for any
Ambassador in his report to his governmertive psychological pressure on the summit participossible more concrete proposals on this issue
could, if necessary, provide “first hand” knowl-pants, who from the very beginning begin to thinfrom the Soviet side, taking into account that this
edge of the President’s point of view on variouabout the fact that at the end of the summit theyas mentioned in the first note of the Soviet
international questions and especially on Sovietvill have to present the results to the press.  government to President Nixon in February of
American relations. Kissinger said that he can  Andthatis why, said Kissinger further, Presithis year.
with full responsibility declare, that in foreign dent Nixon is convinced that the organization of  To my counter-question about what the
policy—besides the settlement of the Vietnamonly one such meeting with the Soviet leader8merican side could suggest on this question,
guestion (on which he intended to dwell a littleduring his entire Presidency (as was the case wikissinger answered in such a way so as to assert
later)—President Nixon feels that the other basieresidents Kennedy and Johnson) is not the cdhat they would like first to receive more concrete
areawhich demands his attentionis Soviet-Ameniect path to follow. It would be preferable toSoviet thoughts. From his rejoinder it would be
canrelations. He poses his main goal in this areanduct a series of meetings, at predetermingubssible to understand thatin exchange for “calm”
as the necessity of avoiding situations whicintervals, say, once ayear. Then the meetings with the access routes to West Berlin, they would
could lead to direct confrontation between thée less of a sensation, and will have a momonsider measures to “neutralize” those actions
USA and USSR. He, the President, feels thausiness-like character. In the course of suadf the FRG in that city which are a cause of
such a task is entirely feasible. In any case, hmeetings it would not be strictly necessary téfrictions” between the DDR [East Germany]
Kissinger, according to instructions from thesearch for an externally stream-lined formulaand its allies, particularly the USSR, and the FRG
President, can assure me, that Nixon will navhich would in a way satisfy society butin realityand its allies, including the USA. It was at the
allow any third countries or any situation todo little to move the process forward. Instead afame time possible to understand that Washing-
develop in this or any other region of the worldthis it will be possible to make an efficient peri-ton however is not now ready to accept for West
which could pull him along a path fraught withodic survey of the most important problems, anBerlin the status of a “free city.”
the threat of direct confrontation between outo search out a mutually acceptable approach, not In the course of the conversation on Euro-
countries. The President hopes and believes tHaaring consequent labels imposed by the press gean affairs Kissinger repeated that President
the Soviet government has the same point tifie effect that the leaders of the USSR and USNixon takes into account the special interests of
view on this question. “did not agree” or that a misfortune befell themthe Soviet Union in Eastern Europe, and does not
Nevertheless, went on Kissinger, this isince everyone will know thatin a while there willintend to do anything there which could be evalu-
only one side of the question. Nixon would likebe another meeting, at which the consideration efted in Moscow as a “challenge” to her position
very much that during his Presidency—untithe issues will continue, and that during the inteiin that region. This is Nixon’s basic approach to
1972, or maybe even until 1976 in case he’s real between the meetings corresponding efforthis question, and it is not necessary, asserted
elected—Soviet-American relations would enwill be undertaken via diplomatic channels.  Kissinger, to pay much attention “to isolated
ter a constructive phase, different from those At such meetings, continued Kissinger, itcritical public comments about some East Euro-
relations which existed during the “cold war"will be important not only to strive toward settle-pean country, because that is only a tribute to the
and unfortunately continue to make themselvarent of the most difficultissues (which it will not mood of certain sub-strata of the American popu-
apparent even now. Although ideological disbe possible to always do immediately), but also tation which play a role in American elections.”
agreements, undoubtedly, will remain, and sincenduct mutual consultations, an exchange of Kissinger, like Secretary of State [William
they are very deep will make themselves knowmpinions on potentially explosive situations whichP.] Rogers earlier, brought up the issue of joint
the President nonetheless thinks that the abovesuld draw both sides into conflict; even if theiratification of the agreement on non-proliferation
mentioned turn in relations between our courpoints of view on such situations will not coin-of nuclear weapons, as President Nixon proposed
tries is entirely possible and desirable, althougtide, the sides will better understand each otherte us several months ago. Kissinger underlined
time and mutually tolerant work, taking intomotives and not overstep dangerous borders that Nixon as before has two reasons for ascribing
account the interests of both sides, is requiredheir actions. It goes without saying that it will begreat importance to the simultaneous ratification
President Nixon assigns the question of aecessary to prepare carefully and in good timgy the Soviet Union and the United States. First,
meeting with the Soviet leaders an extremelfor every summit, keeping in mind the necessity tthis would be the first important joint Soviet-
important place in all this, continued Kissingerget from them the maximum beneficial payoff inAmerican act since the beginning of his Presi-
He, however, approaches this question with these or any other concrete conditions. dency, giving it, in his opinion, a significance
certain degree of caution, mainly because of the Kissinger was interested in my opinion onbeyond the limits of the act itself. Second, joint
domestic political considerations and the correhe idea of periodically holding such meetings. $oviet-American ratification, Nixon is convinced,
sponding reaction around the world. The thing ianswered that in my personal opinion, the ideaould strengthen the pressure on those countries
that such meetings are accompanied by an utdeserves consideration. which so far have not signed that agreement.
avoidable ruckus and various sensations and ill-  Moving on further to concrete problems and | expressed our position on this question. |
considered prognoses, leading to initial “greatgions, Kissinger said thatin Europe Nixon agree@minded him that, as the American side had
expectations” and then disappointments of thihat it is not appropriate to undertake any sort aflready been informed, this agreement is now
same magnitude, although, properly speaking,attempts to change the situation which developathder review by the international commissions of
is difficult to expect great results from a two- othere as a result of the Second World War. Thtte Supreme Soviet, which is a constituent step in
three- day summit meeting, especially since thdSA, as is well known, in principle favors thethe ratification process according to Soviet law. |
most complicated international problems cannification of Germany, but this is still a questionalso expressed my personal opinion, that the
hardly be decided quickly, since itis necessary taking everything into account, realistically speaktSA is not now putting the necessary influence
clear the corresponding obstacles and long-terimg, of the very very distant future. The currenaind pressure on the government of the FRG,
blockages step by step. Unfortunately, massdministration does not intend to push or forcehichis openly inclined against signing the agree-
public opinion expects “miracles” from suchevents in this direction. On the contrary, it isnent, which could make the agreement basically
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purposeless. | further expressed the hope that thexon intends personally to make a more detailesomewhat new, however.
Nixon government would act much more acstudy of the concrete possibilities for a Near  Noting that the U.S. government as before
tively towards Bonn in order to achieve theilEastern settlement. Besides the recent meetihighly values the positive things that the Soviet
early signing of the agreement. with the King of Jordan, a meeting with the IsraelUnion has already done in support of the Paris
Kissinger in fact did not deny that at thepremier Golda Meir is planned for this monthnegotiations, Kissinger said further that, speak-
present time they are not putting in this sense aWith her, the American government intends, iring frankly, the impression was growing, how-
sort of serious pressure on Bonn. He tried tparticular, to consider the developing situationgver, that Moscow in recent months had less
justify it as a response to the “dragging out of ougspecially in light of the on-going bilateral So-actively been involved in the negotiations, leav-
answer” to Nixon's proposal as to the simultaviet-American exchange of opinions and takingng them, evidently, almost entirely to the discre-
neous ratification of the agreement by the USSRto account the Soviet answer, which is eagerlyon of the leaders from Hanoi, and that Soviet
andthe USA. InKissinger's words, the leaders iawaited in Washington and which soon should hiefluence at the negotiations had in any case
Bonn, besides referring to the election campaigmeceived, after Soviet minister A.A. Gromykobecome noticeably less than the influence over
in the FRG, assert to the Americans that they, thieturns to Moscow from his visit to Cairo (theHanoi and the NLF [National Liberation Front]
West Germans, feel no need to hurry so long @®nversation with Kissinger took place duringof South Vietnam which the Soviet Union should
the USSR itself has not ratified the agreementthis visit). have at its disposal, since itis the main supplier of
Overall from the conversation on this ques-  During the ensuing discussion of Near Easmilitary and economic aid to them. We, of
tion arises the impression that Nixon, apparentlgrn affairs, Kissinger shied away from considereourse, know well Moscow’s basic position, that
detects in our leaning against his proposal fation of concrete questions which | raised, sayiniy does not conduct negotiations for the DRV
simultaneous ratification more our disinclinatiorthat he himself had not yet studied these questiofi3emocratic Republic of Vietnam] and NLF.
in the present situation (the CPSU plenum, thdeeply because he had been occupied with Vidut all the same, he noted in passing, what he had
sharpening of Soviet-Chinese disagreements) tam, but that he will be ready, if necessary, isaid raises among several aides to Nixon a ques-
demonstrate by taking such an act unity of actiorebout a month or a month and a half, to becont®n which is asked more and more often at
with him, Nixon, than the conviction on our part‘personally involved” in the Soviet-American meetings in the White House: “Doesn’t Moscow
thatthe absence of our ratification puts any sort oélations on these questions, but that he will nohink that in the final analysis the continuation of
pressure on the FRG. (Kissinger in various waysubstitute for [Assistant Secretary of State fawar in Vietham benefits them in a variety of
asserted that the failure of the USSR and the USXear Eastern and South Asian Affairs Josephyays, and that therefore it is not worth it to them
to ratify the agreement actually helps those pow&isco on the details. He, Kissinger, can secretty hurry to settle the conflict?”
ers in the FRG who are against the agreementmeet with me for the all-sided consideration of  According to Kissinger neither he nor Presi-
Overall, judging by our observations, it is“key questions” which we might raise, and thement Nixon shares this point of view. They think
evidently possible with a sufficient degree ofpresent his personal report and recommendatiotiet Moscow is interested in finishing the war, for
confidence to say, that the USA itself will not into the President. This report, in Kissinger'st costs a lot and also because the Vietham con-
the near future conclusively ratify the agreememntords, might serve, depending on the develoflict is a serious stumbling block, which, if not
or put strong pressure on the FRG, as long as weent of the situation and other circumstances, asmoved, will make it impossible to think about
have not agreed with Nixon’s above-mentionethe basis for supplemental Presidential instrua really serious improvement in Soviet-Ameri-
proposal or have not reacted to it in a morgons to the State Department for the long-terman relations.
concrete manner than we have up until now. (lexchange of opinions with the Soviet side, with- ~ Obviously in the same context Kissinger
the opinion of the Embassy, it is not advisable tout any reference to the conversation with theouched here on the question of China. Recalling
drag out the review of this agreement by th&oviet Ambassador. He added that in his opiniofNixon’s idea, which had been told to us before,
commissions of the Supreme Soviet. In an exer success it would be necessary for both sidéisat they were not going to interfere inthe present-
treme case, the agreement could be ratified withe Arabs and Israel) to “swallow the bitter pillday Soviet-Chinese conflictin any way, and once
a special proviso regarding the necessity that tloé certain compromises.” But Kissinger did nomore confirming the stability of this principle,
FRG adhere to it.) broach the details. Kissinger said that they of course don’'t mind
Speaking about other areas where, inNixon's  He also said that the President expects thahproving relations with China and are ready to
opinion, Soviet-American contacts and bilateradll these questions relating to a Near Eastetake “reasonable steps” forward in this direction,
exchange of opinions should develop, Kissingesettlement will be the subject of detailed considsut this process must have a bilateral character.
cited the problem of a Near Eastern settlemergration by A.A. Gromyko and Secretary of Statélevertheless a thorough analysis of the last CPC
questions of strategic nuclear arms control, an&ogers during the U.N. General Assembly se$€Communist Party of China] decisions and of the
in the long-term, the gradual development of ousion. ensuing events, according to Kissinger, didn't in
trade relations. After all these statements Kissinger movedny way prove to Americans that Beijing leaders
Touching on the Near East, Kissinger sai@n to the Vietnam question, which as was evidemtere ready to carry out a more peaceful policy
that Nixon thinks that if in general itis possible tdrom everything, occupies the main place in theowards the USA.
do anything now, in order to bring this tangledninds of the President and his most important  Though, he added in a more ironical man-
and extremely complex problem closer to a decadvisors. ner, the USSR now occupies our place as the main
sion, then this can be accomplished only through  Inthe course of a detailed exposition of theipbject of Chinese attacks, and we have come to
an unpublicized exchange of opinions betweepositions on the Vietnam question, Kissinger itake as if second place, in every other respect the
the USSR and USA, who know what their “cli-essence repeated all the basic thoughts and ar@eijing attitude toward us remains the same. The
ents” want and to some extent share their viewsjents which Nixon expressed to me during mghinese still insist on the return of Taiwan to
but need not be under the thumb of their clienttast meeting with him, at the White House irthem. The USA can’t accept this, though they
In Kissinger’s words, in the near future (heMay, as well as that which Kissinger set fortthave no objections to Beijing and Taiwan dis-
has recently finished working out his “plan ofearlier on the President’s instructions for transzussing this problem, but the latter doesn’t ex-
action” on the Vietnam question and hopes soanission to the Soviet government. press such a desire and the Nixon administration
to review and approve directives to the prospec- A more direct call to us to cooperate inwill not urge it to do this. Taiwan still occupies
tive Soviet-American strategic arms negotiationg)vercoming the existing dead end in Paris soundeth important place in the chain of bases for
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restraint of Beijing’s expansionist aspirations. within the next 10-15 years to unite their efforts othe conversation, changed the topic. However,
But all this is not really important, assertedat least follow appropriate parallel courses in ththis sufficiently firm sounding theme of “other
Kissinger. We are realists. The main force of theaost important and dangerous questions, thendtternatives” in talks with both Nixon and
countries of the socialist camp in both militarywill be possible to prevent dragging the world intd<issinger cannot but be noted. Although at the
and industrial respects is not China but the Sovietajor military conflicts, until China “grows up” current stage these comments carry, evidently,
Union. This will be true not only now but alsoand more responsible leaders come to power more the character of attempts to blackmail the
during the whole period of Nixon’s PresidencyBeijing. Vietnamese and in part the USSR with hints that
From this point of view, frankly speaking, our But for this, according to Kissinger, it's upon expiration of a certain period of time Nixon
main rival is the Soviet Union, if we speak innecessary to stop the Vietnam conflict as soon asight renew the bombing of the DRV or take
global terms and about possible consequencpsssible, and the Soviet Union must play a morether military measures, it is not possible to
for the US in case of a nuclear war. That's whgctive part in reaching a settlement, “withouentirely exclude the possibility of such actions by
Nixon considers it important first of all to main-trusting everything to Hanoi, which evaluates théhe current administration if the situation, in
tain good or at least more or less normal correttternational situation only from its own, specificNixon’s opinion, will justify it.
relations with the USSR, not to bring them to and narrow point of view, which often satisfies All the same, it is necessary to be ready for
dangerous precipice. first of all the interests of China.” such a development of events, especially if
We understand, he went on, that in Mos-  All Kissinger's subsequent and repeatedeijing’s provocative course against the USSR
cow, evidently, there are people who think thaépeculations were centered on this basic thesisill gather strength, and, if in Washington they
the USA and China can somehow come to &@ne could feel that he had instructions fronstart to believe that the situation in this sense may
understanding in opposition to the USSR. In itblixon to give us precisely this kind of argumentpe unfavorable for Hanoi. In one place Kissinger,
world historical aspect and taking into considerthough Kissinger expressed it as if in his owmpparently not by chance, threw outa commentto
ation different countries’ past experience, thisvords. the effectthatif it nonetheless becomes necessary
concept can sound convincing enough. Never-  The basic Soviet approach to the Vietnanfior them to turn to “other alternatives” then they
theless in this concrete situation, if we speak aronflict was expounded to Kissinger again. Itwakope that Soviet-American relations do not fall
behalf of the US government, putting the quesstressed that we are really striving to put an end tmy further than a “dangerous minimum,” for
tion this way, asserted Kissinger, would nothe Vietham war, but only provided that all lawfulthey from their own side will not do anything
satisfy the interests of the US itself. rights, interests and expectations of the Vietnanwhich could inflict any sort of a loss to the Soviet
Of course it would be hypocritical, went onese people are taken into consideration. It wadnion itself or its authority. Kissinger was told
Kissinger, to assert—and you wouldn’t believalso stated that the unrealistic course of Americahat any attempt of the USA to solve the Vietnam
us all the same—that your growing disagreepolicy in Vietnam only benefits Mao Tse-Tungquestion by forceful means unavoidably is des-
ments with the Chinese upset us. But there &nd his group and interferes with the creation ofined to fail and that such a course of action
here one significant circumstance, which Nixomeally independent and neutral South Vietnam, asxdoubtedly will bring in its train a general in-
considers very important. The president is suuggested in the NLF of South Vietnam’s wellcrease in international tension, which could not
that his best course is to not openly take the sit@own 10 points. The sooner they understand it iout touch on our relations with the USA.
of either the USSR or the PRC, and to be veMashington, the better it will be both for Vietnam Overall from the conversation a certain im-
careful not to give the Soviet government angnd for the US itself, and for relations between owpression was formed that for Nixon foreign policy
grounds to think that the US somehow supportuntries. problem No. 1 remains the question of how to
China’s anti-Soviet course or seeks agreement Kissinger, however, still defended Nixon’sfind an exit from the Vietnam War under accept-
with Beijing on the basis of such a course. Nixon’program to settle the Vietnam conflict, constantlyable conditions, which would guarantee him re-
logic as arealist is very simple: the Soviet Uniostressing, that they are ready to discuss “arglection as President of the USA. Judging from
is much more capable than present-day Chinasaggestions and to look for compromises,” ikverything, his attempts to “convince” the USSR
confront the USA in different parts of the world,Hanoi and the NLF finally begin serious negotiato help settle the conflict will continue and this
and that can create dangerous situations, possins and “don’t just repeat their ultimatums.”will to some extent make itself known in the
bly leading to conflicts in which the very exist-Having mentioned “compromises,” Kissingercourse of our negotiations with this Administra-
ence of the US as a nation may be at stake if theted that there can be “different variants, whickion on other international questions, if not di-
big war breaks out. As for its military-economiccan be discussed secretly,” but added, that thegctly, then at last as a definite slowing of the
potential, China for several more years won't b&can’t, nevertheless, reject [South Viethamesgmpo of these negotiations or settlement of other
able to present such a threat to the USA, but tiresident Nguyen Van] Thieu, because that woulgfoblems.
USSR can. represent for Vietnam a political capitulation.” Kissinger expressed a wish to talk again,
Besides, added Kissinger, Mao Tse-Tung’s  In the course of these discussions, Kissingafter my return, about a broad set of questions in
actions can’t be evaluated using rational logi@gain (as Nixon had earlier) threw out a commermtur relations and the general international situa-
Anything can be expected from him, though untilo the effect that if Hanoi will endlessly “obstruct”tion. | agreed to this.
now he obviously avoided anything that couldhe negotiations, then after a few monthsitwillbe  Several words about Kissinger himself.
cause a direct military collision between Chinaecessary for the governmentto think about “othébserving the activities of Nixon and his main
and the USA (this doesn't refer to confrontationalternatives in order to convince Hanoi.” foreign policy advisors (and now | am acquainted
in third-world countries). Another thing is that | said firmly that there are not and therewith practically all of them), itis possible to state
the Soviet Union is governed by realisticallycannot be any other alternatives to peaceful negaith sufficient confidence that at the present time
thinking politicians who are interested in theittiations and a peaceful settlement, if the curremdissinger has basic, in fact dominant influence
people’s and their country’s well-being. It isadministration does not want to repeat the mign the President in the area of foreign policy. In
possible to conclude concrete agreements withkes of the preceding administration, and thkis hands is concentrated the collection and pre-
them, which satisfy the interests of both couneconsequences to which they led, [which wersentation to the President of all material on for-
tries and not only these countries. That's whynade] sufficiently clear by the example of thesign policy (including intelligence data) which
President Nixon once expressed to the Soviptevious owner of the White House. comes to the White House. He, along with a
leader his idea that if our countries manage Kissinger, obviously not wanting to sharperpersonally selected staff of 25 experts on various
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questions, prepares the agenda and materials fiyris undesirable, which is often not possible tmational Center for Scholars; translation by Loren

consideration by the National Security Councichieve when acting through the State Departytkin; document provided by Mark Kramer.

under the chairmanship of the President (thiment. It goes without saying that we will as

organ under Nixon began to work regularlyalways have to handle routine and official mat- *ok ok ok ko

meeting no more rarely than once or twice gers, especially those where it is necessary to fix

week). As recognized by Nixon himself, at myour position, through ordinary diplomatic chan{The report was found attached to the following

last meeting with him, Kissinger every weeknels. Secretary of State Rogers has noticealtpver memorandum:]

“pesters” him (that is, meets with him) signifi-begun to gather strength and operate more ac-

cantly more often than any other aide. tively in the area of American foreign policy, Return within 3 days Proletariat of the world
Judging by my personal observations antbaning on the wide apparat of the State Depatb the CC CPSS unite!

compared with, for example, the relation of Presiment and Foreign Service. And all the same, it &eneral department, First sector)

dent Johnson with his aide [Walt] Rostow, | camecessary to take into account that Kissinger’s

say that Kissinger conducts himself much mormfluence on the formulation of Nixon’s foreign  Communist Party of the Soviet Union,

freely than his predecessors in the presence of thelicy course, judging by all our observations CENTRAL COMMITTEE

President: one feels the certain confidence ofand information in our possession, for now re-

man who has won for himself a solid position amains commanding. TOP SECRET
the White House (at the State Department they SPECIAL PAPERS
say directly that if “Henry"—Kissinger’s first A. DOBRYNIN

name—speaks against that or some other pro- No P149/XIU

posal, then Nixon will most probably rejectit). (Source: SCCD, F. 5, Op. 61, D. 558, LI. 92-

Kissinger himself, though he is a smart and 105.) To Comrades Brezhnev, Kosygin, Andropov,
erudite person, is at the same time extremely vain Gromyko, Suslov, Ustinov, Ponomarev,
and in conversations with me, especially during a Pusakov, Baibakov, Skachkov, Zamiatin.
private lunch (we have established a pretty good Document Six:
personal relationship), not averse to boasting Soviet Policy in Afghanistan, 1979: Memorandum on protocol no. 149 of the
about hisinfluence. During our last conversation A Grim Assessment meeting of the Politburo (CC CPSU) on April
he, for example, without any excessive humility, 12, 1979

announced that in all of Washington “only two The following CPSU Central Committee
people can answer precisely atany given momedocument, dated 1 April 1979 and signed b@ur future policy in connection with the situation
about the position of the USA on this or thaForeign Minister Andrei Gromyko, Defense Min4in Afghanistan.
question: these are President Nixon and héster Dmitrii Ustinov, KGB chief Yurii Andropov,
Kissinger.” Regarding this he suggested to mand CC International Department head Boris Comrades Gromyko, Andropov, Ustinov,
that if it is necessary to precisely define somé?onomarev, provides a strikingly candid asses$2onomarev are in agreement with the consider-
thing really important “for the correct under-mentofthe deteriorating situation in Afghanistarations on the given question, which are laid outin
standing in Moscow of Nixon's policy on athat the Soviet Politburo confronted in springthe memorandum (enclosed).
concrete question,” | should quietly appeal di1979. The report attributes the increasing suc-
rectly to him. cess of the Islamic opposition (i.e., the AfghaBECRETARY OF THE CC [Central Committee]

| should say that he himself readily wel-Mujaheddir) to the “miscalculations and mis-
comes the Soviet Ambassador or visits us in thakes” of the PDPA (People’s Democratic Party[The report is appended:]
Embassy for a private conversation immediatelgf Afghanistan) regime that seized power follow-
following a request from our side. He himseling the April 1978 “revolution.” The PDPA’s In reference to point XIU of protocol no. 149
often takes the initiative to arrange such meetiraconian social measures and “unjustified re-

ings. Evidently, he also cites all this as a confipression” are cited as key factors responsible for Top secret
dential channel of communication with the Sothe alienation of the army (“which still remains SPECIAL PAPERS

viet side in order to strengthen his own personéhe main basis for the regime”) and the general

position with Nixon. In this connection | shouldpopulace. The document reveals that the SovieC CPSU

mention that Kissinger holds under his own pedeadership has earlier rebuffed a PDPA request

sonal control all communication of members ofor direct military support in response to fighting In accordance with the 3/18/79 request we

his staff with our Embassy personnel, and sternip the provincial city of Herat and correctly are reporting an analysis of the reasons for the

requires that all such conversations are report@dedicts “the serious political consequences whickituation in the Democratic Republic of Afghani-

directly to him, and if he considers it necessaryyould have followed if the Soviet side had grantestan which have recently worsened and our

that he himself report to the President. Mogheir request....” thoughts about our possible further steps in help-

recently, his tendency to limitthe number of such ~ Nevertheless, despite these cautionariyng the leadership of DRA strengthen its position

communications and subsume them all into theords, seven months later the Soviet Goverand stabilize the situation in the country.

flow of his personal contacts with the Soviements did approve direct military intervention in Last April's revolution in Afghanistan oc-

Ambassador has been noticeable. Afghanistan to enforce the continuation of comeurred in an economically weak, backward feu-
Evidently, it would be expedient over timemunist rule in Kabul. (For a detailed analysis ofdal country with primitive economic forms and

to more and more actively develop and use trH&oviet policy in Afghanistan in 1978-79, usindimited domestic resources. The old regime left

channel with Kissinger in order to influence andhewly available CPSU CC materials, see tha great variety of social, economic, and political

through him drive home directly to Presidenforthcoming article by Odd Arne Westad of theroblems.

Nixon our points of view on various importantNorwegian Nobel Institute in the February 1994  In the conditions of a severe class struggle,

questions, especially in situations where a certaissue ofnternational History Review Introduc- the People’s Democratic Party of Afghanistan

delicacy is called for or where any sort of publiction by Robert S. Litwak, Woodrow Wilson Interappeared on one pole, representing the interests
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of the working class, facing the forces expressingf the state from the center and particularly froncases of financial corruption, as well as violence
the interests of the gentry-feudal class, the boudistant areas. towards arrested persons during investigations.
geoisie, and the most reactionary part of the The new authority is experiencing serious  The dissatisfaction with unjustified repres-
clergy on the other. problems because of its relationship with theion affected the army, which still remains the
The Afghan reactionary forces are veryclergy and opposition tribal leaders which are theain basis for the regime. This makes the coun-
skillfully taking advantage of the almost com-most influential forces in Afghanistan. The resoterrevolutionary task of dictating the system not
plete illiteracy of the population, complex inter-lution of this problem, which requires circum-only from within the country but also from abroad
national and intertribal conflicts, religious fa-spection and a careful approach, has not yet besignificantly easier. Many commanders feel un-
naticism and nationalism. found and both forces continue to be dangerow®rtain and fear arrest after witnessing their col-
Subversive actions, sabotage and the resispponents of the present regime. They play laagues’ arrest and disappearance. These fears
tance of the overthrown class of exploiters ammajor role in the counterrevolutionary strugglewere confirmed by events in Herat, where not
deepening the economic problems, lowering inFhe situation in Iran and the spark of religiou®nly a large portion of the population but also
dustrial and agricultural output, as well as hanfanaticism all around the Muslim East was theome army units, on their commanders’ orders,
pering business activity, raising prices and rainderlying cause of the activization of the strugglsided with the counterrevolution.
ducing the influx of revenue into the state budgeagainst the government of Afghanistan. The Herat events also revealed the weak-
The actions of reactionary forces, which are at  The difficulties which the leadership of DRA ness of the political, agitational, and propagan-
present headed by Muslim leaders, who rely diaces are growing more complex because thaistic work of the PDPA among the people. The
the “Muslim Brothers” organization, have bandedDPA has not yet become a mass political orgaestabilizing activities of the enemies of the new
together on the basis of their common negativgization. The best workers and poorest peasarstgstem, including the reactionary clergy, are much
relation to the new order in separatist and natioare becoming involved very slowly. The party isnore active and widespread than the work of the
alist groupings and in the pro-Maoist organizastill unable to attract the layers of society whictparty.
tion “Shoalee Javid.” could accept the revolutionary aspects of the The Sovietleadership has many times given
The reactionary forces have consolidatetevolution: the intelligentsia, white-collar em-recommendations and advice to the leaders of the
somewhat recently after overcoming the confusloyees, the small bourgeoisie, and lowest layeBRA, and on a very high level. They have
sion following the rapid and rather unexpectedf the clergy. pointed to their mistakes and excesses. But the
victory of the April revolution. They have started The party itself split following the April Afghan leaders, displaying their political inflex-
to change the forms of struggle, shifting fronrevolution and weakened its position, influenceipility and inexperience, rarely heeded such ad-
covertsubversive actions to open armed forms ahd prestige. PDPA continues to be not onlyice.
activity. They were able not only to regroupsmall in number but also has been weakened The insufficient political experience of the
within the country but also to build wide connecseriously by the internal struggle between thBRA leaders was apparent during the conflict in
tions with imperialist and clerical groups abroad'Khalg” and “Parcham” groups. The most popu-Herat, where they displayed a lack of understand-
which supply them with active propaganda sugar leaders of the “Parcham” group were eitheing of the serious political consequences which
port as well as money and weapons. The tactic physically destroyed or purged from the partywould have followed if the Soviet side had granted
the enemies of the revolution is to widen the frordrmy, and state apparatus. Some of them foutlgeir request to call in Soviet troops.
of the struggle, to force the government to dighemselves abroad as political refugees. This Itisclearthat due tothe internal nature of the
perse its forces across different regions of th&tuation has hurtthe party’s remaining “Parchamantigovernmental opposition, the use of Soviet
country. members. The people have demonstrated fespops in repressing the Afghan counterrevolu-
Reactionary forces use slogans of extremguspicion, and distrust of the PDPA leadershigion would seriously damage the international
anticommunism and antisovietism. Their maifRapid changes in the leaders of important admimuthority of the USSR and would set back the
political goal is the overthrow of the revolution-istrative units in the center as well as the periphegrocess of disarmament. In addition, the use of
ary democratic order and the creation of a “freand constant changes in the army have made t8eviet troops would reveal the weakness of the
Islamic republic” in Afghanistan. situation even worse. Taraki government and would widen the scope of
The program of the People’s Democratic ~ The enemies of the revolution are acting nahe counterrevolution both domestically and
Party of Afghanistan anticipates the implemenenly from within the country but from abroad,abroad, bringing the attack of antigovernmental
tation of wide political and social-economic re-especially from Pakistan and Iran where many dbrces to a much higher level. The fact that the
forms in the interests of the working people. Buthe opponents of the new order have emigrategovernment was able to suppress the rebellion in
this program is just beginning to be realized andccording to our sources, Western special seHerat with its own forces should hold back the
therefore only a small portion of the populatiorvices, particularly American and Chinese agercounterrevolution and demonstrate the relative
has felt the advantages of the new order and it&s, are involved inthe organization of the strugglstrength of the new system.
progressive character. The new authorities muagjainst the government inside the country. They  Therefore, our decision to refrain from sat-
overcome centuries of backwardness of the couhave taken advantage of the fact that Afghanistan'sfying the request of the leadership of DRA to
try, remove difficulties, and solve problemsborders with Pakistan and Iran are practicallgend Soviet military units to Afghanistan was
Thisrequirestime as well as a thoroughly plannezpen. Not only subversive and terrorist groupgorrect and this policy should be continued fur-
and well calculated approach. The leaders biut also large armed bands are sent across thakser because the possibility of new rebellions
democratic Afghanistan have to create a neborders. against the government cannot be excluded.
state apparatus, reorganize and strengthen the The internal and external counterrevolution-  Of course, we should continue to do any-
army, and gather practical experience in buildingry forces are trying to use not only the objectivéhing we can to assist the leadership of Afghani-
a state and party. difficulties of the new order, but also the miscalstan with their struggle against counterrevolution
The weak side of the people’s authority iulations and mistakes of the Afghan leadershiand in their stabilization of the situation of the
the fact that it has not yet established a firm badisis known that following the victory in the April country. We have to help the government
of support in the provincial and urban adminisrevolution, extreme measures and unjustified restrengthen its influence and to lead the people
trative political organs through which the work-pression were often allowed in solving both interalong the path of socialist reform.
ing people would be involved in the managememtal party and government problems. There were The Soviet Union has been providing active
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political support to the new government, as wellThey should also understand that it is advisable &trate the falsity of assertions concerning repres-
as widespread economic and military assistandevelop and enact a constitution which will sesion of religious expression, the Muslim faith
and has been participating in the training ofure the democratic rights of the people anthcluded.
skilled personnel from the first days followingregulate the activity of the state organs. 10. To periodically inform brother socialist coun-
the victory of the April revolution. Large num-4. It should be emphasized to the Afghan leadetries about our steps in aiding the leadership of
bers of advisers and specialists were sent &hip that as the party ranks grow numerically, itiDRA in stabilizing the situation in the country,
Afghanistan at the request of the Afghan goverrerucial to maintain the unity of the party leaderthereby orienting them to render similar political
ment to assist in solving the problems faced bship and membership. They should also be rend material support of Afghanistan.
the DRA leadership. minded about the advisability of collective deci-  Concrete proposals on the above positions,
Taking into account the recent additionakion-making on the most important issues alongs well as any other measures, will be included as
decisions, in order to continue this work it isparty and state lines. The People’s Democratiteeded.
necessary: Party of Afghanistan and the leadership of DRA  Please review these materials.
should be given practical assistance in establish-
1. To continue to support the leadership of thimg the party organization, spreading mass infoA. Gromyko. Y. Andropov. D. Ustinov. B.
DRA in improving the combat efficiency andmation, and preparing party and state cadres. Ponomarev.
political awareness of the Afghan army, ensuring. To continue to draw the attention of the Afghan
its loyalty and dedication to the revolutionaryleadership to the necessity of carrying out appraé\pril 1, 1979
leadership, and in strengthening and improvingriate work among the Muslim clergy of the No 279/gs
the efficiency of the security organs, includingcountry in order to fractionalize it and reduce theNo 25-S-576
the border patrol. influence of reactionary Muslim leaders on the
It should be noted that in connection with theeople. This influence could be diminished bySource: SCCD, Fond 89, perechen [list] 14,
latest events, large amounts of arms and militasncouraging religious freedom and demonstrattokument 28.)
technology have been sent and an additionalg that the new power does not persecute the
amount will be sent into Afghanistan. In addi<clergy as a class, but only punishes those who act
tion, the training of military specialists for theagainst the revolutionary system.
armed forces of the DRA has been expanded & The DRA leaders should be convinced of the
military academies in Afghanistan itself as welhecessity of the introduction and strict obser-
as in the Soviet Union. It should be emphasizeghnce of law and order, based on revolutionary
that modern and effective mastering of the supegality, as well as the necessity of a more reason-
plied weapons and technology is essential. Ttable approach to the use of repressive measur
same applies to aid provided to the security oifhis does not mean, however, that repressiye IREX
gans. measures should not be used against true infidgls
2. As much as is possible, to examine and solae those who engage in active counterrevolutiolf- The International Research & Exchanggs
problems connected with provided economic asry activity. A person’s fate should not be de} Board (IREX) operates a variety of granf-
sistance to Afghanistan, especially that whickided on the basis of circumstantial and unverif§ giving programs to support scholarly rg-
would accelerate and strengthen the political p@ble evidence, or verdict by two- and three-mah search in, travel to, academic exchan
sition of the revolutionary-democratic regime incommissions, without a true investigation an§ with, and archival and bibliographical ¢
the country. To advise the Afghan leadership oimial. This applies both to party and military] operation and collaboration with, the coug-
developing the principal sectors of the economgadres. tries of the former Soviet Union and Cerf-
which would strengthen the productive capacity. Considering the importance of personal co;t- tral and Eastern Europe (including t
i

of the country, resolve social problems, and prdacts in communicating our views and thoughts former GDR and the former Yugoslavi
vide employment to the population. on the above questions to the DRA leadership, and Eurasia (including Mongolia). Fo
3. In contacts with the leadership of the DRA atisits on various levels should be practiced onf further information on details of the pro
all levels to always emphasize the importance ahore regular basis in order to normalize thg grams and how to apply contact:
widening the political base which supports thaituation in Afghanistan.
party and the government. The importance oftf® To continue, along official diplomatic and Ann E. Robertson
consecutive implementation of the planned respecial channels, to workagainsttheinterferenle Public Information Manager
forms, such as land reform, should be instilled inf other countries, particular neighboring ones, i International Research & Exchanges
the leaders of the DRA. This has to be dongne internal affairs of Afghanistan. Board

carefully, devoting essential attention to the pd. To help Afghan friends conduct political work 1616 H Street, N.W.

litical and ideological side of reform. For ex-among the people, including radio propagand Washington, D.C. 20006
ample, the peasants should be convinced thahich due to the high percentage of illiteracy

(o

they are getting the land only because of thglays a special role in Afghanistan. Tel.: (202) 628-8188

revolution and will lose it if they will not protect In our propaganda concerning Afghanistary, FAX: (202) 628-8189

the revolutionary authority. Similar explanationghe traditional friendship and wide base of mutu BITNET: irex@gwuvm

should be made in cases of other socio-economatly beneficial cooperation between our two courg Telex: 403775 IRE UD

reforms. tries should be emphasized. This relationship npt Internet: irex@gwuvm.gwu.edu
Towiden the political base of the PDPA, theonly exists today, but will continue to develop in(

Afghan leadership should be made to understatide future. The achievements in socio-economic
that it is essential to gradually create electoralevelopment of the Central Asian republics dur-
organs, yet, of course, the leading role of thiag the Soviet period should be described in a
party should be maintained and strengthened wide and clearly understandable manner; these
the state and political structure of the countryrepublics should be used as an example to demon-
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The Update section summarizes items in theons during and after World War Il, includingRussian and Swedish officials investigate 13
popular and scholarly press containing new inaccount by senior scientist Yuli B. Kharitolihe  June 1952 Soviet downing of Swedish DC-3
formation on Cold War history emanating fromBulletin of the Atomic Scienti#t9:4 (May 1993): military aircraft. Krasnaya Zvezd&/12/92, in
the former Communist bloc. Readers are inviteDavid Holloway, “Soviet scientists speak out,”"FBIS-SOV-92-116, 6/16/92.)

to alert CWIHP of relevant citations. 18-19; Khariton & Yuri Smirnov, “The Khariton
version,” 20-31; Roald Sagdeev, “Dividing thelncident disclosed in which man entered top-
Abbreviations: glory of the fathers,” 37-39.) Khariton says Sovisecret underground complex through Moscow
AAASS = American Association for the Ad- ets relied on espionage data from the Manhattanetro and interrupted high-level meeting.
vancement of Slavic Studies Project to develop their first fission bomb, but no{Argumenti i Fakty30 (7/93), 6, in FBIS-USR-
CDSP = Current Digest of the Soviet Press the H-bomb. (Y. Khariton, “The USSR Nuclear93-102 (8/9/93), 9.)
DA = Deutschland Archiv Weapon: Did it come from America or was it
FBIS = Foreign Broadcast Information Servicecreated independentlyZvestia12/8/92, 3; Serge Analysis of 1956 Soviet invasion of Hungary,
MN = Moscow News Schmemann, “1st Soviet A-Bomb Built fromincluding first publication of Soviet casualties:
NYT=New York Times U.S. Data, Russian Say$yYT, 1/14/93.) 669 killed, 1450 wounded, 51 missing. (Valery
RFE/RL= Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty Musatov, “Operation Whirlwind,"New Times
SHAFR = Society for Historians of AmericanTwo-part series on Soviet espionage penetratidnternational49 (1991), 28-31.)
Foreign Relations of the Manhattan Project. (Vladimir Chikov,
VfZ = Viertelsjahrhefte fuer Zeitgeschichte  “How the Soviet intelligence serviceplit' the Nikita Khrushchev remembered by his grandson.
WP=Washington Post American atom,”New Times International6 (“Khrushchev Had a Thick Glass and a Percep-
ZfG = Zeitschrift fuer Geschichtswissenschaft (23-29 April 1991), 37-40, anldew Times Inter- tive Ear,"Komsomolskaya Pravd#/12/93.) Ex-
national 17 (30 April-6 May 1991), 36-39.) tensive review of recent evidence and assess-
Russia/Former Soviet Union ments of Khrushchev. (David Nordlander,

Russian minister of atomic energy says SoviéKhrushchev’'s Image in the Light of Glasnost
Russian military publisher, Voyenizdat, discloseguclear stockpile was far higher than U.S. though@&nd Perestroika,The Russian Revie2 (April
USSR combat losses in 1918-1989 in statisticakaking at 45,000 warheads in 1986. (“Russiak993), 248-64.
survey entitledUnclassified (Interfax, 12/28/ Says Soviet Atom Arsenal Was Larger Than West
92, inRFE/RL Daily Repor48 (12/29/92), 3, Estimated,NYT, 9/26/93.) Ex-diplomat Viktor Beletskiy examines Soviet
and FBIS-SOV-92-252, 12/31/92.) policy toward East Germany in 1950s-1970s. (S.

Profile of life in Arzemas-16, one of two “secretSuk, “We Cannot Compete with Capitalism with
Comintern files in Russian Center for the Storeities” (with Chelyabinsk-70) devoted to nucleafOpen Borders,fzvestig 9/29/92, 6.)
age and Study of Documents of Recent Histomgsearch and production, and site of development
disclose further details of Soviet Governmendf first Soviet atom bomb. (Brenda Horrigan,CPSU archives yield records of extensive pay-
financial support to the U.S. Communist Party:The Changing Fate of a Russig®ecret City,” mentsto Communist Party of JapaNe Times
(Letter from John E. Haynes and Harvey KlehiRpE/RL Research Repat? (11/27/92), 50-54.) International(English) 21 (May 1993), 30-32, in
Labor History33:4 (Fall 1992), 576-78.) FBIS-USR-93-075 (6/18/93), 3-5.)

Declassified USSR archives disclose Soviet sub-
Russian Ministry of Security official gives new,marines sunk three Japanese ships carrying refgxamination of charges that former Finnish leader
far higher figures on number of people persgjees on 21-22 August 1945, a week after Jap&gceived financial aid from the KGB; authentic-
cuted under Stalinin 1935-45. (Vera Tolz, “Min-gyrrendered, killing 1,700 people, Japanese preg of evidence questioned. (A. Gorbunkov,
istry of Security Official Gives New Figures for yaports said. (Vasiliy Golovin, “Death After Ca- Was Urkho Kekkonen a KGB AgentMN 47
Stalin’s Victims,"RFE/RL Research Repdrl8  pitylation,”Nezavisimaya Gazet#0/8/92, FBIS- (11/22/92), 12.)
(5/1192), 8-10.) USR-92-137, 10/24/92, 44-45.)

Military newspaper discloses 18 June 1961 nuclear

Four-part series by gulag survivor who revieweg gntinuation of article on Stalin-Mao relations.reactor accident aboard Soviet K-19 submarine;
KGB files on camps. (Lev Razgon, “Captive in(N. Fedorenko, “Stalin and Mao Zedongyew an undetermined number of repair workers were
one’s own country,New Times International ang Newest Historg (1992), 83-85.) Former 'eported to have died of radiation sickness.
31-34 (1991).) CPSU CC interpreter recounts evolution and déKrasnaya Zvezdal2/26/92, cited in Steven

terioration of Sino-Soviet relations. (Vasily Erlanger, “Russians Tell of '61 Atom Accident
Red Army archives yield new details of Holo-gigikhmenov, “Stalin and Mao hearkened to us,@n Submarine,NYT, 12/27/92, 9.)

caust. (Gerald Fleming, “Engineers of Death,N\ew Times Internation& (Feb. 1993), 30-32.
NYT, 7/18/93, 19.) Two-part series on emerging evidence on sup-

Recounting of covert U.S.-Soviet air conflict alongPression of 1962 Novocherkassk workers’ upris-
Recently-released Soviet documents suppofgriphery of Soviet air space in 1950s-60s. (@ng- (Ol'ga Nikitina, “Novocherkassk: Khronika
contention Raoul Wallenberg died in Soviet deMikhaiIov, A. Orlov, “Secrets of théClosed tragedii,” Don 8-9 (1990), 119-26, 137-46, En-
tention in 1947 and that USSR Foreign Ministrysky,m New and Newest Histor§ (1992), 96- glish trans., “Novocherkassk: The Chronicle of a
lied aboutthe case until 1957. (Helene Carlbacli-lo_ Tragedy,”Russian Social Science Revig@:5
Isotalo, “Glasnost and the Opening up of Soviet (Sept./Oct. 1992.) Review of other suppressed
Archives: Time to Conclude the Raoulgetired general recalls Stalin’s 1952 order, nevégVvoltsin 1960-62. (Vadim Belotserkovsky, “The
Wallenberg Case?”Scandinavian Journal of implemented, to set up 100 divisions of retaliator pheavals the country did not noticdgw Times
History 17:3 (1992), 175-207; see also “Reporf,mpers. (N.N. Ostroumov, “The Armada thajrlnternational 15 (1991), 8-9; reprinted from
on Wallenberg, WP, May 31, 1993, A22.) Never Took Off,"Military-Historical Journal 10 SuchastnosfUSA), 1978.)

) (1992), 39-40.) . ) . .
Reports on Soviet development of nuclear weap- Analysis of Soviet policy toward 1967 Middle
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East war cites Kremlin role in fostering Israelimake the binary bomb,’New Times Interna- 4-7.) Former party official says CPSU gave

Arab tensions.

stage events of thisix-day war,” New Times interview with a noose around the neckléw

International40 (Oct. 1992), 24-26.)

according to Russian diplomatic sources in Td421/93.)
kyo. (Itar-Tass, 7/29/92, in FBIS-SOV-92-146,

7129/92, 6-7.)

Buryga, “In the Summer of 1974 the CIA

Times International0 (March 1993), 22-23.)

(Alexander Shumilin, “Back+tional 1 (Jan. 1993), 25-27; Vishnyakov, “Anfinancial aid to “about 100 Marxist-Leninist par-
ties abroad.” (Interfax, 7/29/92, in FBIS-SOV-
92-148-S, 7/31/92, 15; also Moscow Ostankino

television report, 6/11/92, in FBIS-SOV-92-116,
Soviet military blocked 1973 initiative to offer Politouro minutes illuminate Soviet policy during6/16/92, 6.)

transfer of two Kurile islands (Shikotan andl980-81 Polish crisis. (N. Yermolovich,
Habomai) to Japan in order to sign peace treatyMoscow’s Hand' inthe Car Near Bredglestia  Russian, Italian prosecutors investigating secret

financial ties between Soviet and Italian Commu-
nist Parties disclosed in CPSU archives.

Russian government seeking evidence in KGERossiyskaya Gazet6/9/92, in FBIS-SOV-92-
and CPSU Central Committee files of Soviell6, 5-6; Alexei Bukalov, “Searching for the
CIA director Robert Gates gives Yeltsin data oimvolvementin 1986 death of Mozambiquan leadetost money,”"New Times Internation&8 (July
ClArecovery of Soviet submarine wreckage. (NSamora Machel in plane crash. (Jack Andersdr®92), 26-27.) CPSU funding to Iranian Com-

munists disclosed. (M. Krutikhin, “Once

was Burying Soviet Naval Officers,
Izvestia 10/22/92, 3.)

Details on abortive 1975 mutiny by Nay,
Capt. Valery Sablin, who tried to con
mandeer anti-submarine ship from Rig
to Leningrad to denounce Soviet gover
ment. (Fred Hiatt, “Soviet Navy’s Rebe
With a Cause,WP, 11/18/92.)

Recounting of KGB investigation intg
January 1977 bombings in Moscow; A
menian nationalists blamedrasnaya

Zvezda 7/28/93, 4, in FBIS-USR-93-
110 (8/23/93), 2-4.)

Documents from Soviet archives prd
vide new details on decisions to invad
Afghanistan in 1979 and to withdraw
seven years later. (Michael Dobbs, “S
viet Memos Trace Kremlin's March td
War,” WP, 11/15/92, and “Dramatic
Politburo Meeting Led to End of War,’
WP, 11/16/92.) Norwegian scholar Od
Arne Westad analyzes Soviet policy i
Afghanistan in 1978-79, using newly
available CPSU documents. (Forthconj
ing article inInternational History Re-
view 16:1 (February 1994) and sprin

Documents from the CPSU Archives:
Leaders of the Russian Revolution

Now available for order is the first collection stemm

from a collaboration between the State Archival Servide 'of'

Russia, the Hoover Institution on War, Revolution,

Again About the Disinterested Aid to
Fraternal PartiesMN 44 (11/1/92),12.)

Charges of CPSU money-laundering in

nEinland investigated. (“CPSU Funds:
innish Police Are Getting Involved,”

Izvestia 11/13/92, 3.) More on CPSU

A nancing of foreign Communist Parties.

Peace at Stanford University, and Chadwyck-Heale
make available previously secret documentation fro
archives of the Central Committee of the Communist
of the Soviet Union. The collectiobeaders of the Russi
Revolution was advertised in October 1993 as contai

qam’guments and Fac®(1993).) CPSU

' (“From the CPSU ArchivesThe Party
Qpenses on the World Revolution,

Ndocuments show KGB financed Muslim
hingotest at US Embassy in New Delhi.

microfiche and microfilm materials from the Russian (erfkuranty, 6/3/92, in FBIS-SOV-92-108,

ter for the Preservation and Study of Documents of R¢

History (RTsKhIDNI, the former Central Party archivs

which holds the pre-1952 CPSU CC records) on
prominent Bolshevik revolutionaries: P.B. Axelrod, N

Kalinin, S.M. Kirov (Kostrikov), L. Martov (I.O}

Tsederbaum), V.M. Molotov (Skriabin), G.
ORdzhonikidze, L.D. Trotsky (Bronshtein), V.. Zausli

and A.A. Zhdanov. The entire collection (2,460 milro-

fiche, 355 microfilm reels) sells for $41,695; individ
archives are also available. Orders and inquirie
Chadwyck-Healey Inc., 1101 King St., Alexandria,

22314 USA,; tel.: (703) 683-4890; toll-free: 1-800-7p2

0515; fax: (703) 683-7589.

cBi#/92, 8.)

a)

i mmunist Party archives document

oviet aid to the Palestine Liberation
'IOrganizations. (Brian Duffy, “The com-

pany they keep: The Palestinians’ Com-
-munist pals,”U.S. News & World Re-

Chport, 4/26/93, 52.)

abecret minutes of CPSU Central Com-
tgittee document official cover-up of
71986 Chernobyl disaster’s extent. (Alla
L, Yaroshinskaya, “40 Secret Protocols of
the Kremlin Elders,lzvestia 4/24/92,
3,inCDSP44:17 (5/27/92), 5-8.)

1994 issue ofNovaia i noveishaia
istoriia.)

and Michael Binstein, “Yeltsin’s Hunt for Soviet Transcripts of Oct. 1986 U.S.-Soviet summit in

Misdeeds,"WP, 10/14/93, DS14.) Reykjavik published. (“From Gorbachev’s Ar-
Profile of former Defense Minister Grechko, chives (Talks Between M.S. Gorbachev and R.
including his assertion at one juncture that waoviets developed “Doomsday machine,” proReagan in Reykjavik, 11-12 October 1986); Sec-
with China was “inevitable.” (V. Vladimirov, viding for automatic “dead hand” nuclear retaliapnd Session (Afternoon, 11 October 1986),
“Marshal Grechko’s Invocationsirguments and tion against U.S. if Kremlin leadership were incaMirovaya Ekonomika i Mezhdunarodnyye
Facts6 (1993).) pacitated by attack, Brookings analyst reportgtnosheniyas (1993), 81-90 [English transla-

(Bruce G. Blair, “Russia’s Doomsday Machine,tion: FBIS-USR-93-087 (7/12/93), 1-6], continu-
Germ warfare accident blamed for hushed-udYT, 10/8/93, A35, and William J. Broad, “Rus-ation from Mirovaya Ekonomika i
1979 anthrax outbreak in Sverdlovsk that is sagda Has Computerized Nuclear ‘Doomsday’ MaMezhdunarodnyye Otnoshenig1993); Part 3:
to have killed at least 42 people. (Study in Prehine, U.S. Expert SaysNYT, 10/8/93, A6; R. “Pages of History: From the Gorbachev Archive
ceedings of thé&ational Academy of SciencesJeffrey Smith, “Soviet Nuclear Retaliation Sys(M.S. Gorbachev's Talks with R. Reagan in
cited in Associated Press dispaté/f, 3/15/93, tem Said to Be Still in Place/VP, 10/9/93, A23.) Reykjavik on 11-12 October 1986): The Third
and “U.S. and Russian Researchers Tie Anthrax Conversation (Morning of 12 October 1986),”
Deaths to SovietsNYT, 3/15/93.) Documents expose CPSU financing of foreigivirovaya Ekonomika i Mezhdunarodnyye

parties, contradicting denials of ex-officials V.Otnosheniya7 (July 1993), 88-104; [English
Investigation of Soviet chemical weapons deveFalin and V. Zagladin. (“The secret file of thetranslation: FBIS-USR-93-113 (8/30/93), 1-11];
opment program. (Oleg Vishnyakov] helped Politburo,” New Times Internationad4 (1991), and “Chetvertaya beseda (dnem 12 oktyabrya
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1986 g.),” Mirovaya ekonomika i Literaturnaya Gazetd6 (11/11/92), 9, in FBIS- commission asks why pilots did not detect flight
mezhdunarodnaya otnoshen8@August 1993), USR-92-150, 11/23/92, 3-4.) South Korea urgesrror. {Trud, 8/14/93, in FBIS-USR-93-114 (9/1/
68-78.) Moscow to release more materials, calls for inte®3), 74-75.) Theory raised that KAL-007 landed
national conference; Moscow promises origiin USSR, dropped off passengers, then was sunk.
Previously unpublished Aug. 1988 letter fromnals. (A. lllesh, “Silence of the Black Boxes—It(Trud, 7/17/93, in FBIS-USR-93-100 (8/4/93),
Andrei Sakharov to Mikhail Gorbachev regardHas Caused an Uproarlzvestia 12/1/92, in 73-74.) Pathologist explains failure to recover
ing Nagorno-Karabakh dispute. (Yelena GCDSP 44:49, 1/6/93; ltar-Tass, 12/2/92, in FBISbodies from crash. Tfud, 8/21/93, in FBIS-
Bonner, intro., “There Couldn’t Be a More Se- SOV-92-233, 12/3/92, 3-4; S. Agafonov, N.USR-93-117 (9/8/93), 50-51.)
vere Blow Dealt to Perestroika’: AndreiBurbyga, A.lllesh, A. Shalnev, “Tumult Overthe
Sakharov’'s Unposted LetterNevisamaya ‘Black boxes,” Izvestia 12/4/92, 1, 7; Intelligence/Espionage Issues
Gazeta/Independent Newspap@nglish ed.) Komsomolskaya Pravgs2/10/92,in FBIS-SOV-
2:14-15 (Nov.-Dec. 1992), 7.) 92-240, 12/14/92, 6: “Théblack box’ of the Newly released documents reveal murders by
President’s policy MN50, 12/13/92; N, Burbyga, Soviet secret police services at home and abroad
Soviet nuclear submarine sunk in North Atlanti@. lllesh, and A. Shalnev, “After Nine Years ofdating back to Stalin’s time. (Natalya Gevorkyan
in 1989 unlikely to pose contamination hazardgecrecy—Fate of Black Boxes Finally Decided,@nd Nikita Petrov, “KGB’s secret weaponiN
scientists say. (William J. Broad, “Hazard iszvestia 12/22/92, translation in CDSP 44:51, 1({English edition) 32 (8/9-16/92), 9, also in FBIS-
Doubted from Sunken SubNYT, 9/5/93, see 20/93, 16.) Moscow hands over original “blackJSR-92-126, 10/2/92, 1-2, and Gevorkyan and
also “Two Soviet ‘Nuclear Wrecks' in Baltic box” recordings to international investigatorsPetrov, “Acts of terrorism to be recognized as
Sea, FBIS-WEU-93-02916 February 1993, 13.) (Itar-Tass, 1/8/93, in FBIS-SOV-93-007, 1/12£xpedient,MN (English edition) 36 (9/6-13/92),
93.) French pilot expresses skepticism ove}0, also in FBIS-USR-92-132, 10/17/92, 1-4.)

Former Soviet and American advisers recoungvestia’saccount. (K. Privalov, “Maybe, We

Cold War’s end at Princeton conference. (“SDIghould Look for Other Black Boxes,” EX-KGB officer Vitaliy Chernyavskiy describes

Chernobyl Helped End Cold War, Conferencgiteraturnaya Gazetal/27/93.) Further report Beria, Soviet intelligence relations and opera-

Told,” WP, 2/27/93.) on investigation, as well as recollections of U.glioNs in Romania, East Germany. ("At the Last
and Soviet officials at conference at Princetofffinute the Ambassador Got Scaretlovoye

Publications: The Soviet Ministry of Interior's yniversity. (“The KAL-007 Tragedy: Experts Vremyad2 (Oct. 1992), 24, 41, in FBIS-USR-92-

final, secretly published crime statisti¢$SSR  prepare Conclusion, While Former Key USSR, 12/4/92, 2-4.)

Crime Statistics and Summaries: 1989 and 199@nd U.S. Figures Speak Franklizvestiya 3/5/ . o

trans. Joseph Serio, for. Timothy Heleniak (Chig3, in FBIS-USR-93-036, 3/24/93, 61-64.) Profile of ex-NKVD agent N|k0|<'_i| Khokhlov,

cago: Office of International Criminal Justice, who defected to West after refusing to carry out

University of lllinois at Chicago, 1993)olotov | ong shielded from Western accounts, residenfSSassination plot in 1954 against West German

Remembers: Inside Kremlin Politics: Conversapt Sakhalin Island doubt people were aboartPorleader. (Lev Yetlin, “Two death sentences,”

tions with Felix Chuexed. andintro. Albert Resis kAL 007 airliner shot down in 1983. (“Isolated N€W Times Internation@4 (June 1992), 31-34.)

(Chicago: Ivan R. Dee, 1993); European Worksakhalin Island Residents Still Doubt KAL Crash_ _ _

shop of International Historical Research ofyigence,” WP, 6/2/93.) Ex-intelligent agent reviews case of Richard

Comintern, Communism and Stalinisihe In- Sorge, Soviet spy executed by Japan during World

ternational Newsletter of Historical Studies ongecret burial site of debris from crash, in silo ifVar Il (Vitaly Chernyavsky, “The secret agent

Comintern, Communism and Staliniswol. 1, Nevelsk District, to be opened. (Itar-Tass, 6/9/93/h0 was never exchangedjew Times Interna-

1993, No. 1/2 (Akademie Verlag GmbH,in FBIS-SOV-93-110 (6/10/93), 18.) tional 6 (1991), 31-33.)

Leipziger Str. 3-4, P.O. Box 12 33, D-1086 Ber-

lin, tel.: (030) 2 23 60; fax: (030) 223 6387),international Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) First installment of series on Col. Rudolf Abel,

contains data onarchives, libraries, sources, schghncludes inquiry, states that Soviets “failed t°Vi€t SPy who oversaw atomic espionage in

arly cooperation. make exhaustive efforts to identify the intrudindtJ'S' and was exchanged in 1962 for U-2 pilot
aircraft” and mistook KAL-007 for U.S. spy francis Gary P_owersK()msomolskaya Pravda
KAL-007 Investigations: plane; some questions still opeizvestia 6/16/  //10/93, 1, 3, in FBIS-USR-93-113 (8/30/93),

93,in FBIS-SOV-93-116 (6/18/93), 17-18.) Rus11-14.)

Russian government releases secret documegfgn Federation State Commission finishes in- _ .
and transcripts relating to 1983 downing of Kogest, reaches conclusions identical to those BXCErptfrom memoir of British double agentand

rean airliner. lgvestia 10/15/92, 1, 3.) Analysis |CAO inquest. Rossiyskiye VestB/28/93, in defector George Blake describing 1966 escape
of new materials indicates Korean pilots wergg|s-sOV-93-1647 (8/31/93), Svestia 8/28/ fromaBritish prison. (Blake, “The Escapbiéw
unaware that plane was off course or being tailegg in FBIS-USR-93-117 (9/8/93), 50.) More on! mes Intemationaé5 (1990), 37-30.)

and fails to disclose who gave Soviet intercept@ndings; commission head Sergey Filatov blames _

the order to fire; Yeltsin's motives in releasinGerrors of KAL-007 crew, defends downing a=XCerpts from forthcoming book by defected
materials also assessed. (John W.R. Lepingwelhct of self-defense” and “an unavoidable and(CB officer Oleg Kalugin. (“Intelligence Lead-
“Opening the KAL-007 Black Box: New Docu- jawful act.” (ltar-Tass, 8/30/93, andonhap ©rS:"MN 2 (Russian) (1/10/93), 9V “Leningrad
ments and Old QuestionsRFE/RL Research (Seoul), 8/30/93, in FBIS-SOV-93-166 (8/30/_NOte5:”MN6(RUSS|an) (2/4193), 8V; translation
Report1:44 (11/6/92), 20-26.) 93), 17-19) in FBIS-USR-93-038 (3/26/93), 1-6.)

Yeltsin giVeS South Korea additional materiaISNo bodies recovered from Crash, diver reca||§,/ita|y YUrChenkO, a KGB officer who defected
also promises materials on outbreak of Koreagaiming that KAL-007 must have been unl0 the United States but redefected to the Soviet
War. (Korea TimegSeoul), 11/15/92, in FBIS- manned:; ex-air defense security chief respondd"ion 93 days later, was probably a genuine
SOV-92-221, 11/16/92, 10-11; Itar-Tass, 11/19(Trud, 7/3/93, in FBIS-USR-93-089 (7/16/93)’asylum seeker, ex-CIA hegd Gates says. (“Gates
92, in FBIS-SOV-92-224, 11/19/92, 9; see als@s.87.) Former member of Soviet investigator§-alls '85 Defector Bona FideWP, 1/16/93.)
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FormerWashington Pogeporter Dusko Doder Noel Field Dossier: Case Closed on Alger Hiss?Archives Developments
denies charge reportedliimemagazine that he The Natior257:15 (11/8/93), 528-32; Jeffrey A.
accepted $1,000 from KGB while working inFrank, “The Unending Trial of Alger HissWP, Patricia Kennedy Grimsted, ed., Vladimir
Moscow. (“Ex-Post Correspondent Disputed0/29/93, B1, B4; Tony Hiss lettétYT, 11/2/93, Petrovich Kozlov, forwardArchives in Russia
Report of KGB Ties,'WP, 12/20/92.) A22)) 1993: A Brief Directoryprice US $35 individu-
als, $75 institutions plus postage ($5 domestic,

Russia’s Foreign Intelligence service denies Author states KGB and CPSU documents sho#10), IREX, 1616 H St. NW, Washington, D.C.
Soviet defector’s claim that form@fP Moscow link between KGB and eklovoye Vremyeorre- 200086, tel: (202) 628-8188/fax: (202) 628-8189;
Bureau Chief Dusko Doder had accepted pagpondent in U.S., later Russian parliamentariagrmail. Order payable to IREX, attn. Ann E.
ment from the KGB. (“Ex-Post Reporter’s Filelona Andronov. Igvestig5/29/93, in FBIS-USR- Robertson.
Fails to Back Defector WP, 2/26/93) 93-078 (6/23/93), 1-3; aldtxpress Chroniclel/

19/93, andrreedom Reviewlune 1993, 9-11.) Report on opening of Russian-American exhibi-
Review of recently released data on Soviet intel- tion, “Making Things Work: Russian-American
ligence operations, including translations of seExcerpt from book on KGB Alpha unit: Mikhail Economic Relations, 1900-1930,” co-sponsored
lected documents. (“Research Note: RecentBoltunov,Alpha'—Top Secret KGB Detachmenty the Hoover Institution and Russian State Ar-
Released Material on Soviet Intelligence OpergMoskva Publishing House, Kedr; Pressa Printhives Service (Rosarkhiv). (“Russian archives
tions,” Intelligence and National Securi®2 ingHouse; forinformation contact Association oexhibit, ‘Making Things Work,’ opens at Hoover,”
(April 1993), 238-49.) Veterans of Special Forces, 435-21-17 or 439-58toover Newslette(Spring 1993), 5, 9.)

74). Article describes overthrow of Afghan leader
KGB documents during August 1991 coup atHafizullah Amin on eve of Soviet invasion inAgreementreached in Minsk by envoys of Arme-
tempt published. (*KGB in actionNew Times December 1979. {Alpha'—Top Secret KGB nia, Belarus, Moldova, Russia, Tajikistan,

International36 (1991), 18-19.) Detachment,Moskovskaya Pravd&®/13/93, in  Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, and Ukraine on devo-
FBIS-USR-93-038, 3/26/93, 6-10.) lution of state archives to former USSR repub-
In excerpt from memoir (Novosti Publishers), lics. (Itar-Tass, 6/5/92, in FBIS-SOV-92-111, 6/

Vadim Bakatin, briefly head of the KGB in late Report on Russian intelligence service agreeme#92, 10.)
1991, defends decision to give information tayith Crown Publishers to publish books on KGB
American ambassador detailing Soviet buggingctivities. (Moscow Ostankino television, 6/26Military historian Dmitri Volkogonov gives im-
of US embassy building in Moscow; notes 19692, in FBIS-SOV-92-126, 6/30/92, 16-17.) pressions of CPSU and KGB archivégasnaya
USSR leadership decision to approve spying. Zvezda6/12/92, in FBIS-SOV-92-116, 6/16/92,
(Vadim Bakatin, “Getting rid ofthe KGB,”"MN  Russian Intelligence Service declassifies KGB7-39.)
(English edition) 34 (22-29 Aug. 1992), 16, alsalossier on Alexander Orlov, who spied for Stalin
in FBIS-USR-92-126, 10/2/92, 2-5.) and later defected to the West; new details diseading U.S. expert on Russian archives reviews
closed. (John Costello and Oleg Tsarev, “In Fromigcent developments. (Patricia Kennedy Grim-
Debate on Hiss case continues. (Letth6], the (Russian) Archives: The Orlov Storipter- ~ sted, Russian Archives in Transition: Caught
11/13/92; Anthony Hiss, “Personal History,” national Herald Tribung7/1/93.) between Political Crossfire and Economic Crisis
The New Yorke88:39 (11/16/92), 100ff.; Rus- (Washington, D.C.: International Research &
sian historian Volkogonov qualifies earlier catEx-KGB official alleges that hundreds of U.S.Exchanges Board, Feb. 1993); available for $3.00
egorical assertion that Soviet archives provenhilitary and civilian officials spied for USSR from IREX, attn. Ann Robertson, 1616 H St.,
Hiss was not a spy, ackowledging he had not hatliring the cold war, triggering investigation, acN.W., Washington, D.C. 20006; see also Grim-
access to all relevant archives; Hiss, declaringording to Ronald KesslerEhe FBI: Inside the sted, “New Laws on Russian Archive$AASS
innocence, urges further search. (Serg@orld’s Most Powerful Law Enforcement AgencyNewsletter32:5 (Nov. 1992), 5-6.)
Schmemann, “Russian General Retreats on His@lblished by Pocket Books. (“FBI Probing So-
and Marvine Howe, “Then Search Further, Hissiet Spy Effort, Book SaysWP, 8/18/93; “New For another report on the archives situation in
Says,” NYT, 12/17/92.) Skeptical view of Book Says the F.B.|. Waged Espionage War Withloscow, containing material through August
Volkogonov's assertions; letter from Volkogonovthe K.G.B.,”"NYT, 8/18/93.) 1992, see William Karasik,he post-Soviet ar-
acknowledging that he had “not once” visited the chives: organization, access, declassification
archives of external intelligence but relied on th®ussian Security Ministry deni@&er Sternand (Santa Monica, CA: Rand Corporation, 1993).
assertion of its head, Yevgeny Primakov, thaocusreports it gave the FRG government archi-
Hiss was not registered as a spy. (Vladimival documents on GDR espionage activities. (ItaHistorian assesses obstacles to archival openness
Abarinov, “Hiss’s Case: Miscarriage of Justice?Tass, 7/14/93, anttvestiya 7/15/93, in FBIS- in Russia, calls for “a revolution in archivists’
Nevisimaya Gazeta/Independent Newsp&per SOV-93-134 (7/15/93), 7-8; also Itar-Tass, 7/16mentality.” (Arkady Shereshnya, “Who will break
glish) 2:16-17 (Jan. 1993), 5.) 93, in FBIS-SOV-93-135 (7/16/93), 6.) the seventh sealRew Times Internation&9
(July 1992), 30-31.)
Documents in Hungarian Interior Ministry ar-Publications: Col. Oleg Maximovich
chives’ file on American defector Noel Field Nechiporenka, trans. by Todd BludeRassport Text of Russian government mandating equal
cited by historian as evidence showing Hiss'to Assassination: The Never-Before-Told Story @ccess to archives for Russian and foreign citi-
guilt; another researcher who reviewed same fileee Harvey Oswald by the KGB Colonel Whaens and organizations; a 30-year rule for most
questions findings. (Maria Schmidt, “The Hissknew Him(New York: Birch Lane Press, 1993);documents; and a 75-year restriction (except for
Dossier,”The New Republi209:19 (11/8/93), Victor Sheymov;Tower of Secrets: A Real Life person concerned or next of kin) on documents
17-20; Sam Tanenhaus, “Hiss: Guilty asSpy Thriller(Naval Institute Press, 1993); Johrcontaining “information on the private lives of
Charged,"Commentan®5:4 (April 1993), 32- Costello and Oleg TsareDeadly lllusions: The citizens.” List of Russian archives (with new
37; Tanenhaus, “Hiss Case ‘Smoking Gun’?KGB Orlov Dossier Reveals Stalin’s Master Sppames) appended. (R.l. Khasbulatsov, Decree
NYT, 10/15/93, A15; Ethan Klingsberg, “The (New York: Crown, 1993). No. 161, 7/14/92, citing Russian Federation Su-
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preme Soviet directive, “On the Provisional Or- RL Research Repof:4 (1/22/93), 19-31; see
der for Access to Archival Documents and theiReport on developments concerning KGB andlso “The Decision to Execute was Taken in the
Use,” 6/19/92,AAASS NewsletteB2:5 (Nov. Presidential archives. (Ella Maksimov, “TheCC [Central Committee],MN 43 (10/25/92),
1992), 6-7.) Rights of Victims and Rights of History Are and “The Special File Discloses the Mysteries of
Clashing as KGB Archives Are Being Opened,'the Politburo,”lzvestig 11/19/92.) Account of
Text of Yeltsin decree number 658 dated 23 Jurievestia 11/27/92, in FBIS-USR-92-157, 12/9/intrigues concerning discovery and release of
1992 to declassify government records doci82, 1-2.) Katyn documents. (Lev Yelin, “Three men in the
menting repressions and infringements of human Kremlin and a packageNew Times Interna-
rights. Rossiyskaya Gazeté/27/92, in FBIS- Interview with senior Russian archives officialtional 44 (Oct. 1992), 30-32; also interview with
SOV-92-131, 7/8/92.) V. Kozlov on agreement with Hoover InstitutionLech Walesa, “The Katyn cross on communism’s
onWar, Revolution and Peace to microfilm CPStbmb,” New Timesnternational45 (Nov. 1992),
Russian presidential representatives present “sgehives, beginning with inventory of Central26-27.)
cial files” to Constitutional Court to support banCommittee information service. (“Secrets for
on Communist Party. (Itar-Tass, 7/3/92,in FBISGeneral Consumption,Pravda 10/22/92, in Russian and French diplomats sign agreement
SOV-92-133-S, 7/10/92.) Special files said td-BIS-USR-92-150, 11/23/92, 50.) “On Cooperation in the Field of State Archives.”
reveal party’s “criminal nature.”l{vestig 7/14/ (“New Agreements Signed in Paris,”
92, in FBIS-SOV-92-138-S, 7/17/92, 21.) ProsRussian state military archives reportedly decladNezavisimaya gazeta1/13/92, in CDSP 44:46
ecutor discloses CPSU document on party asify documents from years 1918-1960, including12/16/92), 19.)
chives storage procedure, signed by party centralaterials from the Cheka, OGPU, and NKVD
committee deputy general secretary V. Ivashksecret police, and the Ministry of Internal Affairs.Senior Russian archives official views current
on 29 March 1991, indicating that “25 million (Moscow Mayak Radio Network, 11/8/92, insituation. (V. Kozlov, “On the Use of the Docu-
cases from the CPSU archives have been doRBIS-SOV-92-217, 11/9/92, 33.) ments from Russian Archives\ew and Newest
away with to save the party’s face.” (Interfax, 7/ History 6 (1993).)
13/92, in FBIS-SOV-92-138-S, 7/17/92, 12.)Russian Defense Ministry announces that it de-
Russian presidential representative S. Shakrajassified more than 500 documents in 1992 oReports onthe Russian archival situation: Juergen
alleges destruction took place immediate aftehe Cuban Missile Crisis, the fate of U.S. persorgarusky, “Bemerkungen zur Russischen
failure of August 1991 coup. (Moscow Russiamel shot down over the Soviet Union, and othekrchivsituation” (Observations on the Russian
Television Network report, 7/21/92, in FBIS-Cold War issues. (Interfax, 1/10/93, and “DeArchival Situation),VfZ 1 (Jan. 1993), 139-47;
SOV-92-148-S, 7/31/92, 4.) fense Ministry Declassifies Its Shadowy OperaGoetz Aly and Susanne Heim, “Die deutschen
tions,” Moskovskiy Komsomoletd/10/93, in Bestaende des Sonderarchivs der Russischen
Critical analysis of Russian government's politi+BIS-SOV-93-006, 1/11/93, 19; “Secrecy SeaRrchivverwaltung” from the Hans-Boeckler-
cally-motivated selective declassification of hisLifted,” Rossiyskiye Vesfi/27/93,in FBIS-USR- Stiftung, Bertha-von-Suttner Platz 3, 4000
torical archives to discredit Communist Party93-014, 2/5/93, 5.) Defense Ministry also vow®uesseldorf 1, Germany; and Kai von Jena and
Gorbachev. (Vera Tolz and Julia Wishnevskyto declassify files on Soviet role in the KoreartWilhelm Lenz, “Die deutschen Bestaende im
“The Russian Government Declassifies CPSWar. (Itar-Tass, 1/10/93, cited in AP dispatchSonderarchiv in Moskau,Der Archivar 45
DocumentsRFE/RL Research Repatt26 (6/ “Moscow to Reveal Korea War Roldyiterna-  (1992), 458-68.
26/92),8-11.) Use of presidential archives in trigional Herald-Tribune 1/12/93.)
of CPSU discussed; contents of March 1985 First issue olstorichesky arkhiArchive His-
Politburo meeting at which Gorbachev electe@®ocuments beginning to emerge from Presidenery), published by Russian Government's Com-
cited. (David Remnick, “Report from Moscow:tial or Kremlin archives, including originals of mittee on Archival Affairs and the LIT publish-
The Trial of the Old Regime;The New Yorker secret protocols to 1939 Molotov-Ribbentropng house, contains documents from former CPSU
11/30/92, 104-21.) pact. (Lev Bezmensky, “Greatest secret of then Latvian succession and the August 1991 putsch.
Party SecretariesNew Times Internationad6 (Seelzvestia 1/26/93, 6, i"CDSP45:4, (2/24/
Selective use of KGB archives against politicajNov. 1992), 25-27; alsblovostj 10/29/92, in 93), 35.) Second issue includes Soviet docu-
enemies assailed. (Leonid Mlechin, “ArchiveRFE/RL Daily Repor211 (11/2/92), 1; O. Latsis, ments on October 1964 CPSU CC plenum meet-
dust,” New Times Internation&4 (1991), 10- “Original Protocols to Shameful PactZvestia  ing at which Khrushchev was deposed; crushing
11.) 10/30/92, in CDSP 44:44, (12/2/92), 22, citesf 1962 workers’ revolt in Novocherkassk; repa-
reports on Ostankino television and ABC nettriation of Japanese POWSs after World War 1I;
Neizvestnaya Rossiya-20 VEkhe Unknown work and complains that foreign media receivednd church-state relations in 1984soticheskii
Russia—The 20th Cent{yycontaining docu- access before Russians.) Arkhiv, Issue I, 1993.) Supplement lists and
ments from CPSU, KGB, and Kremlin archives, describes more than 1,000 declassified docu-
published by Moscow Archives Association inAnalysis of newly released documents from Rugnents released for trial of CPSUArkhivno-
association with Historic Heritage publisherssian archives on Soviet massacre of Polish offigaformatsionnyi byulletenlssue 1-2, 1993.)
(Moscow Mayak Radio, 8/25/92, in FBIS-SOV-ers in 1940; release seen in context of trial of
92-167, 8/27/92.) CPSU and Yeltsin-Gorbachev rivalry. (VeraNew findings from Russian archives presented at
Tolz, “The Katyn Documents and the CPSWoscow Conference on New Evidence on Cold
Developments concerning effort by Hoover InHearings,"RFE/RL Research Repdr44 (11/6/ War History, sponsored by Cold War Interna-
stitution on War, Revolution, and Peace to micrdd2), 27-33; alsdRFE/RL Research Repadtt43 tional History Project. (“Soviets Sought Vietnam
film Soviet archives and finding aids.Rbsko- (10/30/92), 71.) More on Katyn documentsPeace,” AP dispatch iMoscow Timesl/14/93;
markhivHoover Project, AAASS Newslett8R:5 including translation of March 1940 Beria memo-Stalin Tied To Korean Invasion,” AP dispatchin
(Nov. 1992), 8; “Roskomarkhiv, Hoover Con-randum requesting Stalin’s approval for shootingyloscow Times1/15/93; Daniel Sneider, “Ar-
tinue Work on Joint Microfilm ProjectMoover of 25,700 Polish captives. (Louisa Vinton, “Thechives Revise Cold-War HistoryChristian Sci-
Institution NewsletterFall 1992, 12.) Katyn Documents: Politics and HistoryRFE/ ence Monitoy 1/20/93; John-Thor Dahlburg,
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“Sifting for Soviet Clues to Cold War

,Los

93, 13-14.)

Angeles Timed/24/93; Serge Schmemann, “So-
viet Archives Provide Missing Pieces of History’sGroup advertises services to locate and cofiscussion of “Research, Ethics, and the Market-
Puzzles,”NYT, 2/8/93, A8; Gerhard Wettig, “any” Russian archival documents: Arkhivariusplace: The Case of the Russian Archives,” in-
“Beitraege zur Geschichte des Kalten Kriegedgency, 18 Herzen St., Vladimir, 600000, Ruseluding contributions by Ellen Mickiewicz (“The
auf der Basis sowjetischer Geheimdokumentesia; fax: 09222/30899 (abonent 171). Anothe€ommercialization of Scholarship”), Mark von

(Contributions to the History of the Co
War Based on Secret Soviet Documen
DA 3 (March 1993), 350-52.)

International conference in Moscow on't
“KGB: Yesterday, Today, Tomorrow|
adopts resolution demanding parliamg
tary control over Ministry of Security an
declassification of archivesNgvskoyé
Vremya2/25/93, 3, and 2/26/93, 4, in FBI
USR-93-049, 4/21/93, 1-4.)

Current status of KGB archives discuss
in interview with Anatoliy Krayushkin

chief of archives administration of Russifn

Ministry of Security. (“What Is inthe KGH
Archives?"Rossiyskaya Gazeta/6/93, in
FBIS-USR-93-035, 3/20/93, 1-2.)

New organization founded to support d
lomatic archives. (lgor V. Bukharkin, “In
ternational Association: ‘Diplomatic Ar
chives,” Diplomaticheskii VestnjkMarch
1993, 67-68.)

In wake of controversy over disclosure
disputed 1972 Soviet intelligence rep
alleging that North Vietnam held hundre

S), CWIHP BULLETIN

]eCOntents of the first two issues included:

Issue #1 (Spring 1992} 32 pages
n_
[ * James G. Hershberg“Soviet Archives: The Opening Doo

-_* P.J. Simmons “report From Eastern Europe”

* Raymond L. Garthoff, “The Havana Conference on ti
Cuban Missile Crisis”
ed

* Steven M. GoldsteinandHe Di, “New Chinese Sources d
the History of the Cold War”

* Scott Parrish, “A Diplomat Reports [review of N.V
Novikov’'s memoirs]”

* Woodford McClellan, “Molotov Remembers”

P Rachel A. Connell “New Evidence on Beria’s Downfall”
* Update

* Documentation: CIA Openness Task Force Report

Issue #2 (Fall 1992} 40 pages

pf

" Csaba Bekes“New Findings on the 1956 Hungarian Re
i |ution”

more U.S. POWs than it then admitt

Russian authorities remove Rem A. Ussi \7 Mark Kramer , “New Sources on the 1968 Soviet Invas
from post as head of the Storage Centetffor
Contemporary Documentation, repositdryx Federal Ministry of Defense, Federal Republic of Germ

qny, . _
“Warsaw Pact Military Planning in Central Europe: R \,l¥<u55|an parliament extends restrictions
agn accessto external intelligence archives,

of CPSU Central Committee records

1952-1991, and replace him with Anatdly

Prokopenko, formerly head of “Special

chives” containing captured from Germa
in World War Il. (Celestine Bohlen, “A
Russian AssessmentNYT, 4/22/93, A3;
Alexander Merkushev, “Russian archivi
sacked over leaked POW report,” AP d
patch inWashington Timest/23/93; alsd

see POW-MIA section of Update.) Integy-
views with Prokopenko. (“The end of tife

special archive,New Times Internationd
49 (1990), 21; “Good-bye to tHepecial’

archives,” New Times Internationall

(1991), 46-47.)

d

of Czechoslovakia” (first of two parts)

r

elations From the East GermanArchives” (trans. and
notation byMark Kramer )

Diary”

5t* William Burr , “New Sources on the Berlin Crisis, 195
s. 1962

* Axel Frohn, “Archives from the New Germahandef’
(reprinted from German History InstituBailletin; anno-
tation by Stephen Conners)

* Documentation
— “In Re: Alger Hiss”

— FRUS [Foreign Relations of the United States] Publ
tion Schedule

Nationalist press criticizes presence of fi

eignresearchersin Russian archives, Rogko-
markhiv agreement with Hoover Instit§-

tion. (“When They Occupy the Count

" — “A Letter to Brezhnev: The Czech Hardliners’ ‘Requg

mentary by Mark Kramer)

, ¥ Update

They Export Its Archives. In Secret from
the People, the Yeltsinites Are Selling the Arservice solicits requests for its “archives servicedrchives; opposition proposal to create commis-
chive of the USSR,Den14 (11-17 April 1993), to gather information on Russian and Soviet hision to study files rejected. (Itar-Tass, 7/24/92, in
1,in FBIS-USR-93-053, 4/28/93, 6Sgvetskaya tory, organizations, events, and people: 10378EBIS-SOV-92-144, 7/27/92, 64.)

Rossiya4/22/93, 5, in FBIS-SOV-93-077, 4/23/Moscow, Maly Putinkovsky Pereulok 1/2, Rus-

Y Hope M. Harrison, “Inside the SED Archives: A Researchef’

sian Press Service Agency.

Hagen (“The Archival Gold Rush”), and
J. Arch Getty (“Commercialization of
Scholarship: Do We Need a Code of

Back issues of the CWIHP Bulletin are available upon requ%&havior?”):Slavic Revievé2:1 (Spring

1993), 87-106.

Handover of KGB files to state archives
going extremely slowly, scholar Arseniy
Roginskiy tells conference. (ltar-Tass, 5/
29/93,in FBIS-SOV-93-104 (6/2/93), 39.)

dPocuments disclosing identities of KGB

informants likely to remain closed.
(Komsomolskaya Pravd&/18/93, 1, in

NFBIS-USR-93-082 (7/1/93), 2-3.)

Russian press archive established.
(Rossiyskaya Gazeté/30/93, in FBIS-
USR-93-088 (7/14/93), 43.)

Kiril Anderson, head of former Central
Party archives, hails new archives law
passed by parliament. (Anya
Vakhrusheva, “Archive Law Opens
Doors on the PastMoscow Times7/16/
93, 3)

,State secrecy law passed, criticized.

(Novaya Tezhednevnaya Gazet#23/
93, in FBIS-SOV-93-141 (7/26/93), 26-

PR7; Krasnaya Zvezdar/23/93, in FBIS-

SOV-93-142 (7/27/93), 42-43.)

to 50 years from 30. (ltar-Tass, 7/23/93,

Sin FBIS-SOV-93-140 (7/23/93), 36.)

Summary of holdings and research con-

Bditions at major Soviet military archive.

(E.Kogan, “The Russian Military Records
from Podol’sk,” scheduled to appear in
Journal of Soviet Military Studie§:4
(December 1993).)

Armenia

C®ashnaktsutyun party newspaper cites

KGB documents to assail president Levon

S . . .
for Soviet Intervention, August 1968” (trans. and cd m‘?etro&an, who denied working for the

security agency.New Times Interna-
tional 30 (July 1992), 10-11.)

Parliament debates opening state KGB
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cides Gorbachev’s lotNew Times International (RFE/RL Daily Repori61 (8/24/92), SRFE/RL
Belarus 5(1992), 9-11)) Research Repott:35 (9/4/92), 70.)

Belarus KGB opens special archives to stafiterview with head of commission investigatingCzech Republic

archivists from republican Council of Ministers;KGB archives in Lithuania, Balys Gajauskas.

40,000 volumes expected to be transferred. (ItafAlexander Chudodeyev, “A Pandora’s box fronSecret police (StB) files once listed Vaclav Havel

Tass, 7/13/92, in FBIS-SOV-92-136, 7/15/92KGB,” New Times International9 (1991), 14- as a potential collaborator but switched him to

55)) 17.) First 2,400 boxes of Soviet KGB archivegategory of “persons hostile to regime,” president
reach Vilnius under Russian agreement to hartiscloses in 24 May 1992 radio addreBsE/RL

Belarus KGB chief Eduard Shirkovskiy oppose®ver relevant records.Lithuanian Weekly Research Repoit:23 (6/5/92), 70-71.)

release of six-volume file on Lee Harvey OswaldVilnius), 26 June-2 July 1992, in FBIS-SOV-92-

unless declassified by parliament; says reporib2-A, 8/6/92, 14.) Western agencies repotosef Smrkovsky, one of Prague Spring’s lead-

show that Oswald, who joined hunting and fishinitial transfer of 50,000 KGB files on Lithuaniansers, recalls Soviet invasion, summit with Soviet

ing club while briefly residing in Minsk after exiled to Siberia RFE/RL Research Repdr28 leaders. (“Prague AugustiNew Times Interna-

defecting to USSR, was “not a particularly good7/10/92), 78.) Negotiations with Russia to obtional 34 (1991), 22-27.)

marksman” and denies any KGB role in assasdain return of KGB files concerning Lithuania

nation of Kennedy. (Interfax and Itar-Tass reeontinuing. (Baltfax (Moscow), 9/17/92, in FBIS-English Translation of Polish minutes of 24-26

ports, 8/4/92,in FBIS-SOV-92-151 (8/5/92), 68.50V-92-182, 9/18/9 RFE/RL Daily Report80, August 1968 meeting in Moscow of Soviet, Bul-
9/18/92, 5RFE/RL Research Repdr#40 (10/9/ garian, GDR, Polish, and Hungarian leaders con-

Baltic States 92), 67.) Newly elected premier Algirdascerning Warsaw Pact invasion of Czechoslova-
Brazauskas says he was speaking figurativelja, as published inidove noviny(“Murder will

KGB document allegedly shows KGB influencewhen he proposed burning KGB archives, desut,” New Times Internationa (1991), 22-26,

over Stockholm-based Baltic Institute, which deeries hunt for former agents. (Radio Vilnius, 10and 9 (1991), 28-31.)

nies report. (Stockholm Radio, 5/24/93Bltic  29/92, in FBIS-SOV-92-210, 10/29/92, 72-74.)

Independen(Tallinn), 5/28/93, in FBIS-USR- Lithuanian archives director Gediminas llgunafkussian government gives Czech government

93-090 (7/19/93), 86-87.) interviewed, discussed status of KGB archivesCommunist Party documents pertaining to Au-

(Tiesa(Vilnius), 4/8/93, in FBIS-USR-93-074 gust 1968 Soviet invasion to crush the Prague
Estonia (6/16/93), 99-100.) Spring. (ltar-Tass, 7/29/92, in FBIS-SOV-92-

147,7/30/92,11; Jan Obrman, “Moscow Reveals

Report on status of Estonian KGB and InterioKazakhstan Documents on 1968 Invasion of Czechoslova-
Ministry archives, transfer to state archives. kia,” RFE/RL Research Repatt37 (9/18/92),
(Paevaleht(Tallinn), 6/3/93, in FBIS-USR-93- Law on state secrets, implementing decree puth6-19.)
078 (6/23/93), 102-03.) lished. Kazakhstanskaya Pravd2/26/93, in

FBIS-USR-93-107 (8/18/93), 91-95.) Czech Army chief of general staff Brig. Gen. Jiri
Estonian archives used in new account of resis- Nekvasil apologizes for Czechoslovak People’s
tance movement following Soviet occupationUkraine Army’s suppression of August 1969 protests on
(Mart Laar, trans. Tiina Et¥Var in the Woods: first anniversary of the Soviet invasion, discloses
Estonia’s struggle for survival, 1944-198Fash- Political upheavals, opening of archives leadindetails of casualties inflicted and forces used, and
ington, D.C.: Compass). to reinterpretation of Ukraine’s past, includingannounces declassification of secret Army docu-

Stalinist repressions; articles cited fronmentsonevents. (Prague CTK, 8/19/93,in FBIS-
Latvia Ukrainskyi istorychnyi zhurnathe journal ofthe  EEU-93-160 (8/20/93), 13-14.)

Institute of History of the Ukrainian Academy of
Analysis of why files of Latvian KGB have not Sciences. (David R. Marples, “New InterpretaSurvey of post-communist Czech historiogra-
yet led to investigations; notes jourrilsonis tions of Ukrainian History,RFE/RL Research phy. (Jan Kren, “Czech History at a Turning

has begun publishing KGB staff employee listsReport2:11 (3/12/93), 57-61.) Point,” East European Politics and Societ&2
(Dainis Lemsonoks, “KGB Employees: In (Spring 1992), 152-69.)

Pilsonisor In‘ Bags,” Saime(Riga), 7/12/92, in Uzbekistan

FBIS-USR-92-133, 10/19/92, 107-108.) Hungarian prosecutors agree to comply with

Law on state secrets, implementing decree pulizech request to identify and question state and
Latvian State Archives obtain 40,000 case filebshed. [ashkentskaya Pravda/18/93,in FBIS- party leaders on Hungary's role in 1968 suppres-

from former USSR KGB archives. (Riga Radio USR-93-092 (7/21/93), 92-94.) sion of Prague SpringNépzabadsa/21/92,
8/24/92, in FBIS-SOV-92-166, 8/26/92, 57.) in RFE/RL Daily Reportl61 (8/24/92), 6, and
Bulgaria RFE/RL Research Repdrt35 (9/4/92), 69.)

Contents of Latvia KGB archives to be disclosed
after review by Center for Documenting the ConMinistry of Internal Affairs announces docu-PublicationHope Dies Last: The Autobiography
sequences of TotalitarianisnDiyena(Riga), 5/ ments found in its archives show past Bulgariaaf Alexander DubcekNew York: Kodansha,
20/93, in FBIS-USR-93-074 (6/16/93), 94-95.) support for international terrorism. (BTA report,1993).

6/10/92, quoted iRFE/RL Research Repdr26
Lithuania (6/26/92), 77.) Germany

Documents shed light on January 1991 cracksovernment vows archives of Bulgarian ComSwedish documentindicates Stalin discussed post-
down in Vilnius, disclosing links to subsequenimunist Party for period 1891-1975 will be madeNorld War 11 division of Germany as early as
Moscow putsch. (Leonid Mlechin, “Vilnius de- available to the public beginning in early 1993December 1941. (Marat Zubko, “Stalin’s plan for
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a divided Germany,New Times International Note of March 10, 1952 as an Historical Probfrom 1960s-1980s. (Marc Fisher, “Soviet Bloc
44 (1990), 35.) lem” (DA 2, Feb. 1992), ilDA 8 (Aug. 1992), Had Detailed Plan to Invade W. GermarnyP,
858-65. 3/16/93, A11-12.)
Socialist Unity Party (SED) archives disclose
new data on Stalin’s policies and plans for postTwo analyses of recent evidence on Soviet polidgast German Gen. Harry Schutt recounts activi-
war Germany. (R.C. Raack, “Stalin Plans higoward Germany shortly before and after Stalin’es as senior official of Stasi for more than three
Post-War Germany Journal of Contemporary death. (Gerhard Wettig, “Zum Stand dedecades. (John Marks, “The Spymaster Un-
History 28 (1993), 53-73.) Forschung ueber Berijas Duetschland-Politik irmasked,U.S. News & World Repottl4:14 (4/
Fruehjahr 1953,DA 26:6 (June 1993), 674-82;12/93), 38-46.)
Hans-Uwe Feige describes the problems faced/ettig, “Die Deutschland-Note vom 10. Maerz
by the Soviet Military Administration in Ger- 1952 auf der Basis diplomatischer Akten deReportsonopening of Stasifiles. (Nikita Zholkver,
many in “Aspekte der Hochschulpolitik der russischen AussenministeriumBA 26:7 (July “Big ear of a big friend,"New Times Interna-
Sowjetischen Militaeradministration in 1993), 786-805.) tional 9 (1991), 38-39; Dmitry Pogorzhelsky,
Deutschland (1945-1948)" (Aspects of the “Six million mines,”"New Times Internationd
SMAD’s German High School Policy from 1945- SED ideological propaganda efforts to stigmaf1991), 17.)
48), DA 11 (Nov. 1992), 1169-80. tize the FRG from 1960-63 as a “Nazi state”
revealed. (Michael Lemke, “Kampagnen gegemvestigative group (13th of August Society),
Using Soviet archives, Jan Foitzik analyzes th®onn. Die Systemkrise der DDR und die Westdsing East German police files, disclose more
speech of Soviet Politburo member AndreiPropagandader SED 1960-63" [Propaganda Cartiran 200 additional cases of persons killed trying
Zdanov at the September 1947 founding conferpaign Against Bonn. Political Crisis and Innetto flee the GDR. (“Searching for Truth by the
ence of the Cominform; text appendddfG,4 German Propaganda in the GDR 1960-1963Wall,” WP, 8/13/93, A29.)
(1993), 329ff.) Foitzik traces the development/fZ 2 (April 1993), 153-74.)
of the Cominform in “Die Bildung des Interview with Moscow’s ex-envoy to GDR,
Kominform-Bueros 1947 im Lichte neuer Peace plan proposal printed in &i#nd postund Wijatschelow Kotschemassow, in “Schmeichelei
Quellen” (The Formation of the Kominform Milwaukee Deutsche ZeitungEvening News und Unterwuerfifigkeit,” (Cajolery and Subser-
Office in 1947 in the Light of New SourceZfG  and Milwaukee German Magazjyfeom 12 Feb- vience),Der Spiegel11/16/92, 148ff.
12 (Dec. 1992), 1109ff. For a comparison ofruary 1959 recently found in the Central Party
Stalin’s purges of the Eastern European CommuArchive of the Institute for the History of the Background on joint SED - SPD paper “Der Streit
nist Parties, see Foitzik's “Die stalinistischenWorkers’ Movement in Berlin. (Ernst Laboor,der Ideologien und die gemeinsame Sicherheit”
‘Saeuberungen’ in den ostmitteleuropaeischefEin vergessener Friedensvertragsentwurf fugideological Struggle and Common Security),
kommunistischen Parteien. Ein vergleichendebeutschland1959” (A Forgotten Peace Plan Prgublished in 1987 (“Riskanter Dialog. Das

Ueberblick,”ZfG 8 (Aug. 1992), 737ff. posal for Germany in 195%fG 3 (March 1993), gemeinsame ldeologie-Papier von SPD und
233-38)) SED,” [Risky Dialogue. The Common Ideologi-
Developments within the GDR during June 1953 cal Paper of the SPD and the SEDA 10 (Oct.

revolt analyzed in Udo Wengst, “Der AufstandStasi secret police records reveal East Germad892), 1031-39.)
am 17. Juni 1953 in der DDR. Aus denroleinconducting anti-Semitic campaign in West
Stimmungsberichten der Kreis-und Germany in early '60s to discredit Bonn; filesDaniel Kuechenmeister uses SED archival mate-
Bezirksverbaende der Ost-CDU im Juni und Julalso document East German aid to Arab statesl, including notes of meetings and telephone
1953,” [The Uprising of June 17, 1953 in theagainst Israel. (Marc Fischer, “E. Germany Raoalls, to examine Honecker-Gorbachev relation-
GDR. From Internal Reports by the East GermaAntisemite Campaign in West in '603VP, 2/  ship; book to be published by Berlin's Dietz
Christian Democratic Party (Ost-CDU)in June28/93, A25.) Verlagin 1993. (“Wann begann das Zerwuerfnis
and July 1953]vfz 2 (April 1993), 277-322.) zwischen Honecker und Gorbatschow?” (When
Report on Stasi efforts to recruit Catholic priest®id the Differences of Opinion between Honecker
Discussion of materials found in the Gesellschafand infiltrate lay organizations in former GDRand Gorbachev BeginA 1 (Jan. 1993), 30-
fuer Deutsch-Sowijetische Freundschaft (DSFf“Pornos fuer Kolping” (a German Catholic lay40.)
(Society for German-Soviet Friendship) archive organization) Der Spiegel 4/5/93, 76ff.)
(Lothar Dralle, “Das DSF-Archiv als Quelle zur How ex-Stasi officers swindled 200 million Marks
Geschichte der DDR—Der Volksaufstand vomRecently released SED, Stasi, and church arcliut of GDR coffers while the Berlin Wall was
17.Juni 1953" [The DSF Archive as a Source foval documents show that evangelical priest Osk&umbling [“Die Stasi laesst keinen verkommen,”
the History of East Germany—The People’sBruesewitz immolated himself in 1976 becauséThe Stasi Leaves no one in Ruiri3gr Spiegel
Rebellion of June 17, 1953)A 8 (Aug. 1992), of doubts about the SED regime and his ow8/1/93, 106.]
837-45.) Church, not because he was an outcast and dis-
turbed, as the government and church leade®&ED Central Committee files provide insight into
Gerhard Wettig raises new questions about Salaimed. (“Ich opfere mich” (I offer myselfper GDR communist leadership on the eve of 1989
viet intentions regarding Germany immediatelySpiegel 3/22/93, 94ff. See alddas Fanal: Das revolution. (Gerd-Ruediger Stephan, “Die letzten
after Stalin’s death in “Sowjetische Opfer des Pfarrers Bruesewitz und di€lagungen des Zentralkomitees der SED 1988/
Wiedervereinigungsbemuehungen imevangelische KirchgThe Signal Light: The 89” (The Last Meetings of the Socialist Unity
ausgehenden Fruehjahr 19537 Neué&acrifice of Pastor Bruesewitz and the EvangelParty’'s Central Committee 1988/8I)A #3
Aufschluesse ueber ein altes Problem” (Sovietal Church)(Berlin: Ullstein Verlag, 1993).) (March 1993), 296-325.)
Reunification Efforts in the Spring of 1953. New
Disclosures on an Old ProblemRA 9 (Sept. East German military records indicate greatefranscript of a conversation between two ex-
1992), 943-58; see also Berlin historian Elkepreparations than expected for Warsaw Pact d&ast German Politburo members concerning eco-
Scherstjanoi’s rebuttal of Wettig’'s “The Stalin tack, seizure of West Germany, West Berlinnomic and political situation in GDR’s final
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months. (“Dasreale Bild war eben katastraphalfort 167 (9/1/92), 5RFE/RL Research Report Moscow for military support should he be unable
(The Real Picture was Catastrophid)A 10 1:36 (9/11/92), 77.) to quell opposition to the measure; V.K. Rusakov
(Oct. 1992),1031-39.) is quoted as telling a 10 December 1981 Soviet
Yeltsin turns over Soviet documents on 195®olitburo meeting that Jaruzelski had said “that if
Report on the 18 September 1992 conferendevasion, declaring that “citizens of Hungary andhe Polish forces do not manage to contain the
sponsored by the Berlin Historical CommissionRussia, too, must know the whole truth about th&olidarity resistance, then the Polish comrades
“DDR Akten und Quellenkritik” (The GDR Files tragic time.” (“Yeltsin Gives Hungary Soviet hope for the help of other countries in introducing
and the Critique of Source§)A11 (Nov. 1992), Files on Revolt,"NYT, 11/12/92.) Documents their armed forces into Polish territory.” KGB
1202-03. still leave significant gaps in understanding Sokead Yuri Andropov reportedly responded that
viet decision to invade, Hungarian scholars saythere can be no introduction of armies into
Previously secret East German dissertations avaffRussian Papers Shed Little Light on Hungary,Poland,” and other Politburo members agreed.
able. (Wilhelm Bleek and Lothar Mertens,NYT, 3/25/93, A15.) (Rzezpospolita8/26/93, in Warsaw PAP, 8/26/
“Verborgene Quellen in der Humboldt- 93, in FBIS-EEU-93-165 (8/27/93), 25; see also
Universitaet” (Concealed Sources at HumboldDilemmas of dealing with Hungary’s communist‘Yeltsin Seems to Accept Polish Bid for Role in
University),DA 11 Nov. 1992, 1181-90.) past reviewed; destruction of files of intelligenceNATO,” NYT, 8/26/93.) Ex-KGB general Vitaliy
unit which monitored dissidents (3/3 departmentpavlov, former head of Soviet intelligence in
Publications: Gerhard Lang&atholische cited as objection to screening past members fromdarsaw, defends Jaruzelski from charges that he
Kirche—Sozialistischer Staat DDR, Dokumentegovernment posts. (Edith Oltay, “Hungary At-sought Soviet military aid in 1981 to enforce
und oeffentliche Aeusserungen 1945-1990e tempts to Deal With Its PastRFE/RL Research martial law. (Warsaw Radio Warzawa Network,

Catholic Church: The East German SocialigReport2:18 (4/30/93), 6-10.) 9/9/93, in FBIS-EEU-93-174 (9/10/93), 15.)
State, Documents, and Public Statements from
1945-1990), (Leipzig: St. Benno, 1992). Craid?oland Romania

R. Whitney, Spy Trader: Germany’s Devil's

Advocate and the Darkest Secrets of the CoRoland hands over documents to Russia on SBattle raging over fate of secret police (Securitate)
War (New York: Times Books/Random House viet-Polish 1919-20 war as part of archival exfiles; suspicion of cover-up by current govern-
1993); Gerd Meyemie DDR—Machtelite in change. (Viktor Zamyatin, “Polish Archivists ment cited. (Dan lonescu, “Romania’s Public
der Aera Honecker. (East Germany—Powefake Reciprocal Step: Poland Hands Over AMar over Secret Police FilesRFE/RL Research
Elites in the Era of Honeckpr(Tuebingen: A. chives to Russia,Kommersant-Daily11/6/92, Reportl:29 (7/17/92), 9-15.)

Francke Verlag, 1991). Wolfgang Rueddenklain FBIS-USR-92-155, 12/4/92, 101; N.

Stoerenfried. DDR-Opposition 1986-8dis- Yermolovich, “Archival Documents Delivered Western agencies report discovery of mass grave
chief-makers. GDR Opposition 1986)}§Ber- by the Polish DisappointJzvestig 12/28/92, 7.) containing 150 skeletons on grounds of former
lin: BasisDruck Verlag, 1992). Jochen Cerny, secret police force; remains reputedly those of
Wer War Wer—DDR. Ein biographischesProfile of Col. Ryszard Kuklinsi, who defectedpeasant opponents of collectivization in 1950s.
Lexikon. (Who Was Who in the GDR. A with intelligence data to U.S. in 1981 and is noWRFE/RL Daily Repori74 (9/10/92), 5.)
Biographical Lexicon), (Berlin: Christoph Links subject of controversy in his homeland. (Ben-

Verlag, 1992.) Books on the Stasi Foundatiojamin Weiser, “A Question of Loyalty\WP Maga- North Korea

Law: Klaus-Dietmar Henke, edWann bricht zing 12/13/92, 8-13, 24-30.)

schon mal ein Staat zusammen! dtv dokumente: Participant recalls Soviet role in installation of
Die Debatte uber die Stasi-Akten auf dem 3%anfred Wilke and Michael Kubina discuss theKim Il Sung. (Georgy Tumanov [pseudonym],
Jistorikertag 199ZMunich: DTV, 1993). Klaus SED-Politburo’s reaction to the rise of Solidarity‘How the Great Leader was madé&léw Times
Stoltenberg  Stasi-Unterlagen-Gesetz.in Poland in 1980-81; Honecker to Brezhneunternationall7 (April 1993), 24-26.)
Kommentar. (Baden-Baden: Nomos letter of November 1980 appealing for interven-

Verlagsgesellschaft, 1992) and Johannd®n included. (“Die Lage in Polen ist schlimmerResponding to Kim Il sung’s appeal, Stalin com-
WeberlingStasi-Unterlagen Gesetz. Kommentaals 1968 in der CSSR’™ (The Situation in Polandnitted a Soviet military task force to aid North

(Koeln: Carl Heymanns Verlag, 1993.) is worse than 1968 in CzechoslovakiB)A 3 Koreain October 1950 following U.N. landing at
(March 1993), 335-40.) See also Manfred Wilkelnchon, says Russian military historian Gen.
Hungary Peter Erler, Martin Goerner, Michael Kubina,Dmitriy Volkogonov. {fonhapSeoul), 6/22/93,

Horst Laude, and Han-Peter Muell&ED- in FBIS-SOV-93-118 (6/22/93), 11-12.) Gavril
Yugoslavia gives Hungary documents related tBolitbuero und polnische Krise 1980-82. Aus deKorotkov, senior fellow at Russian Defense
the 1956 events in Hungary, in particular the faterotokollen des Politbueros des ZK der SED zMinistry’s Institute for Military History, says
of officials who took refuge in the YugoslavPolen, den innerdeutschen Beziehungen und d8talin provided at least US $1.1 billion in weap-
embassy in Budapest after the Soviet invasiolVirtschaftskrise der DDR(The SED Politburo ons to Pyongyang between October 1950 and
(MTI report, 10/29/92, ilRFE/RL Daily Report and the Polish Crisis of 1980-82. From theluly 1953. Yonhap(Seoul), 6/23/93, in FBIS-
210 (10/30/92), 6.) Protocols of the Central Committee of the SE[30V-93-119 (6/23/93), 14; see also “Kim II-

Politiburo on Poland, inner-German Relations,sung, Stalin, Mao Agreed to Start Korean War,”
Several documents of the former Hungarian S@nd the Economic Crises of the GDBand 1: Korea Newsreviewr/3/93, 6.)
cialist Workers’ Party were to be made availabl&980. (Berlin, 1993). (Arbeitspapiere des
to the public beginning on 1 September 199Eorschungsverbundes SED Staat Nr. 3, 1993).Moscow’s role in origins and conduct of Korean
when law passed by parliament the previous War explored; citing Defense Ministry archives,
December goes into effect; those seeking to u§ontradicting assertions he declared martial laorotkov says Stalin approved Kim Il-sung’s
archival materials less than 30 years old mush 13 December 1981 to save the country fromiavasion plans in March 1949. (Douglas Staglin
apply to the Ministry of Education and Culture Soviet invasion, Soviet documents given to Paand Peter Cary, “Secrets of the Korean War,”
(Radio Budapest, 8/28/92, RFE/RL Daily Re- land indicate that Gen. Wojciech Jaruzelski asked.S. News & World Repqr8/9/93, 45-47.)



UPDATE 19

Gen. Dmitri Volkogonov/|zvestia 12/22/92, 3,

People’s Republic of China For current information on research conditionn FBIS-SOV-92-246, 12/22/92,16-17, and Mos-
and opportunities and China contact: cow Ostankino television, 6/28/92, FBIS-SOV-

Interview with Stalin’s back channel envoy to 92-125, 6/29/92, 14-16.) Russia provides addi-

Mao in 1948-50. (S.N. Goncharov, interviewCCP Research Newsletter tional archival documents on U.S. Air Force

with I.V. Kovalev, trans. Craig Seibert, “Stalin’sc/o Timothy Cheek planes downed during Korean War. (Itar-Tass, 4/

Dialogue with Mao ZedongJournal of North- Department of History 9/93, in FBIS-SOV-93-069, 4/13/93.)

east Asian Studie$0:4 (Winter 1991-92), 45- The Colorado College

76.) For a response from Mao's former interi4 East Cache La Poudre Soviet downing of U.S. B-29 bomber in 1950

preter, see Li Haiwen (trans. Wang Xi), “A Dis-Colorado Springs, CO 80903-3298 over Baltic Sea is recounted. (V. Rudnev, “In 50

tortion of History: An Interview with Shi Ze Tel.: (719) 389-6525; Fax: (719) 389-6524  Years After the Tragedy Over the Baltics,”

about Kovalev’'s RecollectionsChinese Histo- Izvestia 8/28/92, 7.)

rians 5:2 (Fall 1992), 59-64. China Exchange News: A Review of Education,

Science, and Academic Relations with the PRCiting declassified U.S. documents and inter-
Chinese Historian$:2 (Fall 1992) also contains Committee on Scholarly Communication withviews with ex-Soviet and U.S. officials, news
Zhai Qiang, “Britain, the United States, and th&hina organizations report that 138 U.S. military per-
Jinmen-Mazu Crisis,” 25-48; and Li Xiaobing1055 Thomas Jefferson St., NW. Suite 2013 sonnel were lost in spy missions over or near the
and Glenn Tracy, trans., “Mao’s Telegrams dutWashington, DC 20007 Soviet Union during the Cold War. (“Special
ing the Korean War, October-December 1950,” Report: Secrets of the Cold WatJS News &
65-85. Publications: HUA QingzhaokFrom Yalta to World Reportl14:10 (3/15/93), 30-56, and ABC
Panmunjom: Truman’s Diplomacy and the Fouf'Prime Time Live,” 3/4/93; “138 Reported Miss-
Account of PRC ties to Viethamese communistRowers, 1945-195@thaca, NY: East Asia Pro- ing in U.S. Spy Flights,WP, 3/5/93.)
during war against French, based on newly avaifgam, Cornell University, 1993). William W.
able Chinese sources. (Chen Jian, “China and thoss, “Archives in the People’s Republic ofU.S.-Russian commission uncovers fresh details
First Indo-China War, 1950-54China Quar- China: A Brief Introduction for American Schol- of Soviet downing of U.S. military aircraft on 2

terly 133 (March 1993), 85-110.) ars and Archivists” (Washington, D.C.: SmithsoSeptember 1958; data on 11 missing personnel
nian Institution, June 1993). sought. Kovaya Yezhednevnaya Gazet&@3/

Analysis of mystery of Defense Minister Lin 93, in FBIS-USR-93-101 (8/6/93), 2-3.)

Biao's death in 1971 plane crash. (AlexandeYietnam

Chudodeyev, “The mystery of plane number 256,” Russian-U.S. commission meets in Moscow, to

New Times Internationdé2 (1991), 36-38.) See references in POW-MIA Inquiry section. continue work. $egodnygMoscow), 9/3/93, in
FBIS-SOV-93-171 (9/7/93), 23.) Citing inter-

Review of early U.S.-Communist Chinese conPublications: Mark Bradley and Robert K.views and newly available Russian documents,
tacts. (Chen Jian, “The Ward Case and the EmeéBrigham,Vietnamese Archives and Scholarshif).S. tells Moscow it has evidence the USSR
gence of Sino-American Confrontation, 1948en the Cold War Period: Two Repor(€WIHP  transferred “several hundred” U.S. POWs from
1950,"The Australian Journal of Chinese AffairsWorking Paper No. 7); Jayne S. Werner and Luthe Korean War to Soviet territory. (AP dis-
30 (July 1993), 149-70.) Doan Huynh, edsThe Vietnam War: Vietham- patches ilNYT, 9/27/93, 9/28/93, and/P, 9/27/

ese and American Perspectiyblew York: M.E. 93, citing State Department report, “The Transfer
Advance notices circulating for biography ofSharpe, 1993); Larry RottmarWgices from the of U.S. Korean War POWs to the Soviet Union.”
Deng Xiaoping written by his daughter, DengHo Chi Minh Trail: Poetry of America and Viet-

Rong. (Nicholas D. Kristof, “Life of Deng, By nam 1965-1993 (Event Horizon Press). North Vietnam held 1,205 U.S. prisoners of war

Daughter, Diverts ChinaNYT, 8/18/93.) in 1972, rather than the 368 publicly acknowl-
POW-MIA Issues edged, according to Russian translation of top

A new group, the Society for Scholars of Sino- secret Sept. 1972 report by Gen. Tran Van Quang

U.S. Relations has been founded in Beijing; thReport on Soviet archives findings on Americanto the North Viethamese Politburo discovered in
group, associated with the Chinese Associatiamissing after April 1950 shoot-down of U.S. B-CPSU Central Committee archives in Moscow
for American Studies, announces plans to hold29. (Valery Rudnev, “50 Years After Tragedyby Harvard-based researcher Stephen J. Morris.
symposium on the study of Sino-U.S. relations i©ver Baltic,” Izvestia 8/29/92, in FBIS-SOV- Critics, including Quang, dispute report, citing

China; for further information contact: 92-173, 16-18.) alleged errors in documentizyestia 4/10/93;
Secretariat, Society for Scholars of Sino- Celestine Bohen, “Files Said to Show Hanoi Lied
American Relations Several Americans held on Soviet soil after Worlih 72 On Prisoner TotalsNYT, 4/12/93; “North
Attn.: Mr. Tao Wenzhao War Il were “summarily executed” on Stalin’s Vietham kept 700 POWSs after wawashington
1 Dongchang Hutong, Wangfujing Dajie orders, butnone remainin Soviet custody, Yeltsifiimes 4/12/93; “U.S. to Press Hanoi to Explain
Beijing 100006 CHINA informs U.S. Senate panel. (“Yeltsin Aide Tells72 P.O.W.” and, reprinting document,
Fax: (86-1) 513-3228; tel.: (86-1) 55-5131p0f G.I.’s Held in Wartime CampsNYT11/12/ “Vietnam’'s 1972 Statement on P.O.W.’s: Triple
ext. 429 92; Thomas W. Lippman, “Stalin Executed Soméhe Total Hanoi AcknowledgedNYT, 4/13/93;
Americans After WWII, Yeltsin Writes,WP, Thomas W. Lippman, “Soviet Document Indi-
Zi Zhongyun 11/12/92; A. Shalnev, “The Stalinist Regimecates POW Deception by HanoWP, 4/13/93;
Institute of American Studies Executed the Americans Without Due ProcessJim Mann, “U.S. Checks Out Report Hanoi Lied
Chinese Academy of Social Sciences Izvestig 11/12/92, 4; text of Yeltsin’s statementAbout POWSs,'Los Angeles Time4/13/93; Philip
5, Jianguomennei Dajie andother articles: Itar-Tass, 11/12/92 lamdstia  Shenon, “A '72 Report on P.O.W.’s Is a Fake,
Beijing 100732 CHINA 11/13/92, 4, in FBIS-SOV-92-220, 11/13/92, 18Vietnam Asserts,” and Steven A. Holmes, “Pen-

Tel.: (86-1) 513-7744, ext. 2283 19; also interviews with commission co-chaitagon Is Wary on P.O.W. Text; Families See
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Proof of Lies,"NYT, 4/14/93; Steven A. Holmes, Materials,” WP, 6/1/93; “Hanoi Provides MIA 1993). Excessive secrecy assailed. (Tim Weiner,
“Debate Rises on Hanoi P.O.W. RepoNYT, Documents, “WP, 6/2/93.) “The Cold War Freezer Keeps Historians Out,”

4/16/93; Anthony Flint, “Harvard researcher de- NYT Week-in-Review, 5/23/93.)

fends accuracy of POW reporBbston Globe Cuba

4/16/93; Stephen Engelberg, “Old M.1.A. Theory Draft presidential executive order calls for auto-

Is Given a New Life,NYT, 20; “Who Was Left Three-part interview with Army Minister Raul matic declassification of virtually allU.S. records

Behind?” Time 4/26/93, 39; Philip Shenon, Castro irEl Sol de Mexicincludes assertion that over 40 years old; critics seek shorter wait.

“Hanoi Offers Documents on P.O.W.'S\YT, Moscow warned Havana in early 1980s that i{George Lardner, “Draft of Secrets Disclosure

4/19/93, A13; Philip Shenon, “Vietnam Reportcould not save CubafromaU.S. invasion. (“Mos©Order Draws Mixed Reviews,WP, 9/30/93;
on Prisoners A Fake, Reputed Author Says¢ow Said No to Cuba, WP, 4/23/93, A19; Neil A. Lewis, “New Proposal Would Automati-
NYT, 4/20/93, 1; William Branigan, “U.S. Gen- Izvestiya 4/27/93, in FBIS-SOV-93-080 (4/28/ cally Limit Secrecy,” and Steven Aftergood and

eral Questions Alleged POW DocumentyP,  93), 17-18.)

4/20/93, A15; text of communique from Vessey

visit to Hanoi, press coverage, in FBIS-EAS-93€uban Missile Crisis

074, 4/20/93, 55-57; Steven A. Holmes, “Envoy

Says P.O.W. Evidence Undermines Old Russidex-Soviet diplomats recall events.

Tom Blanton, “Secrets and More Secrek$YT,
9/30/93.)

CIA driector Woolsey vows to open agency his-

(Olegorical records on key Cold War events. (CIAto
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