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Director’s Note

>—

n December 1989, following the dramatic collapse of
Icommunist regimes throughout much the Soviet

Union’s empire in Central and Eastern Europe, Soviet
President Mikhail Gorbachev and US President George H.
W. Bush met on board warships of the two countries off
the coast of Malta in the Mediterranean. Though the
course of events was largely outside the control of the two
leaders, the summit, given its timing, went down in the
history books as symbolizing the end of the Cold War.
Sensing the dawn of a new era, Gorbachev, according to
the now accessible Soviet transcript of the meeting, told
Bush that it was “very important for us to talk with you
about what conclusions can be drawn from past experi-
ence, from the ‘Cold War.”” What had happened, the Soviet
leader stated, “remained in history: Such, if you will, is the
privilege of the historical process. However, to try to
analyze the course of previous events—this is our direct
responsibility.”!

With this issue of its Bulletin, the Cold War Interna-
tional History Project (CWIHP), now in its tenth year, seeks
to contribute to a fuller understanding of the Cold War
“experience”—in fact, of the very events that Bush and
Gorbachev were witnessing as they sojourned under the
Mediterranean sun. This issue features a set of documents
that highlights findings and insights from a conference
series on the “The Collapse of Communist Regimes in
Eastern Europe,” sponsored by the National Security
Archive (George Washington University), CWIHP, and
their international partners ten years after the fall of the
Berlin Wall.? The documents provide a unique glimpse
behind the “Iron Curtain” at the beginning of the end of
the crisis-ridden Soviet empire: the culmination of a
succession of upheavals, beginning with the 1953 uprising
in East Germany and the 1956 Hungarian Revolution, and
including the 1968 Prague Spring and the 1980/81 Polish
Crisis. Assembled by an international team of scholars,
these documents detail the ultimately futile scramble by the
communist parties of Central and Eastern Europe to stay in
power in 1989—evidence that explains in the actual words
of the communist leaders and the opposition forces at the
time how the Soviet empire gave way in the face of popular
protest, largely without violent repression.

The issue is also the culmination of a multi-year, multi-
archival and multi-conference project and a series of
Bulletin issues presenting new evidence on these Cold
War “flashpoints.” To be true, the documents represent
only a small selection from our massive database of
thousands of newly-available and translated documents.
Largely focused on the communist parties’ perspectives on
the tumultuous events of 1988-89, they do not claim to give
a comprehensive account of the collapse of communism in
Europe.* But these documents, most of which are pub-

lished here in English for the first
time, provide a greater sense of
the unpredictability, contin-
gency, and complexity of the
events of 1989—events driven
by the people in Central and
Eastern Europe in daring
challenge to the ruling, though
weakening, elites in Moscow,
Budapest, Prague, Warsaw and
Berlin. They also speak to the power of history, memory
and ideas—and to the role of personalities, above all the
ambiguities of Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev.

The documentation presented here includes minutes
of key meetings between Gorbachev and Eastern-bloc
leaders as well as Western statesmen; verbatim transcripts
of Eastern European opposition and national “roundtable”
meetings; transcripts of controversies within the commu-
nist parties and bureaucracies; security police plans, and
notes by one of Gorbachev’s closest and most loyal aides,
Anatoly Chernyaev, who recorded his thoughts concern-
ing the events of the fateful year 1989 in his diary. Captur-
ing the sense of the fundamental change that was occur-
ring, Chernyaev wrote, after a meeting between Gorbachev
and West German Chancellor Helmut Kohl, that he “felt
physically that we are entering a new world, where class
struggle, ideology, and in general polarity and enmity are
no longer determinate. And something all-human is taking
the upper hand.”

By contrast, ideology and polarity were very much at
issue in the secret conversations between Chinese leader
Mao Zedong and Soviet leader Nikita S. Khrushchev in
1958-59, transcripts of which are published for the first time
in this Bulletin issue. With both Communist giants staring
down the abyss of the emerging Sino-Soviet break, these
records of conversations are among the most illuminating
and significant documents yet to emerge from the former
Communist-world archives. This document edition builds
on CWIHP’s earlier publications documenting the talks
between Mao and Joseph Stalin, the lead-up to the Korean
War, and the rise of the Sino-Soviet alliance.’

Other highlights of this issue include a long statement
on relations with China by the Vietnamese Workers’ Party
General Secretary Le Duan. The document is highly
illustrative of the North Vietnamese mindset shortly after the
1979 Sino-Vietnamese military clash. Presented first at
CWIHP’s January 2000 conference at Hong Kong University
on “New Evidence on China, Southeast Asia and the
Vietnam War,”° the document created considerable contro-
versy among some of the Chinese and Vietnamese partici-
pants as to its provenance and significance. We hope that
publication of this document will broaden the debate further.
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Several document sets published in this Bulletin show
the remarkable range of archival opportunities for histori-
ans of the Cold War and reflect CWIHP’s continued efforts
to pry open archives and bring new documentation to
public attention. Thus, this Bulletin also presents the first
Warsaw Pact war plan to be found in the archives, the 1964
Czechoslovak War Plan (obtained through a multilateral
effort to document the history of the Warsaw Pact) as well
as new Russian documents on Khrushchev’s 1959 missile
deployments in East Germany (published in collaboration
with a German-Russian research team). We are thrilled to
also provide samples from an archival “gold mine” for
historians of the early Cold War that has been discovered
on the fringes of the former Soviet Union, the archives in
Baku. The documents which have become available in the
context of the CWIHP/National Security Archive initiative
on “The Caucasus in the Cold War’” are the first install-
ment of top-level documentation on one of the first Cold
War crises—the Iran Crisis of 1944-1946. They include
Stalin’s 1945 instructions to encourage separatism in
Northern Iran in his reach for Iranian oil. Similarly, the 1954
Tito-Khrushchev correspondence, fresh from the archives
in Belgrade, introduces CWIHP’s new “Yugoslavia
Initiative,” co-sponsored with the London School of
Economics and Political Science. The initiative supports
the integration of scholars and archives of the former
Yugoslavia into the international research on the Cold War.

As several of the research and conference reports in
this Bulletin demonstrate, CWIHP continues to monitor
opportunities for research in the former communist-world
archives and to support the collaborative exploration of our
recent international past, reaching across national,
language, and disciplinary barriers to “globalize” what just
a decade ago was a rather narrow field of research focused
almost exclusively on the superpower confrontation.
Together with a network of longstanding and new partner
institutions around the world, the Project has launched
several new documentation initiatives. In addition to those
mentioned above, CWIHP’s initiative on “North Korea in
the Cold War” is collecting, translating and publishing
documentation from the Eastern-bloc archives on North
Korea. CWIHP’s initiative on “New Evidence on Latin
America and the Cold War,” co-sponsored with Yale
University’s Latin American Studies Center, the Woodrow
Wilson Center’s Latin American Program and the Centro de
Investigaciones y Estudios Superiores en Antropologia
Social (Mexico City) has begun to involve researchers and
archivists from Latin America, the former communist world
and the United States in joint efforts to document the Cold
War throughout Latin America. Besides efforts to facilitate
dialogue over new archival documentation in the war-torn
Southern Caucasus, to create linkages between American
and Vietnamese scholars, and to gain access to Russian,
Chinese and Eastern European archives on the “Détente”
years, CWIHP plans to explore the Cold War in South Asia
and Africa.?

Conferences remain an essential part of CWIHP’s

activities. Besides those mentioned above, CWIHP
recently (co-)sponsored a number of international confer-
ences, including “Stalin and the Cold War, 1945-1953” (New
Haven, CT, September 1999); “Documents on the Cold
War,” (declassification workshop, Hanoi, Vietnam, January
2000); “Cold War in the Balkans: History and Conse-
quences,” (Plovdiv, Bulgaria, May 16-18, 2000);’ “New
Evidence on the Korean War,” (Washington, DC, June
2000); “Cold War Archives in the Decade of Openness”
(Washington, June 2000);'° “Armenia, Azerbaijan and
Georgia in the Cold War,” (Tbilisi, October 2000); !
“Mauerbau and Mauerfall—Lessons of the Wall” (Berlin,
June 2001);'? and a major international “summit” to
celebrate the Project’s tenth anniversary (March 2001).
CWIHP cooperated on, or participated in, several other
meetings, including “The Twentieth Century International
System” (for scholars from Russian regional universities,
held in Moscow, June 2000);' “The End of the Cold War,”
(Columbus, OH, October 1999),"* “Forty Years of Cold
War? Issues, Interpretations, Periodizaton,” (Rome, June
2000);" “Changing Chinese —American-Soviet Relations
and the Transition of the Cold War,” (Shanghai, June
2001);' and a historic conference on “The Bay of Pigs—40
Years Later,” (Havana, March 2001),'” at which some 400
pages of Cuban archival documentation were made
available.!® In order to involve military archivists and
historians from former Warsaw Pact countries further into
the Cold War research community—and to enhance access
to military archives—CWIHP also hosted a series of
archival workshops for the Archives Working Group of the
Partnership for Peace Consortium of Defense Academies
and Strategic Studies Institutes.'

In addition to providing a forum to Washington’s
policy and scholarly community for the discussion of
important new documentation, CWIHP is broadening its
outreach to college and high-school teachers and students.
In July 2001, for example, the Project co-hosted the
National History Day Summer Institute for high-school
teachers;?° other recent activities in this area include co-
sponsorship of a summer school on the new Cold War
history, hosted by George Washington University;
cooperation with the University of Maryland’s College Park
Scholars Program; joints ventures with C-SPAN and the
Close-up Foundation; and a Cold War colloquium at the
History Faculty of Cambridge University (UK).

We are also expanding CWIHP’s website, featured in
the September/October 2001 Foreign Policy issue (“Net
Effects”), to incorporate translated Russian, Chinese,
Cuban and Eastern European documents in addition to
those presented here. The Project is also actively engaged
in developing a web-based catalogue to digital archival
collections.

“This is not a project, but a movement,” a colleague
recently exclaimed at the Project’s March 2001 Ten-Year
Anniversary Summit that showcased many of these
findings and activities. Indeed, the Project’s success is
really the success of its remarkable, ever-growing, interna-
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tional network of individual and institutional partners. Over
the past two years alone, CWIHP has supported or linked
up with new Cold War research organizations, established
often under difficult financial or political conditions, in
Baku, Bucharest, Helsinki/Tampere, Hong Kong, Reykjavik,
Tirana, Saratov, Shanghai, Sofia, London, Rome/Florence,
Tomsk, Belgrade and Zurich. They complement longtime
partnerships with US and Canadian institutions as well as
Cold War research groups in Beijing, Berlin/Potsdam,
Budapest, Moscow, Prague, Warsaw. Much of this
inspiring cooperation would not be possible without the
financial support by the John D. and Catherine T.
MacArthur Foundation, the Andrew W. Mellon Founda-
tion, the Korea Foundation and other donors.

This Bulletin issue, as others before it, is one result of
this remarkable international collaboration. As the editor, I
am particularly grateful for advice as well as editorial and
other support to Jordan Baev, Thomas Blanton, Ashley
Bullock, Bill Burr, Malcolm Byrne, Sarah Campbell, Chen
Jian, Anatoly Chernyaev, Jan Chowaniec, Dan Cook,
Gregory Domber, Fred Ferrer, Gary Goldberg, Christopher
Goscha, Sven Gronlie, Hope Harrison, Jamil Hasanli, Jim
Hershberg, Hans-Hermann Hertle, Alexander Kingsbury,
Anne Kjelling, Caroline Kovtun, Mark Kramer, Robert
Litwak, Geir Lundestad, Vojtech Mastny, Stephen Matzie,
Christina Mayer, Nancy Meyers, Mircea Munteanu,
Catherine Nielsen, Olav Njolstad, Andrzej Paczkowski,
Zachary Pease, Erich Pryor, Anzhela Reno, Priscilla
Roberts, Janine Rowe, Svetlana Savranskaya, Radek gpikar,
Valentyna Tereshchenko, Richard Thomas, Mike Thurman,
Stein Tennesson, Kathryn Weathersby, Odd Arne Westad,
Paul Wingrove, David Wolff, Vladislav Zubok and this
issue’s patient contributors.

Christian F. Ostermann

' The full document is published in this Bulletin issue.

2 The conference series included the following meet-
ings: “Poland, 1986-1989: The End of the System,”
Miedzeszyn-Warsaw, 21-23 October 1999, organized with
the Institute for Political Studies of the Polish Academy of
Sciences (Warsaw) and the National Security Archive; “The
Democratic Revolution in Czechoslovakia: Its Precondi-
tions, Course, and Immediate Repercussions, 1987-89,”
Prague, 14-16 October 1999, co-organized with The
Czechoslovak Documentation Centre (Prague), The
Institute of Contemporary History, Academy of Sciences of
the Czech Republic (Prague) and the National Security
Archive; “Political Transition in Hungary: 1989-1990,”
Budapest, 10-12 June 1999, co-sponsored with the Institute
for the History of the 1956 Hungarian Revolution
(Budapest), the Hungarian Academy of Sciences
(Budapest), and the National Security Archive; and “The
End of the Cold War in Europe, 1989: ‘New Thinking’ and
New Evidence,” Musgrove, St. Simon’s Island, Georgia, 1
May 1999, sponsored by the National Security Archive.

3 Earlier conferences on Cold War flashpoints included:

“Poland 1980-1982: Internal Crisis, International Dimensions,”’
Jachranka—Warsaw, 8-10 November 1997, co-organized with the
Institute for Political Studies of the Polish Academy of Sciences
(Warsaw) and the National Security Archive; “The Crisis Year
1953 and the Cold War in Europe,” Potsdam, 10-12 November
1996, co-organized with the Center for Contemporary History
Research (Potsdam) and the National Security Archive; “Hun-
gary and the World, 1956: The New Archival Evidence,”
Budapest, 26-29 September 1996, co-sponsored with the
Institute for the History of the 1956 Hungarian Revolution
(Budapest) and the National Security Archive; and “Czechoslo-
vakia and the World, 1968: The New Archival Evidence,” Prague,
18-20 April 1994, co-sponsored with The Prague Spring 1968
Foundation (Prague) and the National Security Archive. For
information on these conferences, see past issues of CWIHP
Bulletin, in particular nos. 8/9, 10 and 11.

* The project has also collected hundreds of documents on
the 1980s. These will be published in future issues of the Bulletin.

5 See especially Bulletin 6/7, “The Cold War in Asia” (Winter
1995/1996).

¢ The conference “China, Southeast Asia and the Vietnam
War,” co-sponsored with the University of Hong Kong, took
place on 10-12 January 2000. See the conference report by
Priscilla Roberts in this Bulletin.

7 For further information on this initiative, see the editor’s
introduction to the document collection in this Bulletin.

§ Many of these initiatives are described in this Bulletin. For
further information, contact CWIHP at coldwarl@wwic.si.edu.

® Co-organized with the Cold War Research Group Bulgaria
and the Bulgarian Association of Military History (Sofia).

10 Co-sponsored with the Library of Congress and the
Department of Defense.

11 Co-sponsored with the National Security Archive. See the
editor’s introduction to the section in this Bulletin.

12 Co-sponsored with the Center for Contemporary History
Research (Potsdam).

13 Organized by the Institute of Universal History (Russian
Academy of Sciences), the National Security Archive and the
Moscow State Institute of International Relations.

14 Sponsored by the Mershon Center (Ohio State Univer-
sity). See the report by Richard Herrmann and Ned Lebow in this
Bulletin.

15 Organized by the Fondazione Istituto Gramsci.

16 Organized by the Center for Cold War International
History Studies (East China Normal University, Shanghai) and
the Modern Historical Documents Studies Center (Beijing
University).

17 Organized by the Universidad de La Habana, Centro de
Estudios sobre Estados Unidos, Instituto de Historia de Cuba,
Centro de Investigaciones Historicas de la Seguridad del Estado;
Centro de Estudios sobre America, and co-sponsored by The
National Security Archive.

18 CWIHP plans to publish many of these documents. See
the report in this Bulletin.

1 For information on the Consortium see http://
www.pfpconsortium.marshallcenter.org.

20 See “Teachers Become Students at Summer Institute,”
NHD Newsletter (Summer 2001), p. 1-2. To contact the NHD,
see http://www.NationalHistoryDay.org.
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New Evidence on the End of the Cold War

New Evidence on the “Soviet Factor”
in the Peaceful Revolutions of 1989

By Vladislav M. Zubok

n 1999 Eastern European countries celebrated the tenth
I anniversary of their peaceful liberation from
communism. Inthe commemorative discussions, at
conferences, workshops and in the press one would have
expected a detailed, informed and dispassionate
reconstruction of the events of the “annus mirabilis” when
the Soviet empire in Central and Eastern Europe ceased to
exist. Surprisingly, however, this was not so. First, the
events of ten years ago remain the subject of heated and
partisan debate in the Central and East European countries;
even what seemed to be certain ten years before (e.g. the
role of “reformist” wings of the ruling communist establish-
ments, the positions of various factions of anti-communist
movements, etc.) are now no longer certain and, in fact, are
vigorously questioned. Second, the international aspects
of the collapse of communist Europe, the role of “the
Gorbachev factor,” and of the devolution of the bipolar
Cold War are not evaluated and recognized in a balanced
way. Sometimes they are even passed over in silence.!
Other equally strong passions and biases are present
in the discussions and literature produced in the United
States and in the former Soviet Union. For many American
authors, the collapse of the Soviet Union’s external empire
was the beginning of the West’s victory in the Cold War.
This created a strong temptation to regard the events
through “triumphalist” lenses. Former CIA director Robert
Gates contends in his memoirs that the years 1989-1991
were a triumph of the strategy of containment, as
formulated in 1946 by George F. Kennan—a vindication of
“the belief that, denied new conquests, the inherent
weaknesses of Soviet communism ultimately would bring it
down.” Other former officials, particularly President
George Bush, his National Security Adviser Brent
Scowcroft, and Robert Hutchings, then a member of the
National Security Council staff dealing with Central and
Eastern Europe, recognize the importance of Soviet non—
involvement. At the same time, they, as well as Gates and
other “triumphalist” authors, argue for the importance of
“the American factor,” “strategic prudence” and the
“vision” of the policy- makers in Washington. Specifically,
they point to the United States’ quiet mediation in Poland
and other Eastern European countries between “reformist”
communists and anti—-communist forces, and consistent
successful efforts to allay the fears of the Soviet leadership
regarding the rapid pace of change.® Still, the main focus
of the “triumphalist” literature in the United States is
elsewhere, on the secret policies and initiatives of the
Reagan Administration between 1981 and 1987—on the

military, economic, political and psychological factors—
that, in this view, broke the back of the Soviet empire and
set the stage for the “victory” of the West.*

On the Russian side, Mikhail Gorbachev, his assistants
and ministers Anatoly Chernyaev, Georgi Shakhnazarov,
Vadim Medvedev, Alexander Yakovlev, and Eduard
Shevardnadze, emphasize in their writings and speeches
that Soviet domination in Central and Eastern Europe had
already been doomed by the mid-1980s. They claim that
communist leaders of those countries were incapable of
change, and did not follow advice from Moscow to alter
their traditionalist policies. They emphatically claim that
there was no alternative to the Soviet policy of non-
involvement during the peaceful revolutions of 1989 which
they say stemmed logically from the reformist strategy of
overcoming the legacies of the Cold War and integrating
the Soviet Union into Europe. *

A large group, primarily former party apparatchiks,
military and former KGB officials of the last Soviet
administration, denounce Gorbachev’s “new thinking” and
point to the writings of American “triumphalists” as a proof
of Gorbachev’s ineptitude, at best, and high treason, at
worst. Some contend, specifically, that the “peaceful
revolutions” in Central and Eastern Europe were not totally
spontaneous, that one could discern the “hidden hand” of
the CIA and other Western intelligence agencies. Some
intimate that 1989 was the beginning of the “betrayal,”
when the Soviet Union lost its geostrategic advantages
and valuable “allies.” The evidence for these claims,
however, is largely absent, and those Gorbachev critics
closely involved in security affairs and foreign policy (e.g.,
former KGB chief Vladimir Kryuchkov, Marshal Dmitry
Yazov), conspicuously avoid blaming Gorbachev for the
“loss” of Central and Eastern Europe.® It is easy to notice
that the fallout of the Soviet Union’s collapse continues to
be the main obstacle to serious and sober discussion of
1989 and many other issues of recent history.” In addition,
growing apprehension about US goals, specifically deep
mistrust of the American world role, tend to color the
fluctuating assessments of the year when Moscow “lost
its geopolitical security belt in Central and Eastern Eu-
rope.®

Still, serious and balanced research has appeared on
the international context and Soviet aspects of 1989. The
well-documented book by two veterans of the Bush
Administration NSC staff, Philip Zelikow and Condolezza
Rice, reveals that the real priority for Washington was
NATO’s unity and particularly a peaceful reunification of

T3]
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Germany within the Western alliance. A heated discussion
took place from 1992 to 1995 between the proponents of
“realism” and its critics, with the critics claiming that

under Gorbachev foreign policy “became increasingly
inconsistent with power transition and other realist
theories,” and that the Soviet withdrawal from Eastern
Europe was even more inconsistent.” Canadian political
scientist Jacques Lévesque focused on “the enigma of
1989 and concluded that “new thinking” and Gorbachev’s
personality played an outstanding, unique role in
transforming the realities of power and ending the Cold
War in Central and Eastern Europe. Gorbachev, says
Lévesque, replaced the faded Stalinist imperial consensus
with a new neo-Leninist utopia, based not on force and
party monopoly, but on consensus and pluralism. This,
more than anything else, led to the quick disappearance of
the Soviet European empire in 1989. “Rarely in history,” he
writes, “have we witnessed the policy of a great power
continue, throughout so many difficulties and reversals, to
be guided by a such an idealistic view of the world, based
on universal reconciliation, and in which the image of the
enemy was constantly blurring, to the point of making it
practically disappear as the enemy.”!?

The most difficult task for researchers is finding links
between Soviet policies (or non-policies) and the
developments in the East-Central European countries
during the year of great change. What was the degree of
“spontaneity,” and was the element of a “hidden hand”
present there? The main problem remaining is that posed
by Lévesque—the spectacular non-use of force—in total
violation of the “realist” prescriptions of behavior for a
great power. Was there at any point a danger of Soviet
intervention? What options were discussed in the Kremlin
as it witnessed the meltdown of the Soviet empire? How
did domestic constraints (e.g., economic and financial
crises) and “new thinking” affect the Soviet view of
“Eastern Europe”? There are still many gaps in the
historical narrative and documentary evidence about 1989.
Overcoming the passions of the day and narrow national
agendas is a prime purpose of a project developed by the
National Security Archive at George Washington
University and the Cold War International History Project
at the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars,
in collaboration with other universities and research
centers in the United States, Russia and East-Central
Europe. The new evidence obtained through these
efforts!! enhances our understanding of the “peaceful
revolutions” of 1989 as an integral part of the intellectual,
cultural and political ferment that took place inside the
Soviet bloc.

An important part of the story of 1989 is the final
demise of Stalin’s imperial, xenophobic legacy in the
Kremlin after Mikhail Gorbachev came to power. Within
justa few years, from 1985 until the end of 1988, the idea of
“Eastern Europe” as a geopolitical glacis [predpolie] of the
Soviet Union came to be replaced by the idea of a
“Common European House.” The hostile blocs of NATO

and the Warsaw Pact were to be replaced by the
integrationist international structures.

This striking change of mindset stemmed from many
factors, the most important of which was the death of
communist ideology. At a critical oral history conference in
May 1998, Anatoly Chernyaev, veteran of the CPSU CC
International Department, recalled the common feeling he
had with Italian “Eurocommunists” whom he had met in the
1960s—that “the ideology had stopped working long
ago.”? Another long-term factor was, ironically, the
position of the USSR as a superpower and the persistent
strivings of the Soviet leadership to gain international
recognition as a “normal” state. They sought it not only
through military build-up, but also through détente, trade,
and economic cooperation with Western Europe. At
certain points, for instance in the early 1970s, Soviet
political ties to France and West Germany became more
important and perhaps warmer on a personal level than
relations with some members of the Warsaw Pact. Soviet
diplomats as a professional corps, and various Moscow-
based academic “think-tanks,” became to a considerable
extent a “pro-détente lobby.” They even attempted,
whenever possible, to encourage the leadership to reform
relationships inside the Warsaw Pact, holding NATO as an
example.'

The combination of these two developments eroded
the “imperial-revolutionary” foundation of the Soviet
imperial mentality. Soviet expansion was never
geopolitical; it was “geo-ideological,” a blend of realism
and ideological messianism.!* At the same time as that
blend faded, neither of its components could serve as
justification for preserving the Soviet presence in Central
and Eastern Europe. In particular, even though Marxist—
Leninist prescripts had served since Stalin’s time as a
window-dressing for Soviet security interests, those
interests were not systematically spelled out and
developed and, consequently, no consistent Soviet
“realist” school emerged beneath the ideological fagade.
This inherent weakness of “realist” thinking in the Soviet
political establishment played an important role during
1989.

There was also a lack of conceptual understanding of
how to end the Cold War and what would, in this case, be
the fate of the East-Central European “empire.” The same
could be said about the West (where dominant “realist”
thinking precluded any conceptualization of the world
beyond containment of communism and bipolarity). But the
Soviet case was a unique one: in the minds of an important
segment of Soviet apparatchiks and academics the end of
the Cold War came to be linked to the issue of profound
domestic reforms and, ultimately, with the idea of
integration of the USSR into the same world capitalist
system that had emerged in opposition to Soviet
communism. They secretly believed that through détente
and rapprochement with Western countries they could help
the country resume the process of modernization, as
Stalinist autarky and a mobilizational regime had clearly
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outlived its usefulness.”® This prepared the stage for a
remarkable willingness on the part of many in the Soviet
establishment to accept “Western influences.” For a long
time, between 1956 and 1981, the intellectual and cultural
ferment in Eastern Europe, particularly in Poland, Czecho-
slovakia and Hungary, served as a substitute for the “real
West.” Consequently in the minds of putative Soviet
reformers, Eastern Europe occupied an important place as a
source of “third way” ideas.

This all came to an end in the 1980s. Ironically, the
defeat of Solidarity in Poland put an end to the intellectual
preeminence of Eastern Europe in the intellectual life of the
reformist-minded part of the Soviet establishment.
“Eurocommunism” and “communism with human face” had
already been in crisis by the end of the 1970s. The
complete ideological vacuum on the Left pushed Soviet
intellectuals and their friends in the apparat to look for
ideas elsewhere, beyond the Left, and beyond Eastern
Europe, in the “real West,” including the United States.
This process accelerated by leaps and bounds after 1985
when Gorbachev granted the upper caste of the Soviet
“official” intellectual class (intelligentsia) the long-

forgotten privilege of meeting foreigners without first
asking permission from the highest authorities.'® The
Soviet leader himself developed a new reference circle
among foreign politicians and statesmen, including not
only “Eurocommunists,” but increasingly Western
European Social Democrats, leaders of the “non-aligned
movement,” and even leaders of the conservative Right
(former US President Richard Nixon, British Prime Minister
Margaret Thatcher and later US President Ronald
Reagan).”

All the evidence indicates that Gorbachev and his
advisers had no new policy for Eastern Europe as they
moved, step by step, from confrontation to reconciliation
with NATO powers; on this point his modern-day critics
are right. In his defense, Gorbachev suggests that
immediately after he assumed power he let Eastern
European communist leaders understand that they were
now on their own and that the so-called “Brezhnev
doctrine” was dead.’* Chernyaev, who observed
Gorbacheyv for six years when he was in power, confidently
claims: “If you presented Gorbachev with the question:
would you sacrifice the freedom that you had given to the

Source: National Archives.

President Ronald Reagan and Vice President George Bush with General Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev on
Governor's Island, New York (December 1988).
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countries of Eastern Europe, to your colleagues in Poland,
in Czechoslovakia, and elsewhere, in the name of
preserving the imperial image, of great power status in the
old Soviet meaning of the word, he would say that the
question for him was absurd.”" In reality, however, in the
context of 1985-88, “the freedom” that Gorbachev had
“given” to Eastern Europeans meant stagnation and
preservation of the “status quo.”

Lévesque points out several reasons for Soviet
“immobilism” with regard to Eastern Europe, stressing
politics, ideology and personality.® But perhaps there
was one more reason for Moscow’s “neglect” of the
regions: Soviet foreign policy was focused on the more
important task of achieving détente with the Western
powers, for this was the level of “grand diplomacy” where
Gorbachev’s skills of persuasion and compromise shone
brightly and where spectacular breakthroughs could be
achieved. By contrast, messy East-Central European
affairs could be a bottomless pit and the communist
apparatchiks there were too far below him for him to want
to be bothered with them.?!

This, however, does not exhaust the problem of the
glaring disconnection between the new approaches of the
Soviet leadership towards the West and the lack of any
policy towards its allies in Eastern Europe. In the past the
Kremlin had acted differently at least once. In 1953, when
Stalin’s successors rapidly turned from the near-war
situation to “détente,” they simultaneously sought to
change regimes, leadership and policies in the Eastern
European countries.?? Subsequently however, Soviet
leaders never systematically coordinated the “great power’
and “alliance” levels of their foreign policy. Neither Nikita
S. Khrushchev in 1959, nor Leonid I. Brezhnev in 1971-72,
cared much about how Soviet allies felt about the dramatic
rapprochement between the USSR and the Western
countries and neither did anything to prepare those allies
for the new policy. Against this background, Gorbachev’s
approach was hardly surprising, but it was not the only
possible course. In an interesting episode, soon after
Gorbachev came to power, a hard-line senior official of the
CC International Department, Oleg Rakhmanin, decided
that it was time “to discipline the socialist camp.”
According to the recollections of one of his colleagues,
everybody in the Department had long known that the bloc
had become a mess: “Kadar was doing whatever he
wanted, Honecker was hiding some things from us, making
deals with West Germany, trading with them, accepting
loans, letting people travel, nobody knew what he was
doing; the Poles flirted with the Americans and planned to
purchase Boeings instead of our airplanes.” Rakhmanin
tried to call the allies “to order” and published two articles
to that effect in Pravda. “Liberal-minded” people in
Eastern European communist establishments complained
about them to their Moscow colleagues. When Gorbachev
learned about the incident, he grew angry, and soon
Rakhmanin was sacked.?* When various Eastern European
politicians later approached Gorbachev or his advisers,

1)

seeking support for their plans to change the political
status quo, they came back empty-handed. At the same
time, Gorbachev never tried to undercut conservative
Eastern European leaders on their home turf; for instance,
he remained silent on the Prague Spring during his visit to
Czechoslovakia in the spring of 1987.% Although he had
sharp disagreements with Romania’s dictator Nicolae
Ceausescu, in public he avoided any criticism of him and
even presented him with Soviet awards. In Hungary, it was
not Gorbachev’s actions, but the “Gorbachev effect,” that
caused Jands Kadar to retire.’® The Soviet leader’s
meticulous non-interference, against the growing tension
in Eastern Europe, was, in retrospect, a lucky chance for
the anti-communist reformers there, but a gross miscalcula-
tion from the viewpoint of traditional Soviet political
interests.

By 1988, Gorbachev’s foreign policy had begun to put
heavy strains on the status quo within the Warsaw Treaty
Organization. In particular, Moscow initiated moves for
“getting around the Americans” and for “smothering”
Western European members of NATO “in [a] tender
embrace” by building up contacts and building down the
military stand-off in Europe. The Soviets used new, bold
methods to advance the traditional goal of fomenting
divisions inside NATO,?” the boldest and most far-
reaching of which were unilateral reductions of Soviet
troops in Central Europe.?®

Whatever Gorbachev’s intentions, in terms of power
relations, his foreign policy was ruinous. NATO, despite
its porous and fragile appearance, remained strong, and
Western Europeans were not prepared “to end the cold
war” with the Soviet Union without American consent.”
Meanwhile, the foundations of the Soviet presence in
Eastern and Central Europe were rapidly eroding.
Gorbachev and Shevardnadze had no coherent policy at all
for the Warsaw Part. Adopted in July 1987, the new
doctrine of the Warsaw Pact, a carbon copy of the Soviet
one, undermined the fundamentals of Soviet military
presence in the satellite countries. Instead of rejuvenating
and reforming the alliance, this doctrine introduced new
elements of instability. As with every outdated and
unpopular institution, the Warsaw Pact ran the risk of
crumbling during rapidly changing times.

But even more important for Soviet behavior and
ultimately for events in Central and Eastern Europe in 1989
were domestic changes in the Soviet political and cultural
environment. The beginning of radical de-Stalinization and
ideological revisions from the top opened the possibility
for a split between conservative and reformist elements in
the party establishment, and for an across-the-board attack
on the foundations of Soviet foreign policy since 1917.
Ironically, it was the savy Jands Kédar who, on the basis of
Hungarian experience, concluded in 1987 that Gorbachev
would bring a catastrophe upon the USSR through his
domestic policies.*® But, paradoxically, a majority in the
Politburo, the Central Committee, and state apparatus
worried more about the allies, rather than about domestic
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destabilization. They supported moderate reformism, but
feared that radical de-Stalinization could break up the
Soviet bloc and throw Eastern Europe into turmoil as had
occurred after Khrushchev’s 20" Party Congress speech in
1956. An important debate inside the Politburo occurred in
March 1988 as a result of the so-called “Nina Andreeva
letter.”?! KGB chairman Viktor Chebrikov warned about
“the meltdown [of Soviet] mentality.” In a Politburo
session, the spokesman of ideological conservatives,
Yegor Ligachev, for the first time raised the specter of
disaster for the communist “camp:”

Arguably, we will muddle through, will

survive the attacks [of anti-Stalinist forces in the

Soviet mass media], but there are socialist

countries, the world communist movement—what

to do about them? Would we risk breaking apart

this powerful support that had always existed side

by side with our socialist countries? History has

become [the tool of] politics and, when we deal

with it, we should think not only about the past,

but also about the future.*

Gorbacheyv ridiculed as panic-mongers those who
blamed him for destruction of “what had been built by
Stalin.”* And Shevardnadze declared that “primitivism
and intellectual narrow-mindedness had prevented
Khrushchev from implementing to the end the line of the
Twentieth Party Congress.” He bluntly said that, so far as
“the communist and working class movement today’”** was
concerned, there was not much to rescue. As to the
socialist bloc—*take for instance Bulgaria, take the old
leadership of Poland, take the current situation in the
German Democratic Republic, in Romania. Is it
socialism?”%

On 18 May 1988, a “think tank” expert and consultant
to the CC International Department, Vyacheslav Dashichev,
published an article in Liferary Gazette with the first
reassessment of the Cold War. He wrote that both sides,
not only the United States, had contributed to the origins
of confrontation. Among other points, he criticized Soviet
“hegemonism” in relations with the countries of Eastern
Europe and China, and blamed the Brezhnev leadership for
renewing the arms race and thus failing to prevent the
collapse of détente in the 1970s.%

During 1988, Gorbachev completely discarded the old
“revolutionary-imperial” basis for Soviet foreign policy,
particularly its key concepts of “class struggle” and
bipolarity.?” In October, Chernyaev, observing the meeting
between Gorbachev and West German Chancellor Helmut
Kohl, wrote in his diary: “I felt physically that we are
entering a new world, where class struggle, ideology, and,
in general, polarity and enmity are no longer decisive. And
something all-human is taking the upper hand.”*® By that
time the full panoply of international principles of “the new
thinking” included: freedom of choice, mutual respect of
each other’s values, balance of interests, reunification of
Europe in an “all-European house,” a nuclear-free world,
and renunciation of force.* In late October, Gorbachev

began preparations to deliver his principles to the world
from the most salient podium, the General Assembly of the
United Nations. He told his “brain trust”—Shevardnadze,
Yakovlev, Dobrynin, Falin and Chernyaev—to prepare a
speech that would be an answer to Churchill’s famous
“Iron Curtain” speech at Fulton College (Missouri) in
March 1946. It “should be an anti-Fulton—Fulton in
reverse,” he said. “We should present our worldview
philosophy based on the results of the last three years.
We should stress the process of demilitarization and
humanization of our thinking.” ** The concept of “anti-
Fulton” supposed, of course, the dismantling of the Iron
Curtain dividing Eastern Europe from the West.

One can hardly overestimate the huge pressure
exerted on Gorbachev by the USSR’s economic and
financial crisis that reached grave proportions by the
end of 1988. In November, the Soviet leader cited the
Soviet military burden (“two and a half times as much as
the United States spends on defense”) to obtain
approval for the decision on unilaterally withdraw half a
million elite Soviet troops from Central Europe.*! Ina
later December Politburo session, he admitted: “In no
other country is [the military burden] so bad. Perhaps
only in poor countries, where half of their budget goes
to military spending.”** Only future research may
determine what percentage of the Soviet gross national
product was spent on the Cold War by the end of the
1980s; figures vary from 10 percent of direct costs to 70
percent of indirect costs related to military, defense,
international assistance and propaganda needs.®

The importance of structural factors notwithstanding,
the role of new ideas, the euphoria of “new thinking,” is
crucial to understanding the attitudes of Gorbachev,
Shevardnadze and others around them toward the problem
of a divided Europe.** It would go too far to say that
“realist” calculations were completely absent from their
minds. For instance, according to Shakhnazarov, he was
“absolutely convinced” well before 1989 that the GDR
would unite one day with the Federal Republic,* and he
argued about it with leading Soviet experts on Germany,
among them Vladimir Semyonov and Yuli Kvitsinsky. In
November 1987, Vyacheslav Dashichev, head of the
scientific-consultative council at the Foreign Ministry for
the affairs of “socialist states,” presented to the ministry a
report arguing that it was impossible to “open” the process
of European integration without re-opening the issue of
German reunification. Dashichev argued that reunification
would leave NATO without a cause and would help ease
the US out of Europe.* Tt is hard to say whether these
unrealistic assumptions found much support. The “realist”
conclusion for other, more sober-minded analysts could be
very different: if reunification of Germany was inevitable,
then “other countries of Eastern Europe would become
independent, and would be more attracted to the West.”
The question was when, and at what price? ¥

Not a trace of these discussions surfaced during the
crucial debates on the conceptual reformulation of Soviet
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foreign policy in July-August 1988. I was present at a
special emergency conference of Soviet foreign affairs
specialists convened by Shevardnadze, and was struck by
the fact that there was still a virtual “taboo” that precluded
all speakers, even behind closed doors, from frankly talking
about the potential implications of the German question for
Central and Eastern Europe. In his crusade for a new
universalist thinking, Gorbachev dispensed with Stalin’s
cynical logic of Realpolitik without supplying any
moderate, “enlightened” version of “realism.” For
Gorbachev’s predecessors from Stalin to Andropov,
“realism,” which was based on strength, coercion, and
balance of power, was like mother’s milk; they cared about
power and empire as much, if not more, as they did about
the “socialist” perspective and “proletarian international-
ism.” The stalwart from the past, long-time Foreign
Minister Andrei Gromyko, admitted privately his “mistake”
in 1985 of supporting Gorbachev. He called Gorbachev and
his advisers “the Martians” for their ignorance of the laws
of Realpolitik. “I wonder how puzzled the US and other
NATO countries must be,” he confessed to his son. “It is
a mystery for them why Gorbachev and his friends in the
Politburo cannot comprehend how to use force and
pressure for defending their state interests.”*

By the end of 1988, it was already clear that the
changes in Soviet domestic and foreign policy were
causing strains in the Soviet alliance so severe that they
could no longer be ignored. The Politburo discussed
contingencies, and in late January 1989, Gorbachev
assigned the Politburo Commission on Foreign Policy
(created earlier for other purposes and headed by
Alexander Yakovlev) to work in collaboration with various
agencies and “think tanks” on contingencies regarding
future developments in East-Central Europe. Yakovlev
solicited a number of analytical papers from academic and
state institutions: most of them predicted an overall crisis
of the alliance. There were frank conclusions that Soviet
allies were already quietly rejecting “socialism” and were
“in a powerful magnetic field” of the West. Looking at
scenarios, a memorandum from the Institute of Economics
of World Socialist System (IEMSS) concluded that if the
ruling parties did not make concessions to the opposition
forces, they faced a “political eruption;” another predicted
“amost acute social-political conflict with an unfathomable
outcome.” However, the thrust of all papers, particularly
those from the IEMSS, headed by Oleg Bogomolov,
opposed any form of Soviet intervention in East-Central
Europe. The typical conclusion was that any political-
military intervention did not guarantee success, but instead
might trigger a chain-reaction of violence and lead to the
self-destruction of the Soviet bloc.*

Yakovlev, and Gorbachev himself, were very much
inclined to heed this advice. One reason for the policy of
non-interference was best put by Fedor Burlatsky: “We
have given our allies so much bad advice in the past that
we now hesitate to give them good advice.”® The guilty
conscience of 1956 and particularly of the suppression of

the Prague Spring in 1968 weighed on the Gorbachevites as
part of their generational experience. Gorbachev did not
suffer from the trauma of 1968 as some of his intellectual
advisers did. But his own experience as a member of the
“Suslov commission” on Poland in 1980-81 made him very
sympathetic to anti-interventionist voices around him.’!
Georgy Shakhnazarov, one of the anti-interventionists and,
by fortunate coincidence, the chief supervisor of policy
toward Eastern Europe in Gorbachev’s entourage and the
CC CPSU,* wrote to the General Secretary in October 1988:
“We should clearly see that in the future any possibility to
‘put out’ crisis situations by military means must be fully
excluded. Even the old leadership seems to have already
realized it, at least with regard to Poland.”™

The first few months of 1989 were the last time the
Soviet leadership could still focus, at least occasionally, on
East-Central Europe. Increasingly, an avalanche of
domestic developments, most of them triggered by
Gorbachev’s reformism but still very much unintended,
began to engulf the Soviet leadership. Although
Shakhnazarov’s portfolio over East-Central European
policy prompted him to send several concerned memos to
Gorbacheyv, the lion’s share of his time was devoted to
writing memos and reports on domestic problems, drafting
new legislation, and, after the March 1989 semi-free
parliamentary elections, drafting Gorbachev’s speeches to
the Congress of People’s Deputies that opened on 25
May.>* Beginning in late 1988, moreover, the explosion of
liberation movements in the Baltic states and the volatile
situation in the Caucasus grabbed the Kremlin’s attention.
The use of the army against nationalist Georgian
demonstrators in Tbilisi (the “Tbilisi massacre”) on 8-9
April 1989 produced the first political eruption of this
volcanic year and inflicted for the first time an irreparable
blow to Gorbachev’s reputation in the country. Instead of
becoming the most urgent concern of the leadership, the
Eastern European crisis was overshadowed by the arc of
instability inside the Soviet Union itself, and by the major
political show in Moscow. “The attention of all of the
leadership switched to internal problems,” summarized
Shakhnazarov, “and so Eastern Europe was [put] on the
back burner.”*

By that time, conservative critics inside the USSR were
already openly arguing that Gorbachev’s perestroika had
no path or rudder. On 2 May 1989, Chernyaev confessed
to his diary that he, too, could not see where events would
take them: “Most likely we will come to a collapse of the
state and some kind of chaos.” Gorbachev “feels that he is
losing the levers of power irreversibly.” Behind his
declarations was “emptiness.” 3 Increasingly focused on
the growing economic and financial chaos at home,
Gorbachev and his reform-minded supporters were not in
the least inclined to bail out bankrupt communist regimes.
Chernyaev recalls that around that time Gorbachev said to
the Politburo that he had information from various sources
that Poland was “crawling away from us. ... And what can
we do? Poland has a $56 billion debt. Can we take Poland
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on our balance sheet in our current economic situation?
No. And if we cannot—then we have no influence.”’
There were no dissenting voices, although many of the
people who then worked with Gorbachev later came to
criticize his “passivity” on Eastern Europe. The Politburo
leaders also had to agree that economic and financial
alternatives for consolidating the European empire had
shrunk to a minimum; “socialist integration” had failed and
the Soviet Union was nothing more than “a provider of
cheap resources.” Even the jewels of Stalin’s empire,
Poland and East Germany, began to look to Gorbachev and
the reformers like liabilities.*®

One interesting argument has been advanced by
Gorbachev’s supporters since 1990: that by 1989 they were
ready to withdraw all Soviet military forces from Central
Europe, but they wanted to do it very gradually, largely
because of domestic constraints, not geopolitical realities.
In Chernyaev’s recent restatement of this thesis (often
repeated by Shevardnadze in the past), the fear of the
reformers was as follows: “Once we start to withdraw
troops, the howling begins: ‘What did we fight for, what
did 27 million of our soldiers die for in World War II? Are
we renouncing all that?” For Gorbachev at that time those
issues were very sensitive.”

In retrospect, Gorbachev and his advisers emphatically
claimed that “realist” practices and bargaining would never
have ended the Soviet-American confrontation.®® This
counterfactual can never be proven by history. What can
be established, however, is that the way the Cold War
ended did contribute to the disintegration of the Soviet
Union. The logic of linkage between the two goals, the end
of the Cold War and the successful transformation of the
Soviet Union, led Gorbachev to renounce the use of force
in the domestic context as well, at a point when nationalist
forces began to break the country apart. There could be, in
effect, two kinds of linkages between the preservation of
the Soviet Union and that of the Eastern European empire.
One, traditional in Russian history, was: preservation of
the empire requires consolidation of its “outer” rim.
Another, based on “new political thinking” was: in order to
preserve and transform the Soviet Union, one has to bid
farewell to the empire and the use of force. In May 1989,
Gorbacheyv told the Politburo: “We have accepted that
even in foreign policy force does not help [nichego ne
daiet]. So especially internally “we cannot resort and will
not resort to force.”®! Even those closest to Gorbachev
abhorred the possible collapse of the state that was implicit
in such a choice.”? But the Soviet leader remained an
incorrigible optimist as much as Stalin had been a dark
pessimist.

Gorbachev’s decision greatly accelerated the collapse
of communist regimes in East-Central Europe. The
“Brezhnev doctrine” and Soviet military doctrine, with their
emphasis on Central Europe’s geostrategic importance, was
already dead, but the Warsaw Pact still functioned and
East-Central European communist leaders could still rule
for years, exploiting the capital of fear of Soviet

intervention to restrain the restive opposition. Nobody in
Moscow intended to unleash revolutions in East-Central
Europe, nor had anybody decided which course to pursue
if they were to erupt.®> Meanwhile, swift dismantling of the
Cold War mentality in Europe, developments in the Soviet
Union, and vigorous public assurances by Gorbachev
about the “universal values” of freedom of choice and the
non-use of force, pulled the rug from under the East-
Central European dictators.

The giant Soviet military, intelligence and diplomatic
machinery reacted to the breakdown of the European status
quo like a beheaded hydra. By 1989, most of the estab-
lished patterns and ways of working out foreign policy had
been broken and abandoned. Gorbachev and
Shevardnadze achieved something similar to what Nixon
and Kissinger had attempted in 1969-1972: they had created
a virtually unlimited space for foreign policy innovations
by means of keeping the rest of the party leadership, the
military and other hierarchies out of the loop. The real
engine of this system was Gorbachev’s personal diplo-
macy. In a parallel to the Nixon of the Watergate period,
Gorbachev became increasingly engrossed in the mounting
domestic crisis and delegated much of day-to-day foreign
policy activities to Shevardnadze and Yakovlev. In the end,
Eastern Europe, which had been the focus of the Soviet
leadership and bureaucracies from Stalin’s and
Khrushchev’s times, was largely neglected by Gorbachev’s
foreign policy.*

Gorbachev’s personality had much to do with the
peaceful death of communism in Eastern Europe (with the
exception of Romania). Lévesque writes about
Gorbachev’s inconsistency in his actions and his
“reformist illusions.” The Soviet leader continued to
believe that the “socialist basis” could be “preserved” in
Eastern Europe, and these illusions helped him to ignore
a torrent of alarmist and worst-scenario voices and merely
to watch with sympathy the spectacular process of
dissolution of the communist regimes, first in Poland and
Hungary, then in the GDR and the rest of East-Central
Europe.® But there were other traits of Gorbachev’s
character at work as well: his belief in his “lodestar” and
the magic of persuasion as a substitute for actions. Those
who know Gorbachev also point out that he had a deep
personal, almost physical aversion to spilling blood.*
Gorbachev’s friends stress his moral principles and
different generational experience that contrasted with his
predecessors’ fears of “losing Central Europe.” His
political enemies believe that Gorbachev “surrendered”
Eastern Europe to the West in exchange for his
international stardom and the mantle of the “new thinker.”
They think that Gorbachev’s romance with the West
distorted his priorities and made him willing to tolerate the
collapse of communism in Eastern Europe.®’

It is simply stunning to observe how easily the Iron
Curtain fell in 1989, and how complacently the central
Soviet leadership reacted, in contrast to the alarmist and
warning signals from Soviet representatives in Central
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European countries. Strikingly, Gorbachev, Yakovlev, and
Shakhnazarov did not even arrange for a “fire brigade” or
emergency meetings to discuss developments in Hungary
and Poland in the spring. On 3 March 1989, the Chairman
of the Council of Ministers of Hungary, Miklos Nemeth,
informed Gorbachev about the decision “to completely
remove the electronic and technological protection from
the western and southern borders of Hungary. It has
outlived its need, and now it serves only to catch citizens
of Romania and the GDR who try to escape illegally to the
West through Hungary.”® He added cautiously: “Of
course, we will have to talk to comrades from the GDR.”®
The only words Gorbachev could utter at this historic
juncture were: “We have a strict regime on our borders,
but we are also becoming more open.””® When the
Hungarian leadership sent a note to Shevardnadze about
their agreement with West Germany (they received DM 1
billion in loans in exchange for opening the border for East
Germans who fled to the West via Hungarian

territory), Shevardnadze only answered: “This is an affair
that concerns Hungary, the GDR, and the FRG.””!

The cable traffic and other communications between
Moscow and Warsaw at the critical moment when the Poles
voted for Solidarity on 4 June 1989, and during the
following two months when the issue of Jaruzelski’s
presidency was at stake, is not yet available. Mieczystaw
Rakowski, a leading reformer in the Polish United Workers’
Party (PUWP), recalls that Gorbachev only called him to
find out “what is going on.” But he meticulously refrained
from any specific advice or anything that could be inter-
preted as interference in Polish developments.” At the
same time, Shevardnadze and Soviet ambassadors in the
East-Central European countries (particularly in the GDR)
acted to prevent involvement of the Soviet military forces
and encouraged the non-violent resolution of crises.
Shevardnadze, presumably on Gorbachev’s instructions,
worked closely with his counterparts, US Secretary of State
James Baker and West German Foreign Minister Hans-
Dietrich Genscher, during the UN General Assembly
meeting in September 1989 in New York to resolve the
growing crisis over East German refugees in Prague and
Budapest.”™

Moscow hoped to prevent open Western interference

in the crises in Eastern Europe. Soviet officials were
genuinely concerned about the new position of the Bush
Administration, realizing that there was no consensus in
Washington on Reagan’s “romance” with Gorbachev. The
Bush Administration included many veterans of the Ford
Administration who had been severely criticized from the
Right for continuing détente with the Soviet Union; they
feared lest that the Gorbachev—Reagan détente would
become, again, a political trap for them. Robert Gates,
Richard Cheney, and Brent Scowcroft, among others,
dismissed “new thinking” as atmospherics at best and a
deception campaign at worst, especially since Gorbachev
posed as a neo-Leninist who gave no inkling of abandon-
ing the goals of communism. Even the Soviet withdrawal
from Afghanistan, completed by February 1989, did not
convince them. Scowcroft interpreted it as merely “cutting
losses™ and a retrenchment of Soviet power. “What was
not evident was whether their [the Soviets] appetite also
had been dampened. Instead of changing, Soviet priorities
seemed only to narrow.”™ As a result, almost a year was
lost for the development of a US-Soviet partnership—the
goal in which Gorbachev had invested so much.” Only
after his first six months in power did Bush decide to move
“beyond containment,” toward engaging the Soviet Union
in the process of peaceful unification of Europe.”

Bush'’s trip to East-Central Europe in July and his
personal communications to Gorbachev soon assuaged
Soviet fears.”” Starting in September 1989, Shevardnadze
struck up an extraordinary friendship with Baker. And at
the Malta summit in December, after the collapse of all the
East European communist regimes save Romania’s, Bush
and Gorbachev consolidated their mutual trust and
respect.” The US and West German leadership chose to
cooperate fully with Moscow, provided Gorbachev’s
hands-off course would continue. It did. On 5 October
1989, Chernyaev wrote in his diary: “Gorbacheyv is flying to
the GDR to celebrate its 40" anniversary. He is very
reluctant. Called me two times. Today called and said: 1
will not say a word in support of Honecker. But I will
support the Republic and the revolution.”” By that time
Chernyaev and other denizens of the Kremlin and the Old
Square’s party headquarters could watch CNN and other
Western TV channels. Chernyaev recorded the combined
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effect of alarmist reports from Soviet agencies abroad and
television coverage of events in his diary: “Today in
Dresden—20,000 demonstrate. Yesterday there was a
demonstration in Leipzig. Information is reaching us that,
in the presence of Gorbachev, people will storm the Wall.
Awful scenes when a special train [with East German
refugees] passed from Prague to the GDR via Dresden.
West German television shot everything and now is
broadcasting it.”® Other Soviet observers also admit that
West German television reports from Prague about the
refugees had “a shattering effect” on them.®!

According to Lévesque, the situation in Eastern
Europe really began to spin out of control with the events
in Poland in August 1989. But it was the East German
refugee crisis, the demonstrations throughout the GDR,
and the unexpected collapse of the Berlin Wall that
produced such an acceleration of events that the Soviet
leadership lost any chance to contain them.®* Chernyaev
had no illusions about the course of events. “A total
dismantling of socialism as a world phenomenon has been
taking place. This may be inevitable and good. For this is
a reunification of mankind on the basis of common sense.
And a common fellow from Stavropol [Gorbachev] set this
process in motion.”*

This last line perhaps hints at a most interesting
phenomenon: the transformation of perceptions and
ideological orientation of communist apparatchiks in the
midst of revolutionary change. Whatever his prior
illusions, Gorbachev decided—Ilike Imre Nagy in Hungary
in 1956 and Alexander Dubcek in Czechoslovakia in 1968—
to support the peaceful revolutions that overcame the Cold
War in Europe. In Berlin-Treptow, at the statue of the
Soviet soldier commemorating “liberation,” the Soviet
leader recited the poem by Fedor Tyutchev:

The oracle of our times has proclaimed:

Unity must be forged only with iron and blood.
But we will attempt to “forge” it with love,

And then we shall see which is more lasting.®

In the words of Zelikow and Rice, “it was certainly a
strange way for the leader of the Soviet Union to warn the
FRG” to respect the right of the GDR to exist.®

But euphoria over witnessing “democratic revolution”
in the GDR led to a remarkable degree of wishful thinking
on Gorbachev’s part about the nature of processes in East
Germany and elsewhere in East-Central Europe. Once Erich
Honecker was finally ousted by the SED Politburo, the new
GDR leader, Egon Krenz, met with Gorbachev on 1
November to discuss the GDR’s future. When Krenz
tested the Soviet leader on his attitude toward Germany’s
reunification, Gorbachev responded that, in his opinion, it
would be explosive and most Western leaders supported
“the preservation of the realities of the postwar period,
including the existence of two German states.”® He had
doubts about the US, but Shakhnazarov, who was present,
interjected that American remarks in favor of German

reunification were probably made for domestic consump-
tion. In retrospect, it is obvious that the Soviet leader was
very much impressed by the opinions of Willy Brandt and
Egon Bahr, who at that time seemed to strongly believe that
“liquidation of the republic [the GDR] would have been a
bust for the Social Democrats.”®

Gorbachev, hobbled by his own economic crisis at
home, was in no position to bankroll the GDR. He was
visibly shocked to learn that the GDR owed the West $26.5
billion and had a $12.1 billion budget deficit for 1989.
“Astonished, Comrade Gorbachev asked whether these
numbers were exact. He had not imagined the situation to
be so precarious.”®® He then admitted that for the GDR,
like for Hungary and Poland, there was no way to survive
economically without turning to the West. “Today some
people criticize us: they say, what is the Soviet Union
doing—allowing Poland and Hungary to ‘sail’ to the
West [?] But, Gorbachev said, “we cannot take Poland on
our balance sheet. Poland ... still owes almost $50 billion ...
You [Krenz] need to take this into account in your relation-
ship with the FRG.” ¥

Gorbachev and Krenz discussed a detailed plan for the
GDR. But the Soviet leader, as was his policy and style,
refrained from any direct advice or firm commitments.
According to the East German record, Krenz told
Gorbachev that travel laws would be revised to let East
Germans travel (without money) to the West. According to
the Soviet record of the meeting, Krenz said: “We have
already taken a number of steps. First of all, we gave
orders to the border troops not to use weapons at the
border, except in cases of direct attacks on the soldiers.
Second, in the Politburo we adopted a draft of the Law on
Foreign Travel at the Politburo. We will present it for a
public discussion, and we plan to pass it in the
[Volkskammer] even before Christmas.” The issue of inter-
Berlin border control had always been a primary concern of
the Soviet leadership during the Cold War, and was, in
1958-61, the cause of a grave East-West confrontation. But
this time, remarkably, Gorbachev did not even raise it,
implying perhaps an assumption that the GDR leadership
would respect the regime of the Berlin Wall. When the
Soviet ambassador to the GDR asked Moscow what to do,
Shevardnadze’s deputy instructed him not to interfere in
the discussion concerning the new travel laws and to
consider them as sovereign decisions of the GDR.” By
leaving this crucial matter to the chaotic and disorganized
SED establishment, Gorbachev and Shevardnadze took a
huge gamble—and indeed, the opening of the Berlin Wall
turned out, post facto, to be an inadvertent, but
understandable consequence of this decision.

During this period, the United States turned out to be
more conscious of geopolitics than Gorbachev and his
people. Early in 1989, for instance, Henry Kissinger
brought to Moscow a scheme for the preservation of
stability in East-Central Europe through mutual restraint.
Gorbachev, however, was not interested. Instead of global
status quo, his goal was US-Soviet cooperation in
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changing the world.”® At the Malta summit, Bush
Administration officials were jubilant when Gorbachev
openly recognized the American role in Europe and
assured them that the Soviets “don’t want bridgeheads in
Cuba and Central America.” *> As this global historical
change occurred, American strategists found it hard to
believe that the Cold War was really over without a single
shot. They could not quite grasp how the Soviets, who
had allegedly sought in the late 1970s to threaten the
Persian Gulf and support left-wing movements in Africa,
Central America, and Southeast and Southwest Asia, might
now renounce their imperial ambitions in 1989. Lingering
doubts prevailed, even as the Soviet Union, much against
its traditional interests, joined the United States in a
coalition against Saddam Hussein’s Iraq a year later.
Speaking to his advisers, Bush vowed not to “overlook the
Soviet desire for access to warm water ports.”** It was one
of ironies of 1989 as a milestone of international history
that, as the Soviet leadership was burying Stalin’s geopo-
litical legacy, the US national security elite successfully
implemented the assumptions of “realism” in building a
strong and unified Europe under the American leadership.

In Poland, Hungary, East Germany, Czechoslovakia,
Romania, and Bulgaria, millions of people marched for
freedom and democracy and thought they were making
history. They were making it indeed. But students of this
history ten years later should not forget the sense of
extreme uncertainty that permeated all the actions of the
democratic “opposition” along with all the motley disparate
forces that joined it. The tensions in Eastern Europe were
underscored by the 4 June Chinese crackdown against
democratic students in Tiananmen Square in Beijing. The
macabre finale of Ceausescu’s trial and death in Romania
came as the long-awaited shot from the rifle that hung on
the wall of East-Central European house throughout much
of the summer and fall of 1989. Yet, the uncertainty was not
tinged with fear. Instead of making people numb, cautious
and passive, it mobilized them in feverish excitement and
made them pry open the doors and traps that for decades
seemed to be locked from inside, mined and protected. It
probably would not have made much of a difference to
mass democratic mobilization in Eastern Europe if Moscow
had interfered politically and, instead of sitting on its
hands, had deployed unusually deft statecraft to try to
help transform the unpopular political regimes. During the
German refugee crisis, the Warsaw Pact virtually ceased to
exist as an alliance, and after 12 November, as a perceptive
scholar wrote, “Eastern Europe, in its entirety, [had] finally
hurled itself through the Berlin Wall.” **

Would it have been possible to stem the tide after
October? There was no means to do so without major
bloodshed, and according to the analyses done by liberal-

minded Moscow experts in early 1989, the outcome would
have been disastrous for Gorbachev’s efforts to promote
reforms at home and peace in the world. Even Stalin had
spent several years stuffing the genie of East-Central
European nationalism and drive for independence into the
sealed communist bottle. Once the genie was liberated
again in every country—from Poland to Bulgaria—nothing
less than a massive and bloody use of force could have
undone or stopped the process.

Some scholars write that Gorbachev (had history given
him more time) would have preserved the Warsaw Treaty
by integrating into it non-communist governments,
beginning with Poland. Lévesque, for instance, concludes
that Gorbachev’s “project” in Eastern Europe “was far from
being devoid of realism” and that its prospects “were
excellent in the summer of 1989.”% 1 disagree. While it is
unimaginable that the flood of popular revolutions in East-
Central Europe would have occurred without Gorbachev
and “perestroika” in the Soviet Union, the Soviet Union (or
its successor, Russia) never could have re-consolidated the
region on a new, non-totalitarian, non-coercive basis. The
non-communist Polish government, for instance, might
have stayed for tactical reasons in the alliance with the
Soviet Union for a year or two. But democratic politics and
the historic national sentiments of the vast majority of
Polish people pushed inexorably for a reorientation of the
country towards economic, cultural, political, and ulti-
mately military alliance with the West. The same went for
the other East European countries. And, as the story of
NATO expansion revealed, the US polity could not resist
the idea of incorporating the area into its sphere of
responsibility. Therefore one must search in vain for signs
of “realist” designs in Gorbachev’s non-policy towards
Eastern Europe. There were none. “The Soviet factor,”
nevertheless, proved to be a crucial factor in the success of
the peaceful revolutions in Eastern Europe and in the fall of
the Berlin Wall. The Gorbachev leadership adhered to the
illusory belief in “socialism with human face” as a possible
third option for Eastern Europe, between old style commu-
nism and capitalism. And it was categorically against any
direct interference, either by military or non-military means,
lest it compromise Gorbachev’s global project of a new
world order based on his “new thinking.” One day, when
the Central and East Europeans overcome their post-
communist hangover, and the political bickering between
former reformed communists and former dissidents
becomes history, memorials may be erected to remember
the “annus mirabilis” of 1989. And perhaps, among the
various figures on the bas-relief frieze, there might be a
place for Gorbachev, the inadvertent liberator.
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DOCUMENTS

[Editor's Note: Excerpts from the notes of Anatoly
Chernyaev are printed here as a courtesy with permission
of their author. Originals and complete transcriptions are
stored at the Archive of the Gorbachev Foundation, fond
2, opis 2. We are very thankful to Mr. Chernyaev for his
generosity and remarkable addition to our understanding
of the Soviet role in the end of the Cold War. Copyright
on the documents belongs to Mr. Chernyaev. These are
excerpts from the forthcoming book edited by Vladislav
Zubok, Thomas Blanton, and Svetlana Savranskaya, in
the National Security Archive series published by Central
European University Press entitled “Masterpiece of
History: Gorbachev’s ‘New Thinking’ and the Collapse of
Communism in Eastern Europe.”]

DOCUMENT No. 1
Georgy Shakhnazarov’s Preparatory Notes
for Mikhail Gorbacheyv for the
Meeting of the Politburo,
6 October 1988

Mikhail Sergeevich!
Maybe you will find these thoughts useful.

Today we are discussing the results of our talks with
the leaders or prominent figures from a number of socialist
countries—[Laotian Prime Minister Kaysone] K.
Phomvihan, Wo Thi Khong, [East German leader] E[rich]
Honecker, [Romanian leader] N[icolae] Ceaucescu, [former
Polish Leader Eduard] Gierek. Now [Mongolian People’s
Revolutionary Party leader Jambyn] Batmunkh is asking for
ameeting.

Each country has its unique situation and we would be
correct not to approach them across-the-board [chokhom];
we are seeking to figure out the specifics of each of them,
and to build our policy on the basis of such an analysis.

At the same time today’s exchange and, broadly
speaking, everything that we know, all the information we
receive, encourages us to take a multi-faceted evaluation
of the situation in the socialist commonwealth.
Notwithstanding all their differences and nuances,
there are multiple signs that some similar problems are
increasingly plaguing the fraternal countries. The very
similarity of symptoms of the disease testifies to the
fact that its catalyst [vozbuditel] is not some kind of a
malignant germ that has managed to penetrate their
lowered defenses, but some factors rooted in the very
economic and political model of socialism as it had evolved
over here, and had been transferred with insignificant
modifications to the soil of the countries who had
embarked on the path of socialism in the post-war period.

We have already laid bare weaknesses of this model

and are beginning to remove them in a systematic way.
This is actually the super-task of perestroika—to give
socialism a new quality. A number of countries have
followed us and began, even ahead of us, the process of
deep reforms. Some of them, the GDR [East Germany],
Romania, the KPDR [North Korea] still do not admit its
necessity, but they do it rather for political reasons,
because their current political leadership does not want to
change anything. In reality all of them need changes,
although we do not tell them this publicly to avoid criticism
for trying to impose our perestroika on our friends.

But the fact is that obvious signs of a crisis require
radical reforms everywhere in the socialist world. And
subjective factors play a huge role. For instance, in more
than backward Laos, Phomvihan is acting skillfully, and
there are some good results. But those who stubbornly
turn a deaf ear to the call of the time are driving the malaise
ever deeper and aggravate its manifestations in the future.

And this concerns us in a direct way. Although we laid
aside our rights of “senior brother” in the socialist world,
we cannot renounce the role of a leader, the role that will
always objectively belong to the Soviet Union as the most
powerful socialist country, the motherland of the October
Revolution. When it came to a crisis in any of them, we had
to come to rescue at the cost of huge material, political and
even human sacrifices.

We should clearly see, moreover, that in the future any
possibility to “put out” crisis situations by military means
must be fully excluded. Even the old leadership seemed to
have already realized this, at least with regard to Poland.

Now we must reflect on how we will act if one or even
several countries become bankrupt simultaneously? This is
[a] realistic prospect, for some of them are on the brink of
monetary insolvency (Poland, Hungary, Bulgaria, Vietnam,
Cuba, GDR). Even Czechoslovakia, which has so far stayed
afloat, now has rapidly rising external debt.

What shall we do if social instability that is now taking
an increasingly threatening character in Hungary will
coincide with another round of trouble-making in Poland,
demonstrations of “Charter 77” in Czechoslovakia, etc.? In
other words, do we have a plan in case of a crisis that
might encompass the entire socialist world or a large part of
it?

We are worried about this. When we receive from time
to time alarmist cables we do what we can, but all this is at
best like applying lotion to sores, not a systematic,
thoughtful strategy for treatment of the disease, not to
mention preventive measures.

It is high time to discuss these issues at the Politburo
in the presence of experts. We should not bury our head in
the sand like an ostrich, but we should look into the future
with open eyes and ask ourselves the sharpest questions:

Could the socialist countries come out of the pre-crisis
situation without Western assistance?

What price will they have to pay for this assistance?

To what extent should we encourage such a course of
events or put up with it?
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To what degree are we interested in further presence
of Soviet troops on the territory of a number of allied
countries (excluding the GDR)?

We should assign to the newly-established CC
International Commission [the task of preparing materials
for this discussion.] This is a huge problem, in scope as
well as in significance, we need to tackle it continuously,
but the first exchange should take place as early as late
December [1988]—early January 1989. There will be a
working conference of the Party leadership of the
commonwealth in Prague in February, and this gives us a
chance to share some of our conclusions with our friends.
They are already expecting it, although each of them, of
course, sees the situation from “his own angle.”

[Source: Published in G. Kh. Zhakhnazarov, Tsena
prozreniia [The Price of Enlightenment]. Translated by
Viadislav Zubok (National Security Archive).]
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DOCUMENT No. 2
Excerpt from Anatoly Chernyaev’s Diary,
28 October 1988

Kohl met one-on-one with Gorbachev (plus me and
Horst Teltschik, assistant to the Chancellor). And when I
saw this striving at the highest level to speak as one
human being to another human being (mutually), I felt
physically that we were entering a new world, where class
struggle, ideology, and, in general, polarity and enmity are
no longer decisive. And something all-human is taking the
upper hand. And then I came to realize how brave and far-
sighted M.S [Gorbachev] is. He declared a “new thinking”
“without any theoretical preparation” and began to act
according to common sense. His ideas are: freedom of
choice, mutual respect of each other’s values, balance of
interest, renunciation of force in politics, all-European
house, liquidation of nuclear armaments etc. All this, each
by itself, is not original or new. What is new is that a
person—who came out of Soviet Marxism-Leninism, Soviet
society conditioned from top to bottom by Stalinism—
began to carry out these ideas with all earnestness and
sincerity when he became the head of state. No wonder
that the world is stunned and full of admiration. And our
public still cannot appreciate that he has already
transferred all of them from one state to another...

[Source: Anatoly Chernyaev, 1991: The Diary of an
Assistant to the President of the USSR (Moscow: TERRA,
1997). Translated from Russian by Viadislav Zubok
(National Security Archive).]

DOCUMENT No. 3
Anatoly Chernyaev’s Notes from
the Politburo Session,

21 January 1989

Communist Party of the Soviet Union
Central Committee

21 January 1989

Gorbacheyv is speaking about the Trilateral
Commission, with which he met ([former US Secretary of
State Henry A.] Kissinger, [former French President Valéry]
Giscard d’Estaing, [former Japanese Prime Minister
Yasuhiro] Nakasone). It [the commission] is interested in
everything that is going on, especially in our country. It is
working on all issues of European world policy. I would
emphasize two issues.

First is how are you—meaning we, the Soviet Union—
going to integrate into the world economy? These issues
are [being] considered in the Trilateral Commission. If you
are going to integrate, we should be ready for it, they said
to me.

Giscard told me directly that for us (the USSR) this
problem would be extremely difficult, but for them as well.

Second issue. They are coming to the conclusion that
the biggest fights of perestroika are still ahead of us. And
in the international sphere the main problems for us will
emerge in the Third World. They think that the West “lets
the Third World live,” and the Third World, in turn, “lets
the West live.” But how are we going to deal with the Third
World? They believe that in 10-20 years we all will have to
deal with a federation of states named Europe.

Kisa [Kissinger] just shrugged at this statement by
Giscard, and asked me a direct question: How are you
going to react if Eastern Europe wants to join the
E[uropean] C[ommission]? It is not an accident that they
asked me about it. They know that our friends are already
knocking on the door. And we should also look at what
processes are going on there now—the economic and the
political—and where they are drifting.

What is going on in Hungary, for example? An
opposition party led by [Miklos] Nemeth has emerged
there. Hungary is on the eve of a serious choice. Of course,
it will be different. And I think that every country should
have, and has, its own face. And we will continue to be
friends, because the socialist basis will be preserved in all
of them. The roads of our development will be very diverse,
while we will preserve our commonality. We need a
mechanism that will ensure our mutual understanding and
interaction. There will be a lot of political, economic, and
military-political questions. We should consider them in the
Central Committee’s Commission on Eastern Europe. We
should undertake situational analysis with scholars. For
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example, how would we react if Hungary left for the EC?
Comrades, we are on the eve of very serious things.
Because we cannot give them more than we are giving
them now. And they need new technologies. If we do not
deal with that, there will be a split, and they will run away.

And then there is the question of what we should
present to the working groups of the leaders of the
socialist countries. By the way, let the Commission give us
a substantiated answer whether we need this meeting at all.
Before it, we should work out what we can give to our
friends, and compare it with what the West can give them.

The answer to this question, I am sure, lies with our
perestroika, with its success. And we should try to
involve our friends, to get them interested in our economic
reforms. Let [Aleksandr] Yakovlev, with scholars, look at it.
We are facing a serious problem there.

The peoples of those countries will ask: what about
the C[ommunist] P[arty of the] S[oviet] U[nion], what kind
of leash will it use to keep our countries in line? They
simply do not know that if they pulled this leash harder, it
would break.

It is time to transfer our relations to the forms that we
practice in our relationship with China, but we can get to
such forms only via the market, and, of course, via techno-
logical and scientific developments in our own country.

In that case, we would break the old rule that we keep
them attached to us only by means of energy resources.

At the same time, we cannot just tell them that we
would cut the deliveries. That would be a betrayal.

Kisa hinted at the idea of a USSR-US condominium
over Europe. He was hinting that Japan, Germany, Spain,
and South Korea were on the rise, and so, let us make an
agreement so that the “Europeans do not misbehave.”

We should work on this range of issues also, but in
such a way that it would not leak, because in Europe they
are most afraid of that what they understand the Reykjavik
summit means. And if you remember, in Reykjavik they saw
an effort at conspiracy between the USSR and the USA
over Europe.

My impression from the meeting with the Trilateral
Commission is the following: they understood in the West
that the world needs a peaceful breathing spell from the
arms race, from the nuclear psychosis, as much as we need
it. However, we need to know it all in detail in order not to
make mistakes. They want to channel the processes in
such a way as to limit as much as possible our influence on
the world situation, they are trying to seize the initiative
from us, present criteria of trust as tests: if the Soviet
Union would not want to agree to something, we would act
in a way to gain more points.

That is why we have to keep the initiative. This is our
main advantage.

[Source: Archive of the Gorbachev Foundation (Mos-
cow), f. 2, op. 2. Translated by Svetlana Savranskaya
(National Security Archive).]

DOCUMENT No. 4
Excerpt from Anatoly Chernyaev’s Diary,
2 May 1989

Inside me, depression and alarm are growing, the
sense of crisis of the Gorbachevian idea. He is prepared to
go far. But what does it mean? His favorite catchword is
“unpredictability.” And most likely we will come to a
collapse of the state and something like chaos. He feels
that he is losing the levers of power irreversibly, and this
realization prevents him from “going far.” For this reason
he holds to conventional methods but acts with “velvet
gloves.” He has no concept of where we are going. His
declaration about socialist values, the ideals of October, as
he begins to tick them off, sound like irony to the
cognoscenti. Behind them—emptiness.

[Source: Published in Anatoly Chernyaev, 1991: The
Diary of an Assistant to the President of the USSR
(Moscow: TERRA, 1997). Translated by Viadislav Zubok
(National Security Archive).]

*kk

DOCUMENT No. 5
Excerpt From the Diary of Anatoly Chernyaeyv,
5 October 1989

M.S. [Gorbachev] is flying to the GDR [to celebrate] its
40th anniversary. He is very reluctant. Called me two times.
Today [he called and said]: I polished the text (of the
speech) to the last letter—you know, they will scrutinize it
under a microscope... I will not say a word in support of
[East German leader Erich] Honecker. But I will support the
Republic and the Revolution.

Today in Dresden—20,000 demonstrate. Yesterday
there was a demonstration in Leipzig. Information is coming
in that in the presence of Gorbachev people will storm the
Wall. Awful scenes when a special train [with East German
refugees] passed from Prague to the GDR via Dresden.
West German television shot everything and now is
broadcasting this all over the GDR. All Western media are
full of articles about German reunification.

Tomorrow the congress of the H[ungarian] S[ocialist]
W/orkers’] P[arty] will announce the self-liquidation of
“socialist PRH” [People’s Republic of Hungary].

Not to mention Poland: the P[olish] U[nited]
W/orkers’] P[arty] not only lost power—it will hardly
survive till its next congress in February.

In a word, the total dismantling of socialism as a world
phenomenon has been proceeding...Perhaps it is inevitable
and good...For this is a reunification of mankind on the
basis of common sense. And a common fellow from
Stavropol [Gorbachev] set this process in motion.
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[Source: Notes of Anatoly Chernyaev, Archive of the
Gorbachev Foundation, f. 2, op. 2. Translated by
Viadislav Zubok. (National Security Archive).]

Kok k

DOCUMENT No. 6
Soviet Record®® of Conversation between
M. S. Gorbachev and the General Secretary of
the Central Committee of the Socialist Unity
Party of Germany (SED), Egon Krenz,
1 November 1989

Gorbachev: The Soviet people are very interested in
everything that is going on now in the GDR. We hope to
get the most recent information from you, although, of
course, we know a lot. The situation in the GDR, judging
by everything we see, is moving at an increasing speed. Is
there a danger of getting left behind the reforms? Remem-
ber, we said in Berlin®’ that to be behind is always to lose.
We know that from our own experience.

[...] T cannot tell you that we have already “broken in
the horse of perestroika,” which turned out to be quite
restless. In any case, we have not completely tamed it yet.
Sometimes it even tries to throw the rider off. But we have
gained very valuable experience.

Krenz: [...] At the Politburo we came to the conclusion
that the crisis has not emerged [just] in the last several
months. Many problems have accumulated over the years.

But the main mistake was probably that we did not
make serious conclusions based on the new processes of
social development, which began in the Soviet Union,
other socialist countries, and which were ripe in the GDR
itself. Because if you have the most important ally, you
have to understand and share its problems and hardships.
One cannot declare friendship in words, and at the same
time stay on the sidelines when your ally is trying to deal
with its difficult problems. People who are used to thinking
of us as close allies felt that suddenly we have lost our
unity with the Soviet Union, and that we ourselves erected
this barrier.

Gorbachev: From the political point of view, the
situation is clear, but from a simply human standpoint—{it
is] dramatic. I was also concerned about this. In general, I
had good relations with Honecker, but it seemed recently
as if he lost his vision. If he had been willing to make the
necessary changes in policy on his own initiative 2 or 3
years ago, everything would have been different now. But
apparently, he had undergone some kind of a shift, he
ceased to see real processes in the world and in his own
country. It was a personal drama, but because Honecker
occupied a very high position, it grew into a political
drama.

Krenz: Yes, you are right, it is a drama, and for me too,
because Honecker brought me up, he was my political

mentor.

Gorbachev: Some people now speculate about that,
but I think you should not react to that.

Krenz: For Honecker the turn probably occurred
exactly in 1985, when you were elected General Secretary of
the CC CPSU. In you he saw a threat to his authority,
because he considered himself the most dynamic political
leader. He lost all touch with reality, and did not rely on the
politburo collective. [SED CC Secretary for Economics
Gtinter] Mittag and [SED CC Secretary for Ideology and
Propaganda Joachim] Hermann did him a very bad service
in this respect. The first as a strategist, and the second as
an executive.

[...] Gorbachev: This is a familiar picture. Some time
ago, when I already was a Politburo member, I practically
did not know our budget. Once we were working with
[Chairman of the USSR Council of Ministers and Politburo
member] Nikolai Ryzhkov on some request of [former KGB
chief and General Secretary Yuri V.] Andropov’s having to
do with budgetary issues, and we, naturally, decided that
we should learn about them. But Andropov said: Do not
get in there, it is not your business. Now we know why he
said so. It was not a budget, but hell knows what.

[...] Gorbachev: We knew about your situation, about
your economic and financial ties with the FRG, and we
understood how it all could turn out. For our part, we were
carrying out our obligations to the GDR, including those
on oil deliveries, even though some of it had to be reduced
at a certain time. Erich Honecker was not very honest with
us about those things. We knew about that, but we
exercised reserve and patience, led by the highest political
considerations.

Krenz: Itis very important to define the division of
labor between the GDR and the Soviet Union better. It is
one of our main reserves. The situation here is far from
ideal. We need to remove the existing barriers. There
should be only one criterion—efficiency and mutual
benefit.

Gorbachev: The issue of the division of labor stands
as a major problem in our country as well. The republics
that produce raw materials demand a redistribution of
money, because they think that those that produce
finished products get too much. They present very harsh
conditions, up to the limiting and stopping of deliveries.

By the way, yesterday in the Supreme Soviet one of
the deputies—[reform economist] Nikolai Shmelev—raised
the question about getting the real information about all
our foreign economic relations, including the relations with
the socialist countries, to the Supreme Soviet.

Krenz: We are prepared to discuss seriously those
issues once again with our Soviet comrades.

Gorbachev: I suggested the topic of cooperation to
Honecker many times. He was in favor of direct connec-
tions, but spoke about cooperation and especially about
joint ventures without any enthusiasm. But it is precisely
cooperation that had the greatest potential for mutual
benefit. You cannot ride on the deliveries of our raw
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materials all the time. There are some strict limits here.

[...] Gorbachev: Yesterday Alexander N. Yakovlev
received [former US National Security Adviser] Zbigniew
Brzezinski, who, as you know, has a head with “global
brains.” And he said: If today the events turned out in
such a way that unification of Germany became a reality, it
would mean a collapse of many things. I think so far we
have held the correct line: stood firmly in favor of the
coexistence of two German states, and as a result, came to
a wide international recognition of the GDR, achieved the
Moscow Treaty, gave a boost to the Helsinki Process.
Therefore we should confidently follow this same course.

You must know: all serious political figures—|[British
Prime Minister Margaret] Thatcher, [French President
Frangois] Mitterand, [Italian Prime Minister Giulio]
Andreotti, [Polish President Wojciech] Jaruzelski, and even
the Americans—though their position has recently
exhibited some nuances—are not looking forward to
German unification. Moreover, in today’s situation it would
probably have an explosive character. The majority of
Western leaders do not want to see the dissolution of
NATO and of the Warsaw Treaty Organization. Serious
politicians understand that they are factors of a
necessary equilibrium. However, Mitterand feels like he
has to mention his sympathy for the idea of the German
unification. The Americans are also speaking about such
sympathies for the Germans’ pull toward the unification.
But I think that they do it as a favor to Bonn, and also
because to some extent, they are anxious about too much
rapprochement between the FRG and the USSR. Therefore,
I repeat, the best course of action now is to continue the
same line in the German affairs which we have successfully
developed so far. By the way, [former FRG Chancellor and
SPD leader] Willy Brandt shares this opinion as well. He
believes that the GDR is a great victory of socialism, even
though he has his own understanding of socialism. A
liquidation of the republic, in his opinion, would have been
a bust for the Social Democrats. Therefore, I think, we all
should start from the following formula: history itself
decided that there should be two German states. But of
course, you cannot get away from the FRG. The need for
human contacts presumes normal relations with the FRG.
You should not disrupt your ties with the FRG, although,
certainly, they should be kept under control.

I am convinced that we should coordinate our
relations with the FRG better, although Honecker tried to
evade this necessity. We know about your relations with
the FRG, and you know about our relations with it. Why
should we try to hide anything from each other! It would
make sense to talk about the possibilities of trilateral
cooperation between the USSR, the GDR, and the FRG,
especially in the economic sphere. [...]

The situation in Hungary and Poland today is such
that they have nowhere else to go, as they say, because
they have drowned in financial dependence on the West.
Today some people criticize us: they say, what is the Soviet
Union doing—allowing Poland and Hungary to “sail” to

the West[?] But we cannot take Poland on our balance.
[Former Polish leader Edward] Gierek accumulated $48
billion dollars of debt. Poland has already paid off $49
billion, and it still owes almost $49 billion. As far as
Hungary is concerned, the International Monetary Fund
has dictated its harsh ultimatum already under the late
Hungarian leader Jands Kédar.

Krenz: This is not our way.

Gorbachev: You need to take this into account in your
relationship with the FRG.

[...] Gorbachev: We need to think through all of this,
and to find formulas that would allow people to realize their
human needs. Otherwise we will be forced to accept all
kinds of ultimatums. Maybe we can direct our International
Departments and Foreign Ministries to think about
possible initiatives together. Clearly, your constructive
steps should be accompanied with demands for certain
obligations from the other side. Chancellor Helmut Kohl
keeps in touch with me and with you. We need to influ-
ence him. Once under the pressure of the opposition, he
found himself on the horse of nationalism. The right wing
starts to present their demands for the unification of
Germany to the Soviet Union, and appeals to the US. The
logic is simple—all the peoples are united, why do we
Germans not have this right?

Krenz: We have already taken a number of steps. First
of all, we gave orders to the border troops not to use
weapons at the border, except in the cases of direct attacks
on the soldiers. Secondly, we adopted a draft of Law on
Foreign Travel at the Politburo.”® We will present it for a
public discussion, and we plan to pass it in the
Volkskammer even before Christmas. [...]

Gorbachev: Kohl was visibly worried when I
mentioned the perverse interpretation of some of our
agreements with the FRG in my 8 October speech in Berlin.
He immediately gave me a telephone call regarding that.

Krenz: Yes, he is worried; I noticed it in my
conversation with him. He was even forgetting to finish
phrases.

Gorbachev: Kohl, it seems, is not a big intellectual, but
he enjoys certain popularity in his country, especially
among the petit-bourgeois public.

[...] Gorbachev: I was told that he [Honecker] did not
adequately understand even our discussions in the
Politburo. But we do not have any ill feelings towards him.
Had he made the right conclusions two or three years ago,
it would have been of major significance for the GDR, and
for him personally. In any case, one cannot deny the
things your Party and people have achieved in the past.
We have a complete mutual understanding about that.

Krenz cordially thanks Gorbachev for the support,
openness, and good advice.

[Source: Notes of A.S. Chernyaev, Archive of the
Gorbachev Foundation, f. 2, op. 2. Translated by Svetlana
Savranskaya (National Security Archive).]
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DOCUMENT No. 7
Excerpt from Anatoly Chernyaev’s Diary,
10 November 1989

The Berlin Wall has collapsed. This entire era in the
history of the Socialist system is over. Following the
[Polish United Socialist Party] PUWP and the [Hungarian
Socialist Workers’ Party] HSWP Honecker has left. Today
we received messages about the “retirement” of [Chinese
Communist Party leader] Deng Xiaopeng and [Bulgarian
leader Todor] Zhivkov. Only our “best friends” [Cuban
leader Fidel] Castro, [Romanian leader Nicolae] Ceausescu,
[and North Korean leader] Kim Il Sung are still around—
people who hate our guts.

But the main thing is the GDR, the Berlin Wall. For it
has to do not only with “socialism” but with the shift in the
world balance of forces. This is the end of Yalta...of the
Stalinist legacy and the “defeat of Hitlerite Germany.”

That is what Gorbachev has done. And he has indeed
turned out to be a great leader. He has sensed the pace of
history and helped history to find a natural channel.

[Source: Notes of Anatoly Chernyaev, the Gorbachev
Foundation Archive, f. 2, op. 2. Translated by Viadislav
Zubok (National Security Archive).]

Viadislav Zubok is a senior fellow at the National
Security Archive.
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On the Eve:
A Glimpse Inside the Politburo at the End of 1988

[The following minutes of the 27-28 December 1988 meeting of the Politburo of the Central Committee of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union provide a unique glimpse into the discussions within the Soviet leadership, as it
assessed the US presidential transition from Ronald Reagan to George Bush and the brewing problems throughout the
Soviet empire in Central and Eastern Europe. The meeting took place in the wake of a major reshuffle of the Soviet
party leadership and reorganization of the central party apparatus in the summer of 1988 which sidelined key conser-
vative leaders, such as Andrei Gromyko, Mikhail Solomentsev, Victor Chebrikov and Yegor Ligachev. More immedi-
ately, the meeting followed Gorbachev's historic 7 December 1988 speech to the United Nations General Assembly in
which he recognized the right of all countries to determine their own destinies (implicitly thereby renouncing the
“Brezhnev Doctrine” under which the Soviet Union had reserved the right to preserve loyal regimes within the
“Socialist Commonwealth” and justified its August 1968 invasion of Czechoslovakia to crush the “Prague Spring”);
supported universal human values rather than the class struggle to form the basis for international relations; and
proposed unilateral Soviet troop and tank reductions in Europe and Asia. Not all members of the Soviet leadership
had supported Gorbachev s initiative at the UN, which had not been cleared by the Politburo beforehand. Not until the
December 27-28 session did the Politburo publicly pronounce its blessing on the UN speech.—Christian F. Ostermann]

DOCUMENT [...] Such impressive positive shifts created among the
Minutes of the Meeting of the Politburo of the conservative part of the US political elite, and not only in

. . the US, concern, anxiety and even fear. Thatcher also
Central Committee of the Communist Party shares some of it. This breeds considerations of another

of the Soviet Union (CPSU CC), kind, the essence of which is—to lower expectations, to
27-28 December 1988 sow doubts, even suspicions. Behind it is the plot to stop
(Excerpts) the process of erosion [and], disintegration of the founda-
tion of the “Cold War.” That is the crux of the matter. We
Top Secret are proposing and willing to build a new world, to destroy
Single copy the old basis. Those who oppose it are in the minority, but
(Draft record) these circles are very influential.
In the classified information which we receive they
Meeting of the Politburo of the CC CPSU speak directly: we cannot allow the Soviet Union to seize
27-28 December 1988 the initiative and lead the entire world. [...]
What kind of policy will the US conduct with regard to
Chaired: Cde. M.S. GORBACHEV us? There are several very interesting and serious ver-
Present: Cdes. V.I. Vorotnikov, L.N. Zaikov, E.K. Ligachev, sions. [...]
V.A. Medvedev, V.P. Nikonov, N.I. Ryzhkov, N.N. Sliunkov, Here is one: changes in the policy of the USSR are
V.M. Chebrikov, E.A. Shevardnadze, A.N. Yakovlev, A.P. caused by the profound crisis of communism and socialism

Biriukova, A.V. Vlasov, A 1. Lukiuanov, Yu. D. Masliukov, and what is happening in the socialist world and the Soviet

G.P. Razumovskii, Yu.F. Soloviev, N.V. Talyzin, D.T. Yazov. | Union is allegedly a departure from these ideas. In other
words we are dismantling socialism with our perestroika

1. About practical implementation and practical support and renouncing communist goals. This version is used to
[obespechenii] of the results of the visit of Cde. M.S. devalue our peace initiatives. These are just forced steps,
Gorbachev to the U.N. so they say, they do not have another option [im devatsia
nekuda]. Well, there is some grain of realism in this, but
Gorbachev. [...] We can state that our initiatives only to a degree. We had something different in mind when

pulled the rug [out] from under the feet of those who have | We formulated our policy. Of course, we considered internal
been prattling, and not without success, that new political needs as well.

thinking is just about words. The Soviet Union, they said, On the basis of this version comes the conclusion that
should still provide evidence. There was plenty of talk, the United States should do nothing on its part to consoli-
many nice words, but not a single tank is withdrawn, not a date positive shifts in international relations. The Soviet
single cannon. Therefore the unilateral reduction left a Union as well as other socialist countries, so they say have
huge impression, and, one should admit, created an entirely | o way out. [The USSR] will give up its positions step by
different background for perceptions of our policies and step. This is serious, comrades. The “Washington Times”
the Soviet Union as a whole. writes about it. And the “Heritage Foundation” prepared

recommendations for the future Bush administration along
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these lines.

And here is the viewpoint of liberal circles: The USSR
is not renouncing socialism, instead it is rescuing it, as
President [Franklin D.] Roosevelt once rescued American
capitalism through the New Deal. They remind us that
capitalism, in order to solve its problems, many times
borrowed socialist ideas of planning, state regulation,
social programs based on the principle of more social
fairness. So they do not want to allow the Right to play on
their version and to devalue our peace initiatives. [...]

If this [conservative] version prevails, it will have a
serious political effect. Incidentally, some elements of this
concept are present in the thinking of [President-elect
George H.W.] Bush. As if they are passing from Reagan to
Bush. They are present in Western Europe: they say that
under [US President Ronald] Reagan the United States has
built up its military potential, activated their support to
freedom fighters in various regions, and thereby convinced
the Soviet Union that expansionist policy has no future.
Some Europeans also want to consider the source of
change of Soviet policy as American power.

This seems to be the most influential current. In
essence it is close to the official viewpoint. Its danger
[vred] is obvious, since, if it takes root and becomes the
foundation of the policy of the future administration, it will
contribute to the arms race and to military interference by
the US in other countries. I am now following these things
very closely. [...]

Now we should work out a longer-term plan of
practical measures to implement the announced concept [at
the UN]. On this issue the Politburo has received consider-
ations from departments of the CC, the Foreign Ministry,
the Ministry of Defense, and the Committee of State
Security [KGB]. They provide a program of actions for the
near and distant future. Perhaps this is still a first draft. We
should pull our heads together and give it time.[...]

In what was discussed during the days of my stay in
New York, the major issue was about the future of
perestroika. And this I would like to emphasize before the
Politburo. Could there be a reverse? Incidentally, this is the
object of most intense speculation among the Far Right.
[...] And if you analyze the content of recorded foreign
broadcasts [by a special service called radioperekhvat] in
languages of our country on all foreign stations, the
emphasis is clearly on the difficulties of perestroika, on
growing obstacles to the process in the economy, in
relations among the nationalities, in the process of
democratization and glasnost, etc.

When I had to stay in isolation [during the trip], I tried
during those twelve days, day by day, to analyze and
systematize the material on this score and to give my
assessment. [Radio voices] are hammering away at the
Soviet audience that perestroika is losing ground, grinding
to a halt, that it has not given anything to the people, that
in the leadership and the party chaos reins, that the
country is sliding toward chaos. And no matter what the
leadership would undertake, it sooner or later will end up in

a trap. And [that] the future of the present leadership
hangs by a thread. To be frank, they say that Gorbachev is
living through his last days. According to the most
optimistic forecasts, he can have a year, a year and a half.
True, Vladimir Alexandrovich [Kryuchkov]?

Kryuchkov. [Chairman of the KGB] People say many
things.

Gorbacheyv. You do not want to speak up. It is so. |
should not say that we are very surprised by all this. I do
not want to be excessively cheerful [izlishnee
bodriachestvo], but if they are upset, if they try to make
these forecasts, it means that they are afraid of our
perestroika. [ ...]

Of course, it is still premature to draw serious conclu-
sions about the policy of the future administration, but
something can be said on the basis of contacts and some
information. First, it is hard to expect that this administra-
tion will aggravate relations with the USSR or will get
involved in some risky international adventure [avantiura]
that can undermine these relations. There seems to be solid
ground for saying this. On the other hand, Comrades, I
believe with full certainty that the administration is not
ready for a new serious turn in relations with the USSR
which would correspond to the steps our side has under-
taken. At least such is the picture today. So they say: we
stay prudent, we will not hurry.

Still, at the last moment, when I managed to break
away from Reagan [oforvatsia ot Reigana] I spoke to Bush
about this indecisiveness. He snapped back: you must
understand my position. I can not, according to American
tradition, step up front until a formal transfer of power has
taken place. This I understand, no question about it. We
will have understanding. And he assured me—there will be
continuity. He believes we should build on what has been
achieved, and he will make his own contribution.

All that we have received through different channels
says that, from their side, they will add to our efforts to
develop our relations.

We should take into account that Bush is a very
cautious politician. They say his idiosyncratic feature is
the “natural caution” of Bush. It is inside him. We should
see it. And what can make Bush act? Only [a threat] of the
loss of prestige for the administration. So we need [these
sort of] circumstances which we have now created by our
initiatives to promote this process.

The mood of the present administration mostly reflects
centrist sentiments in political circles of the US and Bush
himself says: I am in the center. Most of those who today
turn out to be in Bush’s team are people who in America
are called traditionalists. These people were brought up in
the years of the Cold War and still do not have any foreign
policy alternative to the traditional post-war course of the
United States with all its zigzags to the Right, to the Left,
even with its risky adventures. And we should understand
it. And much will depend on how we act. I think that they
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[in the US] are still concerned lest they might be on the
losing side, nothing more. Big breakthroughs can hardly be
expected. We should produce smart policy.

[Georgi] Arbatov has just shared with the following
ideas. They [the Americans] have suddenly sent a trial
balloon: we are not ready, let’s wait, we will see. In general,
they will drag their feet, they want to break the wave that
has been created by our initiatives. In response they heard
that, of course, we could wait because we have much to do
in other directions—Europe, Asia, Latin America. Then they
say: Well, you misunderstood us.

So we should have a thoughtful, dynamic, practical
policy. We cannot allow the future administration to take a
protracted time out and slow down the tempo of our
political offensive.[...]

Shevardnadze. [...] There is a draft resolution [on
Point 1 of the Politburo agenda]. Of course, I do not
consider it a final draft. We will have to work oniit.[...]

It is not true that the draft [zapiska] has not been
cleared with the Ministry of Defense. The reasons are well
known: comrades were not in place, only Comrade Lobov
was present and all these issues, all these points we agreed
upon with him. We went to him, obtained his signature, etc.
But this is not so important. I fear another thing. What, for
instance, does the Ministry of Defense propose in its
report? To present data to the Supreme Soviet only after
the discussion by the Defense Council and the Politburo,
etc. Should we do it, if we are getting ready for a new
Supreme Soviet with a new status, new rights, new content
and forms of its work? I believe it should not be done.

I have serious reservations about a proposal that the
Supreme Soviet receive information only about the main
lines of military build-up, and not the [actual] plans of this
build-up as the draft suggests. This may result in the
absence of any details in discussion of this issue by the
Supreme Soviet and in the same negative consequences we
have already spoken about. Specific plans will continue to
be adopted and implemented in secrecy [v zakritom
poriadke] without the Supreme Soviet [s’ approval]. We
should not let this happen. It is absolutely unclear how the
Supreme Soviet, without information about specific plans,
will be able to consider seriously and approve defense
expenditures. This is a very serious issue. It is also hard to
understand the reasons for the objection against this
clause of the [Foreign Ministry’s Politburo draft resolution]
where it says about a presentation for a plan and schedule
of withdrawal of our troops from the territories of Allies
and about its discussion with the friends.

As far as I know, a specific schedule of withdrawal has
not been discussed at the Committee of Ministers of
Defense [of the Warsaw Pact]. We should have such plans,
to agree on them with the allies and to announce them
publicly so that everybody knows about our firm intention
to carry out what was stated at the United Nations, in a
systematic, purposeful and orderly way. Otherwise, if
everything is to be decided in a usual business order [v

rabochem poriadke], as comrades [from the Ministry of
Defense] write, we will become a target for allegations that
we are trying to sidetrack the issue of withdrawal [from
Eastern Europe] and troop restructuring
[pereformirovanie] [and] to do everything contrary to what
was announced from the pulpit of the General Assembly.

The following issue [in the proposals of the Ministry
of Defense] is in direct contradiction to what was said at
the [UN] session and to the clause of the [Foreign Minis-
try] draft resolution. I have in mind the formula of the
Ministry of Defense that [Soviet] forces that will stay on
the territory of the socialist countries after [unilateral] cuts
should adopt a more, I stress, more defensive posture.
These are just words but they have significance in
principle. Cde. Gorbachev spoke about giving these forces
a different, unequivocally defensive structure. An impor-
tant and big difference. We will be caught by hand on
every, so to say, detail. And now they tell us to speak not
about structure, but about some kind of abstract direction.
Behind this difference in terminology stands various
methods of implementation of the General Secretary’s
address. In practice we should act in accordance with the
speech at the U.N., so that will deeds would not diverge
from the words.

I cannot agree either with the way the draft of the
Ministry of Defense treats the issues of glasnost and
openness, which are today of principled importance, of
highest importance. When we carry out our unilateral
steps, glasnost and openness would be maximized, in my
opinion. Otherwise the desired effect will be lost, and, it
seems to me, our policy will sustain a propaganda defeat.
Our opponents will not hesitate to take us up on this and
to sow doubts [to the effect] that the declared steps are not
implemented in full.

[The military] proposes not maximum, but a permissible
openness. What permissible openness means is not clear.
Even more important [is] that even this permissible
glasnost and openness is suggested to be applied only to
the withdrawal of our troops from the territory of the Allies.
As to the reduction measures on our territory, apparently
no glasnost is permitted. This is, probably, wrong as well.

In general, my conclusion is that the amendments [to
the Foreign Ministry draft proposed in the Ministry of
Defense’s] draft resolution, in particular to the military-
political section, are designed not to allow genuine
glasnost and openness. And I still believe that these
issues are of great importance.

In conclusion, Mikhail Sergeevich [Gorbachev],
several words. You spoke about some informational
reports... They want us to be nervous. And look at them,
they are serious people, serious politicians...

Gorbachev. Yesterday in the morning [US Ambassador
Jack] Matlock asked for a meeting with [Alexander]
Yakovlev and arrived. He listened to a broadcast from
Leningrad, engineered [inspirirovannuiu] by Comrade
Soloviev [first secretary of the Leningrad Party Organiza-
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tion]. During this program chairman of the GDR govern-
ment said that one should keep in mind the plots of
imperialist intelligence services and their subversive
activities against perestroika. Well, Matlock then said: “I
have a special request from my leadership, both the current
and the future one, to declare that we support
perestroika.”

Shevardnadze. You know, sometimes we help our-
selves to blow up some foreign authorities. We found an
analysis of this guy [former National Security Adviser
Henry] Kissinger. Look what remained of his theory after
your speech.

Gorbachev. Nothing remained.

Shevardnadze. If one says, another, second, third, we
should not take it as absolute wisdom. I think we should
treat it more seriously.

Gorbachev. We are used to the fact, that if, in our
country, someone speaks up, then it is necessarily an
official viewpoint. And there they just talk [boltaiut], you
see. [...]

Gorbachev. When we discussed [alternative military
service] at the Defense Council, and even considered it in
the Politburo, we spoke about reductions of troops by five
hundred thousand. Then, in order to resolve the issue
[relating to the drafting of] students, we said: add to these
five hundred another hundred thousand, to remove the
issue of the enlistment of students, but let’s continue
talking everywhere about five hundred thousand. These
five hundred [thousand] are straight army troops, and the
one hundred [thousand] are construction troops. Eduard
Amvrosievich [Shevardnadze] would like to announce the
figure six hundred thousand, and I told him—no, because if
we start comparing troop numbers, they will always poke
their finger at the fact that these are construction troops,
and we will insist that they are not. Therefore, officially we
speak about 500 thousand.

Yakovlev. Yesterday I met with Matlock. He told me
that Bush is more professional, better informed, but at the
same time is more cautious. He tried to convince me that he
always took part in the preparation of specific decisions,
[that he] was interested in details, [that] knew many, that is:
he cast the new president in the best possible light.

What else should we keep in mind in terms of putting
pressure on the Americans? They are very afraid of our
European and Pacific policies. They would not like to [have
to] jump on [an already] departing train, a runaway train no
less. They are used to being in the driver’s seat. They are
upset by our active foreign policy in other regions. [...]

Most importantly, Mikhail Sergeevich [Gorbachev],
you spoke many times about it, is the disappearance of the
enemy image. If we continue to advance in this direction

and carry out this business, we will ultimately pull the
carpet from under the feet of the military-industrial complex
[of the United States]. Of course, the Americans will be
forced to change their approaches radically.

Yazov. In accordance with the decision of the Defense
Council taken on 9 November [1988], the Ministry of
Defense has already worked out the plans for withdrawal of
troops from the GDR, CSSR, HPR [Hungarian People’s
Republic] and PPR [Polish People’s Republic].

After your speech at the United Nations I attended a
Party conference of the Group of Soviet Forces in Germany.
There was not a single question or provocative remark.
Fourteen people spoke, all with approval. On Saturday I
was at the conference in Kiev district of Moscow. There
was a question: “Would the withdrawal affect prepared-
ness for defense?” I answered. There were no more
questions; everyone reacted with understanding. The
entire armed forces of the country regard this with under-
standing. In the [session of the] Committee of the Defense
Ministers that was held in Sofia, all ministers took it with
understanding.

I believe we are ready to report to the Defense Council
on our plans to implement those proposals that have been
publicized at United Nations.

The Ministry of Defense does not object to publicity
on the issues of military build-up in the Supreme Soviet.
But according to the Constitution the Defense Council
approves, so I believe that before moving them to the
Commission of the Supreme Council, all the issues should
be considered at the Defense Council. I do not know why
Cde. Shevardnadze disagrees with this. Before Mikhail
Sergeevich [Gorbachev] presented these proposals at the
United Nations, this issue had been considered by the
Defense Council and over here, in the Politburo. How could
it have been otherwise? The Americans do not open [up]
everything for us either. What we really learn from them we
cannot buy for any money in the world. And why should
we pass everything right away through the Commission of
the Supreme Soviet? Today the Commission of the
Supreme Soviet includes a very broad group [of people].
And not everybody should know everything.

Gorbachev. I think this is a misunderstanding.[...]
There are many things that the Americans consider behind
closed doors.

Yazov. Absolutely true.

Gorbacheyv. There are things that the Congress does
not even consider. They can be done at the discretion of
the President and the National Security Council.

Yazov. Now, on the formula about defensive direction,
in his speech Mikhail Sergeevich [Gorbachev] really has
mentioned cuts of 10 thousand tanks. In doing this, we
have to touch on all the troops that are located in the
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Group of Soviet Forces in Germany. We have to include our
tank divisions [in the reduction]. There are motorized
regiments in tank divisions. We intend to preserve these
motorized regiments. And to remove tank regiments from
the tank divisions that stay in Germany, so that more tanks
could be withdrawn. In this situation should we really
reveal the entire structure only because we want more
glasnost?

I believe that this is the prerogative of those countries
that provide their territory for our troops. In any case, we
will reveal what can be revealed, but it is not necessary to
go all the way.

As to the schedule for withdrawal, we are ready to
make a report about it. We propose to withdraw three
divisions from Eastern Europe during this year and three
divisions next year.

As to the part concerning the USSR and Mongolia, we
are also prepared to report to the Defense Council on the
schedule.

Ligachev. I would like to mention two or three
circumstances...In a word, perestroika in international
relations is very substantial. By the way it does not lose its
class character, which was stressed by Mikhail Sergeevich
[Gorbachev] in his report at the 19th Party Conference. At
the same time we spoke, and justifiably so, about the
priority of common human values, common human
interests. I believe that if it were not for common interests
of the countries that belong to different social-economic
systems, there would be no unity in actions. A common
interest exists apparently in the following directions. The
huge burden of military budgets. It is felt by the world of
socialism as well as by the world of capitalism. Issues
related to the survival of humanity, ecological problems
have become burning issues. All this, taken together, and
above all our policy of initiatives, have led to some
changes for the better.[...]

Foreign policy is a very large complex of issues. And
most important among them, cardinal, is disarmament.]...]
We need disarmament most of all. We carried this burden,
with relation to the military budget, with the result that in
the economic area we could hardly solve anything impor-
tant.[...]

But this does not mean that we should weaken the
defense preparedness of the country. We have enough
ways, approaches, and means to reduce the excessively
large military expenditures and to use rationally, pragmati-
cally the means for strengthening the defense readiness of
the country. We should tell this to the party, [and] to the
party activists. Today, when the world has already begun
to disarm, slowly but surely, in the final analysis, the power
of the state will be determined not by military might, but by
a strong economy and by political cohesion of society.

Vorotnikov. [...] I would mention only one point. You,
Mikhail Sergeevich [Gorbachev] in your speech have
emphasized the ambiguous approach to perestroika and

the reaction by the capitalist circles, including the United
States. But even in the socialist countries we run into
serious problems.

Maybe in our draft resolution we should formulate
directions of our policy towards the socialist common-
wealth after all? Indeed, there is nothing in the draft, beside
[the point about] telebridges that should be arranged
together with socialist journalists. I consider the situation
in a number of socialist countries so complicated
[neprostaia] that we should in one or another document
clarify our thinking. It flows from your speech.

Gorbachev. Comrades, let us call it a day. Our action
that we have been preparing for so long and implemented
has evoked a large amount of publicity. It elevates us to a
new level in our thinking and work.[...] In general, I think
that our resolution encompasses all these directions
[political, diplomatic, ideological follow-up]. But the
comrades should read it once again. Perhaps they will add
something useful to it or suggest some corrections. [...]

I also have points to add. Vitaly Ivanovich
[Vorotnikov] said that people ask within the country: how
did it come about that we “strip down” independently?
And Yegor Kuzmich [Ligachev] approached this theme
from another angle: the Party should know. We will still
keep it a secret, speaking frankly. And we will keep this
secrecy for one reason: if we admit now that we cannot
build a longer-term economic and social policy without
[unilateral cuts], then we will be forced to explain — why.
Today we cannot tell even the Party about it; first of all we
should bring about some order. If we say today how much
we are removing for defense from the national revenue, this
may reduce to naught [the effect] of the speech at the
United Nations. Since such a [disatrous] situation does not
exist in any other country. Perhaps only in poor
[nischenskikh] countries, where half of their budget goes
to military spending.

Shevardnadze. For instance, in Angola.

Gorbacheyv. Yes. But there the budget and everything
is different. We are talking about another story. If we take
this [glasnost approach] now, then [people] will tell us:
your proposal is rubbish, you should cut your military
expenditures by three-fourths. How do we go about it,
comrades? First, in our plans we build in military expenses
twice as large as the growth of national income, then our
national income turns out to be going down the tubes, but
we stick to our military plans. So you should [be able to]
figure out [prikinte] what is going on here. For that reason
we should be patient for a little bit longer. But you are all
right—-we will have to speak about it. Meanwhile only in a
political sense.[...] By the time of 13th Five-Year Plan, Yuri
Dmitrievich [Masliukov] we will implement all these
decisions and will have something to say. Then our
expenditures on this article [defense] will be somewhat
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closer to the American expenditures.

[...] A lot of work should be done on the issue of our
[military] grouping in Eastern Europe. We should do itin a
systematic way [planomerno]. I know that all these
proposals are being prepared for the Defense Council. We
agreed to hold it in early January and to discuss all these
issues. [...]

[...] See that younger officers do not develop a
[negative] mood: is it worth continuing military service,
continuing to be in the army. This should be prevented,
comrades. ... A country like ours cannot live without [an
army]. Everything depends on many factors. I believe that

whatever happens we should modernize the army. Inciden-
tally, the army is needed for the maintenance of internal
stability. This is an important tool in every sense. That is it.

Let’s finish our exchange. It was necessary. It is
really a grand-scale policy-making. I propose to instruct
Comrades Shevardnadze, Zaikov, Yakovlev, Yazov, V.M.
Kamentsev to finalize the draft resolution of the CC on this
issue having in mind the discussion at the Politburo.

MEMBERS OF THE POLITBURO. Agreed.

[Source: Center for the Storage of Contemporary Docu-
mentation (ISKhSD), Moscow, fond 89, perechen’ 42,
dokument 24. Translated by Vladislav Zubok.]

Address by Soviet President Mikhail S. Gorbachev to
the 43rd U.N. General Assembly Session,
7 December 1988
(Excerpts)

Two great revolutions, the French revolution of 1789 and the Russian revolution of 1917, have exerted a powerful
influence on the actual nature of the historical process and radically changed the course of world events. Both of them, each in
its own way, have given a gigantic impetus to man’s progress. They are also the ones that have formed in many respects the way of
thinking which is still prevailing in the public consciousness.

That is a very great spiritual wealth, but there emerges before us today a different world, for which it is necessary to seek
different roads toward the future, to seek—relying, of course, on accumulated experience—but also seeing the radical differences
between that which was yesterday and that which is taking place today.

The newness of the tasks, and at the same time their difficulty, are not limited to this. Today we have entered
an era when progress will be based on the interests of all mankind. Consciousness of this requires that world
policy, too, should be determined by the priority of the values of all mankind.

The history of the past centuries and millennia has been a history of almost ubiquitous wars, and sometimes desperate
battles, leading to mutual destruction. They occurred in the clash of social and political interests and national hostility, be it from
ideological or religious incompatibility. All that was the case, and even now many still claim that this past—which has not been
overcome—is an immutable pattern. However, parallel with the process of wars, hostility, and alienation of peoples and
countries, another process, just as objectively conditioned, was in motion and gaining force: The process of the emergence of a
mutually connected and integral world. [...]

The very tackling of global problems requires a new “volume” and “quality” of cooperation by states and sociopolitical
currents regardless of ideological and other differences.

Of course, radical and revolutionary changes are taking place and will continue to take place within individual countries and
social structures. This has been and will continue to be the case, but our times are making corrections here, too. Internal transfor-
mational processes cannot achieve their national objectives merely by taking “course parallel” with others without using the
achievements of the surrounding world and the possibilities of equitable cooperation. In these conditions, interference in those
internal processes with the aim of altering them according to someone else’s prescription would be all the more destructive for the
emergence of a peaceful order. In the past, differences often served as a factor in puling away from one another. Now they are
being given the opportunity to be a factor in mutual enrichment and attraction. Behind differences in social structure, in the way
of life, and in the preference for certain values, stand interests. There is no getting away from that, but neither is there any getting
away from the need to find a balance of interests within an international framework, which has become a condition for survival
and progress. As you ponder all this, you come to the conclusion that if we wish to take account of the lessons of the past and
the realities of the present, if we must reckon with the objective logic of world development, it is necessary to seek—and the
seek jointly—an approach toward improving the international situation and building a new world. If that is so, then it is also
worth agreeing on the fundamental and truly universal prerequisites and principles for such activities. It is evident, for example,
that force and the threat of force can no longer be, and should not be instruments of foreign policy. [...]

Freedom of choice is a universal principle to which there should be no exceptions. We have not come to the conclusion of

(continued on page 198)
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The Thilisi Massacre, April 1989:
Documents

[On 9 April 1989, Soviet Army troops and Interior Ministry forces opened fire on a mass demonstration in front
of Government House in Tbilisi, Georgia. The demonstration had begun as a hunger strike by several hundred students
to denounce attempts by the Abkhasian minority to secede from Georgia—one of a growing number of ethnic, national-
ist, even separatist disturbances that perestroika had unleashed within the Soviet Union. The protest quickly escalated

into an anti-government demonstration with calls for a restoration of Georgia's independence. Cutting off escape
routes and using toxic gas and metal entrenching tools, the government forces under the command of Gen. Igor
Rodionov quickly put a violent end to the peaceful demonstration, killing at least nineteen people. Several hundred
demonstrators, many of them women and youth, suffered injuries as a result of crowd rush, stabbing and poisonings.
Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev, who had been abroad during the crisis, quickly criticized the use of force by the
Soviet Army and the Georgian Communist leadership. But to opposition groups within the USSR and East-Central
Europe, the Tbhilisi massacre became a chilling reminder of the fragility of perestroika and the potential for violent

reactions by the authorities.

The documents printed below (in excerpts) were published by S. V. Popov, Yu. V. Vasil’yev and A.D. Chernev in
the journal Istoricheskiy Arkhiv. The three cables from Georgian leader Dzhumbar Patiashvili to Moscow had been
published earlier in the stenographic record of the first USSR Congress of People s Deputies by A. I. Luk’yanov, but,
according to Popov et al., contained a mass of inaccuracies if compared to the archival copies in the Center for the
Storage of Contemporary Documentation (TsKhSD). Additional materials on the Tbilisi massacre are likely to be found
the records of the Presidential Archive, the Ministry of Interior Archives as well as the General Staff Archives, thus far

largely inaccessible to researchers.—Christian F. Ostermann]

DOCUMENT No. 1
Telegram from First Secretary of the Georgian
Communist Party, Dzhumbar 1. Patiashvili, to
the Central Committee (CC) of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU),
7 April 1989

Incoming enciphered message No. 217/sh

From Thilisi
Received 7 April 1989
8:40 p.m.

The situation in the Republic has recently worsened
and is practically getting out of control. A gathering in the
village of Lykhny of the Abkhazian ASSR [Autonomous
Soviet Socialist Republic] on 18 March of this year which
raised the question of the secession of the Autonomous
Republic from the GSSR [Georgian Soviet Socialist Repub-
lic] served as the pretext. However, events have gone
beyond these bounds.

Extremist elements are whipping up nationalist
sentiments; calling for strikes and disobedience to author-
ity, are organizing disturbances, and are discrediting Party
and government [sovetskiye] bodies. Emergency measures
need to be taken in the existing situation.

We consider it necessary:

1. To immediately bring to criminal and administrative
responsibility the extremists who are expressing anti-
Soviet, anti-socialist, and anti-Party slogans and
appeals (there are legal justifications for this);

2. Introduce a special situation [curfew] in Tbilisi with
the involvement of additional forces of the MVD
[Ministry of Internal Affairs] and the ZAKVO [ZakVO,
Transcaucasian Military District];

3. To carry out a number of political, organizational,
and administrative measures to stabilize the situation,
using Party, government, and administrative activists
[aktiv];

4. Not to permit publications which aggravate the
situation access to national and Republic mass media.

We request your consent for points 1, 2, and 4.

Secretary of the CC of the Georgian CP
D. Patiashvili

[Source: TsKhSD. f. 89. Collection of documents, Xerox
copy, published in Istoricheskiy Arkhiv 3 (1993), pp. 95-
96. Translated for CWIHP by Gary Goldberg.]
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DOCUMENT No. 2
Telegram from D. 1. Patiashvili to
the CC CPSU,

8 April 1989

Incoming enciphered message No. 219/sh

From Thilisi
Received 8 April 1989
8:50 p.m.

I report that the situation in Tbilisi continues to remain
tense.

A gathering of many thousands of people is taking
place at Government House whose main slogans remain as
before: “Secession from the USSR, the creation of an
independent Georgia”, “Liquidation of autonomies”, etc.

A 3,500-person rally in the Abkhazian ASSR [Autono-
mous Socialist Soviet Republic] of people of Georgian
nationality directed against the secession of Abkhaziya
from the GSSR has taken place.

In a number of higher educational institutions parts of
the student body have declared a hunger strike in support
of the demonstrators. As a whole the CP [Communist
Party] CC, the government, and local Party and government
authorities have a grip on the situation and are taking the
necessary measures to stabilize the situation.

Yesterday, 7 April, a meeting of the Bureau of the CC
Georgian CP [GCP] took place and today there was a
meeting of the Party activists of the Republic at which
measures of Party, government, and law enforcement
agencies were approved to strengthen political, organiza-
tional, and indoctrination work in labor collectives and
places of residence; also, an appeal of the CC of the
Communist Party, the Supreme Soviet, and the Council of
Ministers of Georgia to the Party members and workers of
Georgia has been adopted.

In particular, it was planned to hold meetings of
activists in all regions of the Republic and meetings of
primary Party organizations with the participation of
members of the Bureau and the CC GCP where practical
plans of action were worked out for the development of
projected measures. A series of speeches of eminent
figures of science and culture of the Republic and repre-
sentatives of the working class and peasantry have been
organized on television and radio and in the press.
“Roundtables” and youth meetings are being held in
higher educational institutions on current issues of the
public life of Georgia, the destructiveness of illegal
activities, the measures of responsibility for what has been
done, and the need to strengthen discipline and order for

the further development of democracy and glasnost.

After the activists’ meeting everyone fanned out and
went to workplaces to explain its materials and the Party
policy in present conditions and the unity of the Party and
the people in carrying out the tasks of perestroika.

Workers’ groups [druzhiny] consisting of 4,685 people
have been created at 111 Tbilisi enterprises and institutions
to maintain discipline and orderliness. Specific plans have
been developed and are being carried out together with the
MVD and ZAKVO [sic] to maintain law and order and
adopt, if necessary, exhaustive measures to prevent
disorders and illegal acts. The entire staff of the CC, the
Supreme Soviet, the GSSR Council of Ministers, the Tbilisi
City Party Committee and City Executive Committee are
efficiently performing their functions and actively working
among the population and demonstrators.

No more additional measures on the part of the CC
CPSU or the USSR government are required at the present
time besides those adopted earlier.

This is reported for your information.

Secretary of the CC GCP, D. Patiashvili

[Source: TsKhSD, f. 89. Collection of documents, Xerox
copy, published in Istoricheskiy Arkhiv 3 (1993), pp. 95-
96. Translated for CWIHP by Gary Goldberg.]
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DOCUMENT No. 3
Telegram from D. 1. Patiashvili
to the CC CPSU,

9 April 1989

Incoming enciphered message No. 220/sh

From Tbilisi
Received 9 April 1989
10:25a.m.

In Thilisi after 9:00 p.m. on the night of 8 April 1989, in
spite of all measures being taken by the Party, government,
and the forces of law and order, the situation at a demon-
stration of about 15,000 people at the Republic Government
House and also in other parts of the city began to be
inflamed by extremists and got out of control. Besides anti-
Soviet, anti-socialist, and anti-Russian exhortations,
appeals began to be spread by extremists for physical
violence against Communists, leaders of the Republic, and
members of their families. The demonstrators, among whom
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were many drunks and drug users, were called upon to
organize the entire population of the Republic to strike,
commit civil disobedience, and violence against those who
did not support them. Groups of extremists began to be
delegated together with demonstrators to nearby cities and
rayons of the Republic. An attempt was made in the city of
Rustavi to seize a metallurgical works.

The leaders of the so-called “National Liberation
Movement” have begun to publicize their plans to seize
power in the Republic. In order to ensure public order and
prevent unforeseeable consequences in this situation, a
decision was made at 4:00 a.m. to use force to clear the
square and Government House of the demonstrators.
Subunits of the Republic MVD and the Transcaucasian
Military District were used in accordance with a plan
developed earlier by competent authorities. As they
approached the place where the demonstration was being
held, its participants were called upon by leaders of the
Republic, members of the CP CC, Party and government
activists, and also the Catholicos of Georgia Ilya II to stop
the demonstration and peacefully disperse. However, the
demonstrators did not react to this. In turn, the organizers
of the demonstration inflamed passions to hysteria, calling
upon them not to spare their blood or their lives to
confront the forces of law and order.

The MVD subunits and ZAKVO [sic] troops did not
use small arms or silent weapons [kholodnoye oruzhiye).
Instructions about the cautious treatment of women and
adolescents were strictly observed. As the first ranks of
the demonstrators were driven back, accompanied by fierce
resistance by extremists using sticks and stones, the crowd
began to become disorderly and moved toward a youth
lying on a sidewalk who had declared a hunger strike.
Moreover, there were quite a few provocateurs in the
crowd who were using silent weapons. As a result of the
crush which had formed, 16 people died (13 young women
and 3 [young] men) and more than 100 received injuries of
varying severity, among whom were 22 servicemen (13 of
them were hospitalized). First aid was given to the victims.

At the present time the square at Government House
has been cleared of demonstrators and has been taken
under guard by troops. The necessary measures are being
taken to detain and arrest the ringleaders of the disorders
and prevent new demonstrations. A governmental commis-
sion has been formed headed by the Chairman of the
Georgian SSR Council of Ministers, Cde. Z.A. Chkheidze in
connection with the tragic consequences of the measures
which were taken.

A plenum of the CC GCP is planned for today to
review the current situation and identify the measures

ensuing from it.

We request your agreement to introduce a curfew in

the city of Thilisi beginning today in order to prevent mass
disorders and to stabilize the situation.

Secretary of the CC GCP, D. Patiashvili

[Source: TsKhSD, f. 89. Collection of documents, Xerox
copy, published in Istoricheskij Arkhiv 3 (1993), pp. 97-
98. Translated for CWIHP by Gary Goldberg.]
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DOCUMENT No. 4
Resolution of the CC CPSU Politburo
“Measures to Normalize the Situation
in Thilisi,”
10 April 1989

1. Approve the text of the Appeal of the CC CPSU
General Secretary and Chairman of the Presidium of the
USSR Supreme Soviet, Cde. M.S. Gorbachev, to Commu-
nists and all workers of the Georgian SSR.

2. Be guided by the views expressed at the meeting of
the CC Politburo when taking measures to normalize the
situation in the city of Thbilisi.

CC CPSU Politburo

[Source: T’SKhSD, f- 3, op. 102 d. 1137, p. 2. Original,
published in Istoricheskiy Arkhiv 3 (1993), pp. 98.
Translated for CWIHP by Gary Goldberg.]

*kk

DOCUMENT No. 5
Note from A. S. Kapto, A. S. Pavlov, and
Ye. Z. Razumoyv to the CC CPSU

In connection with the aggravation of the political
situation in the Georgian SSR we consider it advisable to
send the following recommendations to local Party
committees (attached).

We request your agreement.
A. Pavlov

A. Kapto Ye. Razumov

To the CP CC'’s of union republics, kray, and
oblast Party committees

The aggravation of the political situation in the
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Georgian SSR which is noted in the TASS report of 10 April
again shows the entire importance of timely preventive
measures on the part of local Party, government, and law
enforcement bodies. The CC CPSU directs the attention of
the CP CC’s of union republics, kray, and oblast’ Party
committees to the need for a deep and comprehensive
analysis of the situation which has unfolded in each region
and the implementation of effective work to put an end to
various kinds of antisocial manifestations.

Party committees and primary Party organizations
ought to ensure high political vigilance, not permit
complacency and lack of principle in evaluating extremism
and nationalism, decisively put an end to any fabrications
directed at undermining the foundations of the state, and
not ignore any instance of illegal actions.

It is necessary to more diligently improve mass
political work in labor collectives and the population’s
places of residence. Sound out the mood of the people
sensitively, react quickly to their needs and requests, and
root out bureaucratism and red tape. Pay special attention
to the organization of educational work among the student
population. Mobilize all Party, government, and Komsomol
activists for these purposes. Increase the responsibility of
leadership cadre for the political situation in each collective
and their personal participation in educational work and
public speeches before workers and youth.

The CC CPSU stresses the exceptionally important role
and responsibility of the mass media for an objective
treatment of the processes which are occurring and the
correct formation of public opinion.

It is necessary to concentrate the attention of law
enforcement bodies on the adoption of timely and decisive
measures directed at people committing violations of
socialist law, facilitating the kindling of ethnic strife with
their inflammatory actions, and inciting people on the path
to anarchy and disorder.

In this regard, Party committees and the leaders of law
enforcement agencies, using the mass media and the entire
arsenal of ideological and educational work, are to ensure
the explanation and deep study of the USSR Supreme
Soviet Presidium decrees published in the press directed at
a fuller and more effective use of the means of protecting
the Soviet constitutional order and ethnic equality; [they]
permit a more active struggle to be waged against various
kinds of extremist elements.

It is recommended that Party committees investigate
additional measures in their Bureaus to strengthen
discipline, order, and organization in every way in each
region.

[Source: T’sKhSD. f. 5, op. 35 d. 145, pp. 55-57. Original,
published in Istoricheskiy Arkhiv 3 (1993), pp. 99-100.
Translated for CWIHP by Gary Goldberg.]
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DOCUMENT No. 6
Note from A. S. Pavlov, Chief of the CC
CPSU State and Legal Department,
to the CC CPSU
29 April 1989

Secret
CCCPSU

On the Issue of the Events in the City of Tbilisi

In connection with numerous appeals by citizens and
statements in the mass media regarding the events in the
city of Tbilisi which were provoked by groups of extremists
and led on 9 April to the deaths of people, we consider it
advisable to form a commission to study the reasons and
circumstances of these events for a report to the CC CPSU.

It is advisable to bring comrades into this work who
have had no prior association with an investigation of this
extraordinary incident.

The commission could include Cdes. G.S.
Tarazevich,Chairman of the Belorussian Supreme Soviet
Presidium (Chairman); G.V. Sergeyev, First Deputy USSR
Minister of Health; V.L. Govorov, Chief of USSR Civil
Defense and Deputy USSR Minister of Defense; V.P.
Pirozhkov, Deputy Chairman of the USSR KGB; N.I.
Demidov, Deputy USSR Minister of Internal Affairs; and
0.V. Kvilitaya, First Deputy Chairman of the Georgian SSR
Council of Ministers.

The candidacy of O.V. Kvilitaya as a member of the
commission was per the suggestion of Cde. G.G.
Gumbaridze.

A draft CC CPSU Decree is attached.

Chief of the CC CPSU State and Legal Department
A. Pavlov

[Source: TsKhSD. f- 5, op. 34, d. 796, p. 121. Original,
published in Istoricheskiy Arkhiv 3 (1993), pp. 100.
Translated for CWIHP by Gary Goldberg.]
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DOCUMENT No. 7
Decree of the CC CPSU Secretariat
“The Issue of the Events in the City of Thbilisi,”
29 April 1989

No. ST 100/105I
Top Secret

The Commission consisting of Cdes. G.S.
Tarazevich (Chairman); G.V. Sergeyev; V.L. Govorov; V.P.
Pirozhkov; N.I. Demidov; and O.V. Kvilitaya is charged with
studying the circumstances of the events which took place
on 9 April in the city of Tbilisi and reporting to the CC
CPSU.

Results of the voting: V. Chebrikov for
A. Yakovlev for
V. Medvedev for
N. Nikonov for
M. Gorbachev for
Ye. Ligachev for
L. Zaykov for
E. Shevardnadze for
0. Baklanov for
N. Slyun’kov for

[Source: TsKhSD, f- 5, op. 34 d. 796, pp. 118-120. Origi-
nal, published in Istoricheskiy Arkhiv 3 (1993), pp. 101.
Translated for CWIHP by Gary Goldberg.]

*kk

DOCUMENT No. 8
Findings of the Commission of the USSR
Congress of People’s Deputies to Investigate
the Events which Occurred in
the City of Thilisi,
9 April 1989

1. Introduction

The Commission to investigate the events which took
place in the city of Tbilisi on 9 April 1989 was created by
the USSR Congress of People’s Deputies and composed of
24 persons, among whom were representatives of 9 union
republics, state and public figures, well-known scientists
and writers, and representatives of the army and church.
A.A. Sobchak was elected Chairman of the Commission;
Kh. Yu. Aasmyaeh, A.I. Golyakov and V. P. Tomkus were
chosen as Deputy Chairmen and S.B. Stankevich was
chosen as the Secretary.

In accordance with the assignment of the Congress,

the Commission considered its mission to be to explain the
actual nature of the events which took place on the night
of 9 April in the city of Tbilisi, the reasons for the tragedy,
the legality of the decisions adopted at various levels of
the Party, state, and military leadership associated with
them [the events], and to evaluate a number of the conse-
quences of these events. In the process of the
Commission’s work the need was uncovered to respond to
amore general issue: the conditions and permissible limits
of using Soviet Army sub-units to maintain public order.

The members of the Commission familiarized them-
selves with documents received from the commissions
which investigated these events under the chairmanship of
G.S. Tarazevich, the USSR Ministry of Defense; Chairman,
General-Major of the Medical Service G.A. Sofronov; and
the Georgian SSR Supreme Soviet, Chairman, Professor T.G.
Shavgulidze; and also with materials (cipher messages,
notes, written reports, stenographic records of meetings,
etc.) received from the CC CPSU and CC GCP, the Presidi-
ums of the USSR Supreme Soviet and the Georgian SSR
Supreme Soviet, the USSR Ministry of Defense, the
command of the ZakV O, the Ministries of Internal Affairs
of'the USSR and the Georgian SSR, the USSR Procuracy,
and other state and public organizations.

The Commission met with the Chairman of the USSR
Supreme Soviet, General Secretary of the CC CPSU, Cde.
M.S. Gorbacheyv.

The Commission heard the Politburo members who are
CC Secretaries: Cdes. Ye.K. Ligachev, and V.M. Chebrikov;
USSR Foreign Minister Eh.A. Shevardnadze; Candidate
members of the Politburo: First Deputy Chairman of the
USSR Supreme Soviet, A.I. Luk’yanov; CC CPSU Secretary
G.P. Razumovskiy; USSR Minister of Defense, D.T. Yazov;
USSR Minister of Internal Affairs, V.V. Bakatin; several
senior officials of the CC CPSU staff; the leaders of the CC
GCP; the leadership of the USSR Ministry of Defense,
MVD, the Georgian SSR MVD, the USSR KGB, and the
Georgian KGB; representatives of the Main Military
Procuracy and the Procuracy of the Georgian SSR; and also
the commands of ZakVO, units, and subunits of the Soviet
Army, Internal Troops, and militia who took part in the 9
April 1989 operation. Conversations were held with
eyewitnesses to the events: militia members [rabotniki];
Georgian SSR Ministry of Health and first aid workers;
servicemen of the Soviet Army and Internal Troops;
representatives of the public; veterans of Afghanistan
[voiny-internatsionalisty]; clergy (including the Patriarch
of the Georgian Orthodox Church, Catholicos of Georgia
Ilya IT); representatives of the Popular Front and the
unofficial organizations of Georgia; and individual citizens,
in particular, those victims who were treated in medical
institutions in the city of Tbilisi.

Materials were studied which had been published in
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the periodic press and also the numerous letters and
telegrams which had been sent to the Commission from
citizens who live in various regions of our country.

In the process of their work, members of the Commis-
sion travelled to the city of Tbilisi and met with representa-
tives of the Georgian public and ZakVO, and visited
hospitals and the military units which participated in the
events.

To gain a correct evaluation of the events which
occurred in the city of Tbilisi on 9 April 1989 it is necessary
to proceed from the idea that the country has entered upon
an irrevocably democratic path of development which is
meaningless without the constant exercise of the most
diverse forms of popular social activity. The main sub-
stance of this is the aspiration to express one’s own
interests and take a realistic, constructive part in demo-
cratic development by legal means, within the bounds of a
strict observance of public order. And in these conditions
the duty of state authority and law enforcement bodies is
to afford realistic guarantees and protection for such
activity.

But of course actions of an anti-social, illegal, and
violent nature are possible in the course of these pro-
cesses. And here the duty of state authority is to display
firmness and use force within necessary limits.

The principal significance in this connection is an
objective evaluation of the situation. Inaction by the
authorities against violence and violations of law would be
unforgivable. But the use of force against a peaceful
meeting or demonstration which results in casualties is also
unforgivable. In both cases this is a blow against
perestroika and democracy.

Evaluating what took place, the Commission found
that perestroika has caused an awakening of national
consciousness and an attempt to achieve genuine eco-
nomic independence and state sovereignty, which today
characterize the social and political situation not only in
Georgia but in other union republics. The conditions for
the tragic events of 9 April 1989 in Tbilisi developed over a
long [period of] time. Signs of a crisis were displayed in
them which involved many areas of government adminis-
tration and public life in the Republic and in the country as
awhole.

The Commission notes that in the process of democra-
tization unavoidable differences and extremes appeared in
the views and appeals expressed, in the evaluations of
trends, and the paths and forms of future political develop-
ment of the Republic and the entire country. Together with
public movements and organizations striving for demo-
cratic renewal of the economic and political system of
socialism, unofficial organizations appeared in the Republic

whose program also contained positions of an anti-
socialist and nationalistic nature. Their activity ran counter
to perestroika and seriously inflamed the political situation
in the Republic.

In these conditions, the most important task for the
government and Party leadership of the Republic was to
justify its role as the political and ideological vanguard, to
act in the spirit of perestroika with the conviction [that it
could] influence the mood of people and not permit its own
estrangement from the actual development of the political
processes of the Republic. However the leadership of the
CC GCP did not manage to find contact and establish
dialogue with the public. Subsequently, as social processes
developed the popularity of unofficial groups increased
and the leadership embarked on a course of confrontation.
It is this which in particular could explain the circumstance
in which petitions to hold demonstrations were greeted
with refusal, as a rule, with few exceptions, as a result of
which illegal meetings began to be held in practice without
previous notification to the authorities. Thus the leader-
ship of the Republic gradually lost control over political
processes, Party influence over the masses waned, and its
authority fell among the broad strata of the population.
This occurred back during the events of 1988, when only
an active political position of the Georgian intelligentsia
and an appeal by M. S. Gorbachev to the Georgian people
helped relieve the situation. But the leaders of the Republic
themselves were already inclined to use force by then.

Unfortunately the necessary changes in the position
and actions of the Georgian leadership did not subse-
quently occur.

The Commission thinks that such facts as the self-
isolation of the leadership of the Republic and the inad-
equate, at times panicky, evaluation of specific situations,
and the inability to positively influence the situation with
political methods were some of the main causes which led,
in the final account, to the tragic consequences of the
events of 9 April in the city of Tbilisi.

2. The Situation in the Republic on the Eve of the Events of
9 April and the Mechanism of the Decisionmaking to Halt
the Demonstration

At the end of March and the beginning of April 1989, a
serious worsening of the political situation occurred in
connection with events in Abkhaziya, which served as a
direct pretext for the unofficial organizations to hold an
unauthorized multi-day demonstration in front of Govern-
ment House in Tbilisi. However by 6 April, the anti-
Abkhazian nature of the demonstration had sharply
changed, in connection with the replacement of the
leadership of the Abkhazian Oblast’ of the GCP, and an
extremist demand was advanced for the withdrawal of
Georgia from the USSR. At the same time, many urgent
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issues troubling the public were discussed at the demon-
stration. Thousands of citizens participated in it (from
morning to late evening). Hundreds of demonstrators
remained at Government House at night. All this led to the
disruption of the operation of transportation and of several
government institutions in the center of the city and to
breaches of the peace in the capital. The appeal of the CC
GCP, the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet, and the Council
of Ministers of the Georgian SSR broadcast on republic
radio and television had no positive effect on the demon-
strators. [The] organizers [of the demonstrations] sent their
representatives to work groups, higher educational
institutions, and schools with a call to begin a strike and
join with the demonstrators, and they resorted to picketing.
Many higher educational institutions and schools sus-
pended classes.

However, it is necessary to stress that a majority of
workers and employees of the capital of Georgia did not
support these calls and continued to work.

In the course of the demonstration, irresponsible calls
to disobey the legal instructions of authorities were spread,
and slogans of a nationalistic, anti-socialist, and anti-
Soviet nature were advanced, in particular: “Down with the
Communist regime!”, “Down with Russian imperialism!”,
“USSR the prison of peoples!”, “Down with Soviet
power!”, “Liquidate Abkhazian autonomy!”, etc. The
organizers of the demonstration continued to inflame the
situation and called for the demonstrations, strikes, and
hunger strikes to continue until 14 April.

Thus, the political situation in Tbilisi on the eve of the
events of 9 April was characterized as an emergency and
demanded the adoption of urgent and crucial decisions
from the leadership of the GCP and the government of the
Republic.

The Commission notes, however, that in the course of
the investigation no terrorist acts were identified and no
facts were established indicating that there was a real
attempt to seize power or that there were politically
motivated incidents of violence or assaults [pokusheniya]
against workers of government and Party organizations,
Party members, or citizens of non-Georgian nationality.

It is typical that the demonstration was accompanied
by such a passive form of protest as the declaration of a
mass multi-day hunger strike (more than 100 [people] at
Government House took part in a hunger strike).

It was necessary to stop the unauthorized demonstra-
tion during this period, but this task should have and could
have been carried out by the authorities who were en-
trusted by law with ensuring public order, the authorities of
the Republic MVD. The Commission notes that the MVD
of the Georgian SSR and the Directorate of Internal Affairs

of'the city of Thilisi did not perform the responsibilities
entrusted to them to stop the unauthorized demonstration,
although, according to a statement of the Georgian MVD,
they repeatedly raised with the leadership of the Republic
the issue of stopping the demonstration that was under-
way in front of Government House and restoring the
normal situation in the capital with the aid of the forces at
their disposal. However, this suggestion was not approved
by the leadership of the Republic for fear of complications
in the form of mass demonstrations by the population
which, in their opinion, the available forces of the Internal
Troops and militia could not handle.

The leadership of the Republic considered that this
measure could have been implemented on condition that a
curfew was introduced, for which additional military
subunits needed to be brought in.

Therefore they decided to appeal for help to the Soviet
authorities. At 8:35 p.m. on 7 April, a well-known telegram,
prepared by the Second Secretary of the CC GCP, B.V.
Nikol’skiy, was sent to the CC CPSU over the signature of
the First Secretary of the CC GCP, D.I. Patiashvili. In the
opinion of the Commission, the evaluation of the political
situation in the Republic contained in this telegram did not
completely correspond to the real state of affairs and was
not a sufficient justification for concentrating military
subunits in the city of Tbilisi and introducing a state of
emergency (curfew).

The Commission notes the existence of serious
oversights and violations of law committed by both Soviet
as well as Republic authorities in the process of preparing
and implementing measures to stop the demonstration at
Government House in Tbilisi on the night of 9 April.

A meeting was held in the CC CPSU on 7 April 1989
under the leadership of Politburo member and CC CPSU
Secretary Cde. Ye. K. Ligachev in which the following took
part: Politburo members Cdes. V.A. Medvedev, N.N.
Slyun’kov, V.M. Chebrikov; Candidate members of the
Politburo Cdes. A.I. Luk’yanov, G.P. Razumovskiy, D.T.
Yazov; Chairman of the USSR KGB, V.A. Cde. Kryuchkov;
Deputy USSR Minister of Internal Affairs Cde. V.P.
Trushin., and a number of senior officials of the CC CPSU
staff. The issue of the situation in Georgia was examined.

The work of the meeting was not recorded and its
conclusions were not documented. One can judge the
content of the decisions worked out only from the explana-
tions of the participants of the meeting. At the meeting
consent was actually given to granting the verbal requests
of the leadership of the Republic to make Internal Troops
and Soviet Army subunits available. A directive of the
General Staff of the USSR Ministry of Defense and an order
of the USSR MVD were issued on this basis to send the
corresponding military subunits to Georgia.
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It was recommended that the leadership of the
Republic collectively discuss the situation which had
arisen and find a way out of the current situation using
political means.

A warning was made about the need to observe
extreme caution and to use troops only in an exceptional
situation. The leadership of the Republic was informed by
telephone that, in view of the current situation, it should
make specific decisions about the use of the troops being
sent to Georgia jointly with the command of ZakVO. Thus it
was not recommended at that moment that a state of
emergency be introduced and a curfew be declared in the
city of Thilisi.

The Chairman of the Presidium of the USSR Supreme
Soviet, M. S. Gorbachev, returned to Moscow from a
foreign trip on 7 April 1989 at 11:00 p.m. and was informed
about the situation in Georgia. He then made a suggestion
to send Cdes. Eh. A. Shevardnadze and G.P. Razumovskiy
to Georgia.

The next day a second meeting was held in the CC
CPSU devoted to the situation in Georgia. It was led by
Politburo member and CC Secretary Cde. V. M. Chebrikov,
The participants were the same as on 7 April 1989 with the
exception of Cde. Ye. K. Ligachev, who had gone on leave.
Politburo member Cde. Eh. A. Shevardnadze and USSR
Minister of Internal Affairs Cde. V.V. Bakatin were also
present at the meeting. As [had occurred] the day before,
the work of the meeting was not recorded and the deci-
sions made were not documented. By this time an
enciphered message of 8 April 1989 had been received
signed by D.I. Patiashvili, saying that the situation in the
city was stabilizing and was under control. Cdes. Eh. A.
Shevardnadze and D.I. Patiashvili had an exchange of
opinions by telephone. Referring to the stabilization of the
situation on the night of 7-8 April, Cde. D.I. Patiashvili
considered the arrival of Cdes. Eh. A. Shevardnadze and
G.P. Razumovskiy to be unnecessary and the participants
of the meeting agreed.

Thus the dispatch to Georgia of subunits of the
Internal Troops, special militia subunits, and troops of the
Soviet Army was done by agreement of the above meet-
ings in the CC CPSU on 7 and 8 April. This was in contra-
diction to existing legislation according to which the right
to make such decisions belonged not to Party, but to the
appropriate government agencies. Such a decision-making
procedure leads to virtual inaction of the constitutional
agencies of Soviet power, as happened in this case.

At the Republic level the plan of measures to normalize
the situation in the Republic, including measures to
introduce a state of emergency and bring in troops from the
Transcaucasian Military District, was first adopted by the
Bureau of the CC GCP and then approved by a meeting of

Party activists of the Republic held on 8 April 1989. At this
meeting of activists an evaluation of the situation was
given, a plan of measures to normalize the situation was
approved, and a decision was made for all of the activists
to go to the demonstration, take part in it, and try to
convince the participants to stop the demonstration and
normalize the situation. However, this most important
decision was not carried out by the Party activists.

The issue of halting the unauthorized demonstration
was repeatedly discussed by the Bureau of the CC GCP.
The decision to halt the meeting was adopted by the
Bureau of the CC GCP on 8 April. Ata meeting of the
Defense Council of the Republic held the same day, the
issues associated with this were discussed, in spite of the
fact that it had no authority to do this. The time to carry
out the operation was determined later by a narrow circle of
people (Cdes. D.I. Patiashvili, B.V. Nikol’skiy, K.A.
Kochetov, and I.N. Rodionov) considering that toward
morning the fewest number of people remained in the
square, as a rule, no more than 200 hunger strikers and their
relatives.

The Commission notes that the decisions made at the
meetings of the Bureau of the CC GCP and the Defense
Council of the Republic were not documented properly or
in a timely manner, which gave a number of participants at
the meeting an opportunity to deny their participation in
the adoption of the decision to halt the demonstration in
front of Government House.

The supervision of the preparation and the conduct of
the operation to halt the meeting and to develop a plan of
operations was entrusted to the Commanding General of
the ZakVO, General [-Colonel] I.N. Rodionov, as the one
senior in rank and on the basis of the authorization given
to him by a decision of the Bureau of the CC GCP, subordi-
nating to him all the men and equipment made available to
bring order to the city.

The Commission thinks that the senior officials of the
CC CPSU staff present at this time in Tbilisi (V.N. Lobko,
V.S. Buyanov, and A.Ye. Selivanov) could have helped the
Party leadership of the Republic both in a correct evalua-
tion of the existing situation and in stabilizing and improv-
ing the situation by political means.

On the evening of 8 April 1989, an instruction of the
Georgian SSR Council of Ministers was issued, signed by
the Chairman of the GSSR Council of Ministers, Cde. Z.A.
Chkheidze, by which the Georgian SSR MVD was directed
to enlist servicemen of the Internal Troops and the Soviet
Army in taking measures to remove the demonstrators from
the area adjacent to Government House. This is the only
document about halting the unauthorized demonstration in
Thilisi not adopted by a Party, but by a government body.
However, the order contained in the instruction to involve
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servicemen in carrying out this task is illegal since the
government of the Republic had not provided such
authority.

At the same time the Commission notes that the
Presidium of the Georgian SSR Supreme Soviet (Chairman
Cde. O.Ye. Cherkeziya) removed itself from making the
necessary constitutional decisions in the developing
situation.

The marshalling of troops and the preparation for the
operation to halt the unauthorized demonstration occurred
in the following manner:

Right after the meeting in the CC CPSU on 7 April
1989, a verbal instruction followed from the USSR Minister
of Defense, General of the Army D.T. Yazov, to Generals
K.A. Kochetov and I.N. Rodionov to go to Tbilisi, where
they were to act in accordance with the situation as they
saw fit. On the same day (7 April 1989 at 4:50 p.m.) the
Chief of the General Staff, General of the Army M.A.
Moiseyeyv, issued a directive on behalf of the Minister of
Defense to send an airborne regiment to the Tbilisi area to
place the most important facilities under guard and
organize monitoring of the main roads leading in and out of
Tbilisi. At the same time three military units of the Tbilisi
garrison were brought to full combat readiness.

On order of Deputy USSR Minister of Internal Affairs
I.F. Shilov subunits of the Internal Troops and special
militia subunits (OMON), totalling more than 2,000 men,
were also sent to Tbilisi from various regions of the
country.

After their arrival in Tbilisi on the evening of the same
day, Generals K.A. Kochetov and I.N. Rodionov met with
the First and Second Secretaries of the CC GCP, D.1.
Patiashvili and B.V. Nikol’skiy. At this meeting the Party
leaders of Georgia again insistently requested that a curfew
be introduced, referring to the lack of a sufficient number of
troops. Only then was the illegal decision made to make a
show of military force.

On the morning of 8 April 1989, three squadrons of
combat helicopters overflew the city at low altitude and
about noon combat equipment with armed soldiers
proceeded through the streets of Tbilisi along three routes
and past the demonstrators.

This action played a provocative role. In reply,
individual groups of demonstrators resorted to further
violation of the law: they began to seize transport equip-
ment and used it to close off both the exits from Rustaveli
Avenue and the exits to the streets adjacent to the Avenue
(29 buses, trolleys, and heavy duty vehicles were used in
all; six of the vehicles had their tires deflated). At the same
time people began to gather in the square. Toward evening

a demonstration by women was held around the residence
of D.I. Patiashvili, demanding that troops be withdrawn
from Thilisi. No one talked with them; subsequently the
women (numbering about 700) went to the square and
joined the demonstrators. Thus the show of military force
directly resulted in a sharp increase in the numbers of
demonstrators. In this complicated situation it would have
been more advisable to hold off with a decision to forcibly
stop the demonstration, but having lost the capability by
that time to realistically evaluate and manage the processes
which were occurring, the Party leadership of the Republic
did not see any way out of the given situation other than
to use force.

General I.N. Rodionov charged the Chief of the
Operations Directorate of the USSR MVD Internal Troops
Staff, General Yu. T.Yefimov, who had arrived in Tbilisi on 7
April 1989, with developing a specific plan of operations to
force the demonstrators out of the square in front of the
Government House.

The plan of operations and the schedule of troop
operations were signed by General Yu.T. Yefimov and
Minister of Internal Affairs of Georgia, Sh. V. Gorgodze, and
then approved by General I.N. Rodionov.

An order with the assignment of missions to individual
subunits was given verbally. No reconnoitering with
subunit commanders took place.

The operation to stop the demonstration began on 9
April at 4:00 a.m. and ended tragically. The Commission
notes that violations of both the procedure for making
such a decision and its realization were committed while
introducing the curfew in Tbilisi on the evening of 9 April
on the basis of a resolution of the Presidium of the
Georgian SSR Supreme Soviet.

3. The Actual Course of the Operation to Stop
the Demonstration

According to the decision approved by the leader of
the operation, General-Colonel I.N. Rodionov, by 3:30 a.m.
on 9 April troops were concentrated on Lenin Square; they
were charged with the mission of forcing the demonstrators
from the square in front of Government House along
Rustaveli Avenue to Republic Square. They consisted of
the 4" Motorized Rifle Regiment of the Independent Special
Purpose Motorized Rifle Division (4-y MSP OMSDON),
Moscow City-650 men; a special purpose militia detach-
ment (OMON), Perm’-120 men; OMON, Voronezh City-40
men; the Higher Militia School (VShM), Gor’kiy City-450
men,; the 8" Motorized Rifle Regiment (8-y MSP), Tbilisi-
650 men; the Georgian SSR MVD-250 men; and an airborne
regiment (VDP)-440 men.
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The following took part in the operation: 2,550 men, 6
armored personnel carriers (BTR), 8 airborne combat
vehicles (BMD), 4 fire trucks, and 2 ambulances.

Before the start of the operation General-Major Yu. T.
Yefimov verbally assigned the following missions to the
commanders of the subunits:

The 4™ MSP is to move slowly along Rustaveli Avenue
from Lenin Square to Republic Square to force the demon-
strators to the line—the “Iveriya” Hotel [sic].

According to the written explanation by Yu.T. Yefimov,
approved by an MVD Commission under the chairmanship
of Deputy Minister V.P. Trushin, the mission assigned to
the 8" MSP was described otherwise than it was written in
the decision, namely:

The 8™ MSP is to move at the start of the operation
with two battalions to the square in front of Government
House along Chitadze and Chichinadze Streets, where they
are to cut off a group of hunger strikers from the main mass
of demonstrators in the square.

VShM (Gor’kiy City)—moving behind the 4" MSP is to
close the exits to Rustaveli Avenue from adjacent streets.

A similar mission was given the OMON units. The
commander of the firefighting unit was assigned the
mission of extinguishing any fires that broke out and with
instructions to pay special attention to the armored
vehicles accompanying the troops. The mission to disperse
the demonstrators using water was mentioned in the
decision but it was cancelled afterwards by Yu.T. Yefimov
and Sh.V. Gorgodze.

VDP (consisting of two battalions)—moved in a line
behind the 4™ MSP with the mission to take the square in
front of Government House, Rustaveli Avenue, and the
streets adjacent to it under guard. Be ready in case of need
to help the 4" MSP.

The Internal Troops were equipped and armed with the
following to carry out the missions entrusted to them:
helmets, bulletproof vests, rubber truncheons; 50% of the
personnel had shields, the officers had their personal
weapons with them (“PM” pistols) with two clips. A crew
to use the “Cheremukha” special agent and directly
subordinate to the acting commander of this regiment, Lt.
Col. A.M. Baklanov, moved in the 4" MSP.

At2:50 a.m. on 9 April 1989, the Chief of the Director-
ate of Internal Affairs of Thbilisi City, Col. R.L. Gventsadze,
spoke to the demonstrators, calling on them to disperse
before the troops used force. In his words, the demonstra-
tors did not let him speak in front of a microphone and he
was forced to use a portable megaphone. Forty-five

minutes before the start of the operation, the Catholicos of
Georgia, Iliya II, appealed to the demonstrators. The
speech of the Catholicos was heard in deep silence; after
his call to reason a 7-minute silence settled in and then a
common prayer, “Ofche nash”, followed. The demonstra-
tors maintained order and calm and there were no visible
signs of fear: many sang and danced. Then one of the
leaders of the unofficial groups, I. Tsereteli, spoke out with
a call to not disperse, to not offer resistance, to maintain
calm, but best of all to sit (“they don’t beat sitters!”’), which
many of them then did, mainly in the area of the stairs of
Government House. He concluded his appeal at 3:59 a.m.
At4:00 a.m. General-Colonel I.N. Rodionov, gave the order
to begin the expulsion operation.

The Commission notes that the actual situation in the
square by that time (the presence of 10,000 people), and the
readiness with which the participants of the demonstration
intended to continue it, required especially deliberate and
cautious decisions in conducting the operation. But none
of these circumstances were taken into consideration in an
exchange of opinions by telephone between D.I. Patiashvili
and L.N. Rodionov. These officials displayed flagrant
irresponsibility in unquestioningly confirming the earlier
adopted decision.

At4:05 a.m. four BTRs [armed personnel carriers]
appeared on Rustaveli Avenue in the area of the Govern-
ment House. They crossed the entire width of the avenue,
and people let them them do so without hindrance,
withdrawing in part toward Government House and in part
toward the Artist’s House and the Kashveti Church
[khram, literally “temple” or “shrine”, but later referred to
correctly as a church]. The armored vehicles were followed
by extended lines of troops, which at 4:07 a.m. stopped at
the line from the entrance to Artist’s House to the right
lawn in front of Government House. Thus the main mass of
demonstrators were left at the stairs of Government House.

Lt. Col A.M. Baklanov suggested to the demonstrators
by megaphone that they vacate Rustaveli Avenue and
warned them that force would be used if they refused. It
should be noted that many did not hear these warnings
due to the noise in the square.

When the troops arrived at their forming-up positions,
the demonstrators started to leave the square; however,
they were not given sufficient time to disperse. Thus it was
also not taken into consideration that almost all the exits
from the square were closed off by transport vehicles, that
is, the evacuation routes were sharply restricted. Three
minutes later the operation to force people from the square
continued.

The troop lines of the 4" MSP began to hem in the
demonstrators both toward Government House and along
Rustaveli Avenue. Thus the majority of the demonstrators
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located to the left of Government House continued to
remain in place, involuntarily preventing the free exit of
those people hemmed in from the front. The situation was
seriously aggravated by the fact that at this time the 1*
Battalion of the 8" MSP, following the verbal order of
General-Major Yu.T. Yefimov, began to move to the square
from Chichinadze Street. As a result of the movement of the
line of servicemen on one side and the increasing density
of the mass of people provoking resistance from the
demonstrators on the other, a crush began in the area of
the right lawn. It is here that most of the dead and victims
[sic] of the civilian population were found. Among those
who received injuries were also many militia workers and
servicemen.

At this stage, some of the demonstrators actually
ended up surrounded, that is, squeezed between service-
men and demonstrators who had been unable to leave. A
frantic confrontation occurred. The use of rubber trun-
cheons and toxic substances with the grossest violation of
instructions and the use of small entrenching tools in
dispersing the demonstrators actually turned into savage
treatment of Soviet people.

Having studied all the documentary materials available
to it, the Commission has come to the firm conclusion that
there are no convincing arguments justifying the advisabil-
ity of bringing a company of a Soviet Army airborne
regiment into an operation to force people from the square.

According to the explanation of General Yu.T. Yefimov,
when the line of troops was moving forward along
Rustaveli Avenue, because of a widening of the avenue in
the area of Government House the left flank allegedly was
exposed which created, in Yu.T. Yefimov’s words, a real
threat not only of a penetration into the rear of the service-
men by the demonstrators, but their encirclement.

To close this gap, at General Yu.T. Yefimov’s request,
General I.N. Rodionov allocated a company of paratroopers
and thereby allowed Soviet Army servicemen to get
involved in performing functions uncharacteristic for them,
grossly violating the General Staff directive about entrust-
ing army subunits only with missions to guard especially
selected facilities. In the opinion of the Commission there
was no real threat of a disruption of the operation to expel
the demonstrators in this situation, hence there was no
need to bring in a company of paratroopers.

By 4:21 a.m. the clearing of the square in front of
Government House had been concluded. The 1* Battalion
of the 8" MSP joined up with the 4" MSP, which continued
the expulsion of the demonstrators.

At this stage of the operation, the Internal Troops,
overcoming the active resistance of the demonstrators
squeezed along Rustaveli Avenue, used the “Cheremukha”

special agent. According to the reports of the leadership of
the Internal Troops, the special agent was used by: the first
line—Dzhordzhiashvili Street to L. Ukrainka Street; the
second line: Lunacharskiy Street to Chavchadze Street; the
third line-in front of the Communications Building.

Because of increased resistance on their approach to
Republic Square (the exit was blocked by trolleys and
buses), Lt. Col. A.M. Baklanov independently gave an
order to use the non-standard product K-51 containing a
toxic agent, CS. Four grenades were used, one of which did
not work.

The unauthorized decision by Lt. Col. A.M. Baklanov
to use product K-51, who later concealed the fact of the
use of this product, ought to be specially noted.

The accuracy of the description of the lines of use of
toxic agents provokes doubt. According to copious
testimony of the victims, they were poisoned at earlier
approaches (right at Government House and the Kashveti
Church).

An incident of a rifle wound to the head of one of the
demonstrators took place at the completion of the expul-
sion operation.

The Commission notes that the special agent was used
by the 4" MSP in violation of a current regulation (see
Attachment No. 1 to USSR MVD Order No. 0507 1970%).
There are residences from the first line of the use of the
special agent to the end of Rustaveli Avenue (beginning
with the “Tbilisi” Hotel). In Point 23 of Section III of the
regulation it mentions warning the civilian population
before using a special agent and even evacuating them.
However, General Yu.T. Yefimov, ignoring this requirement,
gave the order to use “Cheremukha” in a residential area.
The same occurred at the next lines. There is information
that individual servicemen entered living quarters, where
they used the “Cheremukha” special agent.

* - The Attachment is not being published.

The Commission notes with special alarm the premedi-
tated attempts by the Internal Troops leadership to hide
the fact itself of the use of toxic agents.

The use of the “Cheremukha” special agent was
officially admitted on 13 April, but under pressure of
incontrovertible evidence.

Next there was a gradual admission of the use of
various modifications of “Cheremukha” and CS gas
(product K-51).

For a long time representatives of the Soviet Army
also denied the fact of the use of small entrenching tools.
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It is appropriate to mention that information about the
demonstrators and their intentions was reported by
commanders and political workers in distorted form when
instructing the servicemen who had been enlisted in the
operation.

Thus, a combined analysis of the actual progress of
the operation to expel the demonstrators permits us to
reliably state that only as a result of the grossest violations
of current law, regulations, and instructions, bordering on
criminal negligence, on the one hand, and the illegal
actions of the organizers and some of the demonstrators,
on the other, did it end tragically. The business of the
investigation is to look into the degree of culpability both
of the conduct of the leaders who approved it and the
direct agents [ispolniteli] as well as those demonstrators
who committed illegal acts.

4. An Evaluation of the Damage to the Health and
the Reasons for the Death of the People Who
Took Part in the Events of 9 April 1989

The Commission has familiarized itself with the initial
medical documentation (the medical history, the outpatient
records, the forensic medical examination reports, etc.) of
various institutions and organizations of the USSR
Ministry of Health, a report of a USSR Ministry of Defense
commission, the findings of the Medical Subcommission of
the Georgian SSR Supreme Soviet, the findings of the
USSR Ministry of Health Institute of Forensic Medicine,
the report of the International Red Cross medical mission to
the Georgian SSR, and a number of other documents
regarding the medical consequences of the events which
took place in Tbilisi on 9 April of this year.

Members of the Commission conducted additional
scientific research and consultations with specialists
enlisted for this purpose.

An analysis of available information permits a determi-
nation of the scale and nature of the medical casualties
associated with the operation to expel the demonstrators.

The total number of demonstrators in the confined
area at Government House and the television studio
building has not been established, but according to
estimates it was 8-10,000. The number of women apparently
was close to 50%. It is also known that among those who
took part in the demonstrations were many adolescents
and elderly people. The weather was described as moder-
ately warm (+9°C), high humidity (90%), and the wind was
calm.

The location of the events was well lit by street lights.
The density of the demonstrators grew from the periphery
of the square by degrees to Government House where the
hunger strikers (more than 100 people) and the leaders of

the demonstration were located.

A medical aid station of the city health department had
been operating in the Artist’s House as of 4 April.

The “expulsion” operation was carried out at night
(4:00 a.m.-5:00 a.m. local time). This circumstance needs to
be specially noted inasmuch as at nighttime a person’s
reactions and immunity to harmful factors is sharply
reduced in accordance with the nature of biological
rhythms.

It has been established that rubber truncheons,
“special agents”—toxic irritants—small entrenching tools,
and in one case (according to a finding of the forensic
medical commission) firearms were used against the
demonstrators by the “expulsion forces.” For their part, the
demonstrators used makeshift objects against the “expul-
sion forces” as resistance grew.

According to data from the medical aid station
personnel, the arrival of the first wounded demonstrators—
women, adolescents, and men—was noted five minutes
after the start of contact with the “expulsion forces.” The
influx of the injured in the next 5 minutes became massive.
The medical aid station spaces were soon completely filled.
Therefore many people were given medical aid in the street.
In view of this, additional first aid teams and ambulances
were called in.

Testimony has been recorded of cases in which
servicemen impeded medical workers rendering aid to the
victims. The documents of the first aid vehicle depot of
Thilisi city note six cases of attacks on ambulances with
damage to them.

Many participants in the event—civilians, militia
workers, and civilians—received injuries of different kinds
and severity. The tragic result was that 16 demonstrators
died at the site of the incident and three died soon after in a
hospital. There were no cases of deaths among servicemen
and militia workers.

Some difficulty is being encountered [in trying to make
an] exact determination of the number of victims, both of
demonstrators as well as of servicemen and militia workers.
Nevertheless the Commission has sufficient material to
characterize the medical consequences of the events of 9
April as a whole.

According to information of the Georgian SSR
Ministry of Health, during the expulsion operation and for
several hours afterwards, 251 people visited hospitals in
Thilisi, of which 183 were hospitalized. In succeeding days,
an undulating growth in the number of those who turned
for medical aid (13, 21, 27 April, and 5 May) occurred.
During the period from 9 April through 9 May, the total
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number of those who came to medical institutions was from
three to four thousand. About 500 in all were hospitalized,
and at the present time about 1000 people are on the
dispensary registry and undergoing treatment.

According to information of the Georgian MVD, in the
course of the events 37 militia workers of Tbilisi City were
injured; 22 of them were injured from the actions of
servicemen. According to information of the USSR MVD,
the number of servicemen who were injured was 69, but the
report of the USSR MOD commission produced data that a
total 152 servicemen were injured (132 Internal Troops, 22
Soviet Army), of which 26 were hospitalized (22 Internal
Troops, 4 Soviet Army). According to a report of the USSR
Procuracy, 189 servicemen were injured in these events.

The Commission established that of the 20 Soviet
Army servicemen mentioned in the Ministry of Defense
report in fact only three received injuries in the course of
the events under examination.

The damage to the health of those who took part in the
events of 9 April was expressed both in the form of injuries,
poisoning by toxic substances, or a combination of both,
and in various psychological and emotional disorders of
the “mass catastrophe syndrome.”

The demonstrators suffered 290 casualties: contu-
sions—40%, closed head injuries—30%, wounds—20%,
and various fractures—10%.

A selective analysis of the medical histories and a poll
of a part of victims permits us to establish that the majority
of injuries (including head injuries) were inflicted by rubber
truncheons; in 21 cases the injuries were associated with
the use of a small entrenching tool. It was often noted that
people with serious injuries also had been poisoned by
toxic substances (combined injuries).

An analysis of the course of the illnesses of people
who turned for medical aid due to poisoning presents great
difficulties.

The Commission especially notes that the concealment
of the use of toxic substances on 9 April and then incom-
plete information about this issue (the use of CN—on 13
April, the use of CS—on 3 May), and the belated and
insufficiently systematized testing for the presence of toxic
substances at the site impeded the diagnosis and treatment
of those affected and created an extremely unfavorable and
tense social situation.

This circumstance, as well as the panic rumors, the
concealment of the use of toxic substances, the uncertainty
in the diagnosis, and also the published calls to go for
medical help—all this and several other circumstances
promoted the undulating nature of the number of treat-

ments for medical aid during the succeeding month.

Cases of the “secondary effects of poisoning” occupy
a special place in a number of these phenomena, for
example the outbreak of doctor’s visits [obrashcheniya] on
28 April after flowers were moved from Government House
to the church. The circumstances connected with this
event have not been sufficiently identified up to now.

The Commission thinks that even in such cases, when
based on complaints of a worsening of health, there were
indications only from the victims themselves of contact
with toxic substances, these cases could have been
classed on a sufficient basis as a display of a “syndrome of
a reaction to a mass catastrophe.”

In all, about 300 victims of toxic substances were
recorded (including 19 servicemen and 9 militia workers).
The main mass of them involve people who had been
poisoned on 9 April in the square in front of Government
House and in several other places along Rustaveli Avenue.
In the clinical severity of injury they (according to the
evidence of the USSR Ministry of Health commission) were
distributed in the following manner: serious—2%, medium
severity—7%, slight—91%.

Data about the place, type of toxic substances used,
and the nature of the injury suffered was contradictory.
However, thanks to the results of detailed research testing
of the air, soil, vegetation, clothing, and tissue of the
corpses, and also a survey of the victims and eyewit-
nesses, the Commission was able to clear up these
questions to a considerable degree. According to the
testimony of victims on the special dispensary registry,
[the following] were poisoned by chemical substances:
immediately in front of Government House—49%; in the
area of Rustaveli Avenue-Chitadze Street—15%; near the
First Middle School—9%; at the “Rustaveli” movie
theater—3%; and in the area of the Kashveti church—24%.
A comparatively small part of the demonstrators were
poisoned on Rustaveli Avenue adjacent to Republic
Square and also on several neighboring streets.

From this information it ensues that the main places
where toxic substances were employed were the square in
front of Government House and in the area of the Kashveti
church, which does not coincide with areas of toxic
substance use referred to by the leaders of the operation.

As follows from the report of the USSR Ministry of
Defense commission, three weeks after the events on
Rustaveli Avenue in the sector from Pioneers House to the
Communications Building the presence of CN and CS was
observed in the soil and in two tests even in the atmo-
sphere (in an underpass), which can indirectly confirm the
use of a considerable quantity of toxic substances.
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The use of chloroacetophenone (KhAF, CN) is
indisputably admitted in the form of “Cheremukha”
products and the substance CS in K-51 grenades (a toxic
irritant substance).

In four tests of the soil taken in the area of Rustaveli
Avenue around Government House and the Kashveti
church, the research of the Thilisi State University
Chromato-Mass Spectrometry Center also found chloropi-
crin (a toxic asphyxiant). No explanation has yet been
found for its appearance in these tests.

The experience of the use of so-called “police toxic
substances” both in our country and abroad shows that
the use of these substances within established rules does
not lead to serious consequences. Cases of serious
poisoning are extremely rare, and fatal outcomes are
unique. The picture of the intoxication of the demonstra-
tors in Tbilisi differs remarkably from the usual cases of the
use of such types of toxic substances.

It is characterized by its massive nature, a considerable
number of poisonings of medium and great severity, and
with specific features of a clinical manifestation in the form
of signs of “neurotropic” activity.

The Commission thinks that it could have appeared as
a result of a combination of a number of circumstances and
factors:

1. The circumstances of the weather situation—high
humidity and calm wind, which impeded the dispersal of
the gas cloud and created a high concentration.

2. The use of toxic substances in a dense mass of
people deprived of the opportunity to leave the afflicted
location.

3. The use, from the testimony of eyewitnesses and
victims, of toxic substances in the form of an aerosol at a
distance close enough to perhaps have created a critical
concentration of toxic substances.

4. The combination of toxins with physical injuries and
psychological stress, which aggravated the clinical finding
of injury (a “neurotropic effect”).

5. The increase of the degree of toxic activity of toxic
substances on an organism at nighttime in connection with
the reduction of the organism’s resistance.

It ought to be noted that the factual data and the ideas
presented are not sufficient to completely exclude the
probability that some of the victims were poisoned by
some other unidentified toxic substance.

The question of identifying the direct causes of the

deaths of the 19 demonstrators occupied a special place in
the Commission’s work.

The materials and findings of various groups of
experts received by the Commission gave an unambiguous
explanation of the factors which led to the deaths of the
victims.

In this regard the Commission brought in a group of
scientists, and specialists in the field of pathological
anatomy and forensic medicine who studied all the
available material and came to the conclusion the direct
cause of death of all those who died, with the exception of
one case of serious skull and brain injury, was suffocation
(asphyxia). In the opinion of specialists in the field of
asphyxia two simultaneously operating factors played a
role—both the compression of the body and the inhalation
of chemical substances, which the corresponding macro-
scopic and microscopic data point to. The combination of
the inhalation of chemical substances and the compression
of the body mutually intensified their negative effect and
served, in the opinion of the specialists, as the reason for
the deaths of the victims. In two cases there were addi-
tional circumstances in the form of concomitant illnesses.

Nevertheless, it is not possible in each specific case to
precisely determine from the available materials the
predominance of one or the other factor in the development
of asphyxia. The findings of the specialists have been sent
to the USSR Procuracy.

5. Conclusions and Recommendations

The tragedy which occurred on 9 April 1989 in Thbilisi,
the deaths of innocent people, caused deep pain in the
hearts and consciousness of the Soviet people.

The members of the Commission of the USSR Con-
gress of People’s Deputies share these feelings and
express sincere condolences to the families, relatives, and
friends of the victims and also to all who suffered on that
bitter April morning.

The events of 9 April inflicted a significant blow to
perestroika and shook our entire society. The show of
force, the damage to the health, and the deprivation of
people’s sacred gift—Ilife—are incompatible with common
human moral principles and values.

The Commission turns to all citizens of the country
with an appeal—the most acute problems which life puts
before us, conflicts, and misunderstandings can only be
resolved by political methods, dialogue, and persuasion.

The Commission calls upon all Soviet people not to
allow the sad events of 9 April in Tbilisi to be used to incite
mistrust and hostile attitudes toward the Soviet Army.
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The Commission calls upon the Congress of People’s

Deputies and the USSR Supreme Soviet to draw up and
adopt laws strictly regulating the use of force within the
country as a top priority.

On the basis of the available materials, the Commission

of the USSR Congress of People’s Deputies comes to the
following conclusions:

1. The reasons for the tragic events of 9 April 1989 in
Thbilisi were that under the conditions of democratiza-
tion of the entire public and political life of our society,
the leadership of the Republic did not manage to direct
the acute and dynamically developing processes of
perestroika in Georgia, properly evaluate the situation
in the Republic, and make adequate political decisions.

The former Secretaries of the CC GCP, D.I. Patiashvili

and B.V. Nikol’skiy, bear responsibility for the political
and other consequences of the events of 9 April 1989

in Thilisi.

2. The organizers of the unauthorized demonstration at
Government House (L. Tsereteli, Z. Gamsakhurdia, G.
Chanturiya, and other leaders of unofficial organiza-
tions) should bear criminal, political, moral, and other
responsibility for their actions. In the course of their
actions they committed various breaches of the peace,
issued appeals to disobey legal demands of the
authorities, and when a real threat of the use of armed
force was created, did not take measures to stop it [the
demonstration] and thus did not try to prevent the
tragic outcome of the events.

3. The decision to sent sub-units of the Internal
Troops, the Soviet Army, and special sub-units of the
militia were formalized by a directive of the USSR
Ministry of Defense General Staff (Cde. M.A.
Moiseyev) and by an order of the USSR Minister of
Internal Affairs (Cde. I.F. Shilov) after a meeting in the
CC CPSU on 7 April 1989 (chaired by Cde. Ye. K.
Ligachev). Inasmuch as the subject was not simply
about troop redeployment but was actually about
carrying out operations, introducing individual
elements of a state of emergency in the city of Tbilisi,
establishing control of entrances to and exits from the
city, and taking the most important public and govern-
ment buildings and other facilities under guard, it
ought to be recognized that these decisions were made
in gross violation of the law.

4. The instruction of the Georgian Council of Ministers
(Cde. Z.A. Chkheidze) of 8 April 1989 to clear the
square in front of Government House of demonstrators
and to carry out other measures to preserve public
order involving the participation of Internal Troops
and subunits of the Soviet Army was illegal since

existing legislation does not provide the government
of the Republic with such authority.

5. Serious violations were committed during the
preparation and execution of the operation to clear the
square, manifested in the fact that the operations plan
was not corrected in accordance with the actual
situation. It was insufficiently studied by the com-
manders of the sub-units, reconnoitering was not
done, and the men and equipment of the Thbilisi city
government Directorate of Internal Affairs were not
brought into the operation in due measure. In spite of
the USSR Minister of Defense’s order, paratroop sub-
units were used not to guard facilities but to expel
demonstrators. Gross violations of public order were
committed by the use of special agents; in particular,
non-standard special agents (product K-51) were used,
and rubber truncheons and small entrenching tools
were used illegally.

Generals K.A. Kochetov, I.N. Rodionov and Yu. T.
Yefimov bear personal responsibility for these
violations and oversights which led to the tragic
consequences.

The Minister of Internal Affairs of Georgia, Sh.V.
Gorgodze, who removed himself from execution of his
direct responsibilities, also bears responsibility in due
measure.

6. In the opinion of the Commission, the officials, who
issued the order to use special agents and [heavy]
equipment on the demonstrators on 9 April in Tbilisi,
should be called to official and other forms of account.
According to current regulations these “are used in
exceptional situations to stop mass unrest accompa-
nied by pogroms, brutality, destruction, arson, and to
repel mass attacks on official and administrative
buildings, the premises of public organizations and
other important facilities, and also in cases when the
violent actions of violators of public order threaten the
lives and health of citizens, the members of Internal
Forces units, and the civilian militia.” The Commission
has established that on 9 April 1989 in Tbilisi, no
grounds to take such measures existed.

7. During the operation to halt the demonstration by
clearing the square in front of Government House and
Rustaveli Avenue, bodily injuries of varying degrees
of severity (including injuries from the use of special
agents—tear gases) were inflicted on the demonstra-
tors, servicemen of the Internal Troops and the Soviet
Army, and militia workers. Nineteen demonstrators
died (mainly women). The Commission perceives the
need for criminal liability of the specific individuals
guilty of the deaths of people and the infliction of
serious bodily injuries.
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8. It is also necessary to resolve the issue of the senior
officials who:

— violated Point 59 of the Internal Troops Combat
Duty Regulations, which prohibits the use of the
“Cheremukha” special agent against women, adoles-
cents, children, and in other specifically mentioned
instances;

— violated current regulations according to which it is
categorically prohibited to use a rubber truncheon
against women, children, the aged, invalids with
obvious signs of disability, and also to hit people in
the face and head;

— used articles with CS tear gas, which is not ap-
proved for use in the Internal Troops, at the conclud-
ing stage of the operation to expel the demonstrators.

9. The Commission raises the question of the responsi-
bility of those people who permitted the violation of
the guaranteed rights and legal interests of citizens
when introducing and implementing the curfew in the
city of Thilisi.

10. Political, moral, and in necessary cases, legal
responsibility should be borne by any official of both
Party and government bodies who permits the
concealment of the fact of use of special agents of the
“Cheremukha” and article K-51 types containing CS
gas.

11. The Commission notes that in the periodical press
many items have appeared based on rumors, conjec-
ture, false reports, and a distorted picture of the real
course of events. Thus, the Commission has not found
evidence of the existence or operation in the square of
specially formed groups of guerilla extremists, or the
allegation that the first wounded and killed suppos-
edly appeared even before the troops came in contact
with the demonstrators.

The widely spread information about the multitudes of
people who reportedly were missing after 9 April and the
use by demonstrators of specially prepared silent
[kholodnoye] weapons and firearms has also not been
confirmed.

The Commission notes the lack of facts behind the
statement by General I.N. Rodionov at the USSR Congress
of People’s Deputies that “a real threat of the seizure of
vitally important facilities of the Republic had been
created” by 9 April. Neither the reports of KGB organiza-
tions, nor the official reports of the Republic MVD, nor any
other document contain any specific facts of this kind.

The Commission notes that a positive aspect in
settling the conflicts between the civilians and military
during the curfew in effect in Tbilisi was the organized
actions of the veterans of the war in Afghanistan, which
facilitated the normalization of the situation. The Commis-
sion also notes that, while performing their official duties in
difficult extraordinary conditions, many militia workers not
only helped medical personnel in the evacuation of the
victims but they gave medical aid themselves to the injured
civilians and hunger strikers.

In conclusion the Commission submits the following
suggestions for the consideration of competent govern-
ment bodies:

1. Party organizations which accordingly consented or
made decisions at the federal or Republic level about
sending troops and conducting this operation acted
according to a long-held procedure and in the face of
the decisions of the XIX Party Conference about the
need to delimit the functions of Party and government
institutions. In a state committed to the rule of law, the
decisions of Party organizations at any level can have
obligatory significance for institutions of state power
and administration, including the Army, only after they
are embodied in a legal act of a competent state
institution, a law or a government decree.

In this regard an urgent need has occurred for an
acceleration of the practical division of functions of
Party and government institutions by making the
necessary changes in existing legislation and corre-
sponding Party documents.

2. The events of 9 April in Tbilisi pointed out obvious
flaws in existing legislation and the practice of making
the most important state decisions about introducing a
special situation [osoboye polozheniye] or state of
emergency using subunits of the Soviet Army to
maintain and restore public order inside the country, in
particular the possibility of using the armed forces to
resolve internal conflicts directly on the basis of
decisions adopted by Party, not government organiza-
tions.

A clear and exhaustive legislative regulation of the
substance and the procedure for introducing martial
law (in the case of the armed conflicts) a special
situation (in the case of internal unrest) or a state of
emergency (in the case of disasters) is required,
excluding the situation which developed in Tbilisi
when the introduction of a curfew assigned a subunit
of the Soviet Army the mission of maintaining public
order, which should only be handled by MVD person-
nel.

3. It seems advisable to review the question of
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increasing the strength of the Internal Troops and
manning them on a mainly professional basis. It is
necessary to determine legislatively the procedure and
mechanism for using federal and Republic subunits of
the Internal Troops.

4. It is necessary to prohibit legislatively the use of the
Soviet Army to put down mass unrest, stipulating the
possibility of using Army subunits for these purposes
only in exceptional cases directly stipulated by law—
by a decision in each individual case by the Chairman
of the USSR Supreme Soviet with a subsequent report
to the USSR Supreme Soviet.

5. The rights and responsibilities of militia and Internal
Troops personnel need to be spelled out legislatively
as to when they perform their responsibilities which
are associated with halting illegal activities and mass
disorder.

6. The Commission directs attention to the need to
strengthen the investigatory group on this case by
bringing in workers from the Georgian SSR Procuracy
and taking additional measures for the quickest
possible conclusion of the preliminary investigation of
the case which was brought in connection with the
events of 9 April 1989 in Thilisi.

7. The powers of parliamentary commissions created
by the Congress of People’s Deputies and the USSR
Supreme Soviet need to be spelled out legislatively, in
particular the need to provide for the responsibility of
officials for giving Commissions knowingly false
testimony.

The Commission expresses gratitude to the govern-
mental and public organizations and also to all citizens and
officials who gave assistance in its work and helped
establish the truth.
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Deputy Chairmen of the Commission Kh. Yu. Aasmyaeh, A.
L Golyakov, V. P. Tomkus

Executive Secretary of the Commission S. B. Stankevich
Members of the Commission:

S. A. Andronati, N. P. Bekhtereva, G. A. Borovik, B. L.
Vasil’yev, O. G. Gazenko, V. L. Govorov, D. S. Likhachev,
V. P. Lukin, V. A. Martirosyan, V. M. Miroshnik, N. A.
Nazarbayev, K. V. Nechayev, R. K. Odzhiyev, R. Z.
Sagdeyev, V. F. Tolpezhnikov, V. I. Fedotova, E. N.
Shengelaya, P. V. Pet’ko, A. M. Yakovlev

[Source: TsKhSD, f. 89. (Collection of documents, Xerox
copy). Published in Istoricheskiy Arkhiv 3 (1993), pp.
102-120. Translated for CWIHP by Gary Goldberg.]

' On Gorbachev’s reaction, see Anatoly Chernyaev,
My Six Years with Gorbachev. Translated and edited by
Robert English and Elizabeth Tucker (University Park, PA:
The Pennsylvania State University Press, 2000), pp. 218-
221.

2D. 1. Patiashvili, from July 1985 to April 1989 First
Secretary of the CC GCP, member of the CC CPSU.

3Tliya (II’ya) I1 (I. G. Gugushauri-Shiolashvili), since
1977 Catholicos-Patriarch of all Georgia.

* Translator s note: This term denotes weapons other
than firearms, such as bayonets or clubs.

5Z. A. Chkheidze, Chairman of the Council of Minis-
ters of Georgia.

¢ The appeal by M. S. Gorbachev to Communists and
Workers of Georgia was published in the Republic press on
13 April and in the central press on 14 April 1989.

7 A. S. Kapto, Chief of the CC CPSU Ideological
Department; A. S. Pavlov, Chief of the CC CPSU State and
Legal Department; Ye. Z. Razumov, First Deputy Chief of
the CC CPSU Party Policy and Personnel Work Department.

8 On the first page of the document there are [the
following] approvals: “Agreed. V. Medvedev. N. Slyun’kov,
V. Nikonov, V. Chebrikov. A. Yakovlev”. “Report agreement
by enciphered communications. Laptev [Laptev, P. P. (born
1928) — First Deputy Chief of the CC CPSU General
Department], 11.04.89.”

On the back of the document there are the following
notes of workers of the CC CPSU General Department:
“Cdes. Razumovskiy is on a business trip, Zaykov and
Ligachev are on leave. Baklanov is on a business trip.”
“Agreement has been reported to Cdes. Kapto, Pavlov, and
Razumov. 11.04.89.” “It has been reported to Cdes.
Fedyayev, Polyakova, and Smirnova. 11.04.89.” [N. M.
Fedyayev; V. 1. Polyakov[a]; A.A. Smirnova, Chief of the
Secretariats (Offices) of the CC CPSU State and Legal
Department, the Party Policy and Personnel Work Depart-
ment, and the Ideological Department.

[Translator's note: The name appears as Polyakova
in the text, but as Polyakov in the footnote] “It has been
reported to Cde. V.I. Boldin [Chief of the CC CPSU General
Department] and permission has been given for distribution
to the field [na mesta]. 11.04.89.” “A copy of the telegram
has been sent to the 4" Sector [of the CC CPSU General
Department which handled enciphered communications]
for the CP CC’s, kray, and oblast’ committees. 11.04.”V.1.
Boldin.

°@. S. Tarazevich, as of 1985 Chairman of the Presidium
of the Belorussian SSR Supreme Soviet, as of 1986 simulta-
neously Deputy Chairman of the Presidium of the USSR
Supreme Soviet.

10G. V. Sergeyev, First Deputy USSR Minister of
Health.
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'V, L. Govorov, Chief of USSR Civil Defense, Deputy
USSR Minister of Defense, [General of the Army].

12V, P. Pirozhkov, General-Colonel, Deputy Chairman of
the USSR KGB.

BN. I. Demidov, General-Lieutenant of Internal
Service, Deputy USSR Minister of Internal Affairs.

14 0. V. Kvilitaya, as of March 1989 First Deputy
Chairman of the Georgian SSR Council of Ministers.

15 G. G. Gumbaridze, First Secretary of the CC GCP from
April 1989 to December 1990.

16 See document No. 7.

17 The document was initialed by A. S. Pavlov before
the vote.

18 Translator s note: Gorbachev’s name was placed to
the left and on the same line as Ligachev’s name.

19V. V. Bakatin, as of 1988 USSR Minister of Internal
Affairs.

20 Reference to the mass demonstrations and strikes in
Thilisi in the autumn of 1988.

21 This is about the demonstrations for Abkhazian self-
determination, which became widespread in the spring of
1989.

22 See Document No. 1.

2 B. V. Nikol’skiy, Second Secretary of the CC GCP.

24V, P. Trushin, First Deputy USSR Minister of Internal
Affairs, General-Colonel of Internal Service.

2 See Document No. 2.

%K. A. Kochetov, First Deputy USSR Minister of
Defense, General of the Army.

271.N. Rodionov, Commanding General of the
Transcaucasian Military District, General-Colonel.

2V. N. Lobko, Inspector of the CC CPSU Party Policy
and Personnel Work Department; V. S. Buyanov, Senior
Organizer of the CC CPSU Ideology Department; A. Ye.
Selivanov, Senior Organizer of the CC CPSU Party Policy

and Personnel Work Department.

2 0. Ye. Cherkeziya, Chairman of the Presidium of the
Georgian SSR Supreme Soviet.

M. A. Moiseyev, Chief of the General Staff of the
USSR Armed Forces as of December 1988, [General of the
Army].

31 Editor s note: The Chief of the General Staff'is ex-
officio a First Deputy Minister of Defense and, as such,
has the legal authority to issue orders in the Minister’s
name.

32]. F. Shilov, Deputy USSR Minister of Internal
Affairs, General-Lieutenant of Militia.

3Yu. T. Yefimov, Deputy Chief of Staff of the Internal
Troops; Chief of the Directorate of Combat Service of the
USSR MVD Main Directorate of Internal Troops, General-
Major.

3 Translator s note: Although not noted here, the
parent “Moscow” division was the elite USSR MVD
Internal Troops Dzerzhinskiy division actually headquar-
tered in nearby Reutovo designated to quell civil unrest; it
was used in October 1993 during the “White House”-led
“coup”.

35 Sh. V. Gorgodze, Georgian SSR Minister of Internal
Affairs, General-Lieutenant of Internal Service.

1. S. Tsereteli, one of the leaders of the movement of
unofficial organizations in Georgia, chairman of the
National Independence Party of Georgia.

37Z. K. Gamsakhurdia, son of the Georgian writer K. S.
Gamsakhurdia. He participated in the dissident movement
from the end of the 1950s and had been subjected to
repression. In 1989 he was the most prominent leader of the
opposition movement in Georgia.

3% G. O. Chanturiya, one of the leaders of the opposi-
tion movement in Georgia; chairman of the National
Democratic Party of Georgia.
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Soviet Approaches to Eastern Europe
at the Beginning of 1989

By Jacques Lévesque
The following three documents, which have never
before been published, are highly interesting an
instructive for the considerable light they shed
on both the Soviet's approach and their expectations
concerning the situation in Eastern Europe, and for the
prospects for change in the region at the beginning of
1989, virtually on the eve of the serial collapse of the
communist regimes. The documents help us to unders
Soviet permissiveness in the face of these momentous
events, a permissiveness which was the most remarkalt
and surprising phenomenon of 1989. To be sure, as the
documents show, the serial collapse was as unexpecte
Moscow as it was in the West and in Eastern Europe itg
This unexpected Soviet permissiveness contributed a
deal to the rapidity with which the collapse occurred.
The documents help dispel simplistic views about
Soviet behavior which were voiced in the West in the
aftermath of 1989, claiming for instance that the Soviet
leaders had very poor information on the situation in
Eastern Europe, or that they had decided to write off th
region as too costly a burden. As the reader will note,
Soviet analysts saw the situation as potentially explosi
Considerable change was expected, but based on the
assumption that events might well take a turn favorable
Soviet interests, such change was considered risky, ye
desirable. The available information was abundant and
accurate, and the analysis was sophisticated (at least
two of the documents). However, this analysis was
predominantly premised on some of the basic ideologic
tenets operestroika namely that a reformed and democ
tized socialism was both possible and viable and that a
reformed Soviet Union would wield new forms of influeng
Up to the beginning of 1989, and even in the month
that followed, Eastern Europe was notably neglected in
Gorbachev’s foreign policy. First priority was given to th
East-West rapprochement and reconciliation, which wa|
be achieved primarily through arms control and disarma|
ment, areas in which the USSR had much to offer in
bringing about a new convergent and “more integrated
world. Since some degree of change and democratizati
Eastern Europe was considered a necessary ingredien
the realization of the “common European home,” a more
proactive Soviet policy was in order there.

The ambivalence of Gorbachev's politics

But if Soviet policy in Eastern Europe was
subordinated to the needs of its policy towards the

his approach. While on the one hand, he preached change
dand the virtues of reformed socialism, on the other hand, in
the name of “freedom of choice,” he refused to pressure
the conservative leaders of Eastern Europe to engage in
reforms. Against the advice of his reformist supporters, in
the name of “non-interference,” he declined to give explicit
and direct support to the reformist challengers of the
laocdnservative leaderships. Only indirect signals were sent.
This was not only a matter of principle. Gorbachev was
pleonvinced that reform could work in Eastern Europe, but he
believed that the initiative had to come from the top
dleadership of these countries. He thought that change
alfaposed from outside could cause destabilization there,
yrediich would have had very negative effects on
perestroikaon the home front. In fact, Gorbachev wanted
the best of both worlds in Eastern Europe: change and
relative stability: The result was increasing polarization in
the region at the beginning of 1989. With Gorbachev’s
encouragement the reformist leaderships of Poland and
e Hungary pressed ahead, while in a majority of the countries
of the area, the conservative leaderships practiced
@mmobilism, defensively, but with Soviet tolerance.
Because Gorbachev’s policy toward Eastern Europe
tavas a low priority it was subjected to dual imperatives,
t pulling in divergent directions. The needspefestroika
also had negative consequences of a different type for the
ncountries of Eastern Europe. To improve Soviet economic
performance, Moscow was much more demanding and
alstingy in its economic relations with its allies than it had
rabeen in the past. It refused all demands for special eco-
nomic assistance, and even unilaterally reduced its
esubsidized oil exports. This of course, created not only
seconomic but also political difficulties for both the
reformist and conservative regimes of the Warsaw Pact,
e while Gorbachev was preaching reform as a panacea for all
s ppoblems. Therefore it is not surprising that East European
- leaders complained privately to their Soviet counterparts
about Soviet neglect.

In a memorandum sent to Gorbachev on 10 October
brilBB8, his chief advisor for Eastern European affairs, Georgii
t ®hakhnazarov, wondered to what degree the Soviet Union
had to encourage the East European countries to develop
closer economic relations and seek greater assistance from
the West. He recommended that the Soviet leadership pay
more attention to their various problems. He suggested
that a thorough examination of all these problems be put on
the agenda of the new International Commission of the
Party, which had been created the month before, chaired by

West, as the documents clearly show, it suffered from

Gorbachev’s waverings as well as from contradictions irp

Aleksander YakovlevApparently, it took three months
before the process even started.
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The volatile situation of Poland and Hungary in January
1989

By the end of January 1989, the political situation i

the only way for communists to save their power and
influence. This went along with an open-ended conception
of socialism which, in 1989, was getting closer to and more
compatible with social democracy which the memorandum

Poland and Hungary was evolving very rapidly—both asalls a “contemporary socialist vision.”

result of the reformist courses of their respective

Even the Polish and Hungarian parties come under

leaderships, encouraged by Moscow, and under pressurgiticism for not having been bold and quick enough in
from opposition groups. The communist parties in these “seizing the initiative.” For by doing so, and in working out

countries were preparing to negotiate major political
arrangements, in uncharted waters, with uncertain

power sharing agreements with opposition groups, they
could, according to this line of argument, achieve a new

outcomes. It was in this context that Yakovlev asked the political preponderance. The report therefore recommends

Institute of the Economy of the World Socialist System
the USSR Academy of Sciences (commonly referred to
the Bogomolov Institute) to prepare a report on the
political situation in Eastern Europe, as well as in each
particular country, with an assessment of all possible
developments and their implications for the USSR. After
receiving the report Yakovlev ordered similar document
be prepared by the International Department of the Cen
Committee, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the KGB.
He then organized a meeting among the authors of the
reports to contrast and discuss their conclusions. It is
first three of these reports that are published bélow.
Unfortunately, as far as | can ascertain, the report from
KGB remains inaccessible.

Comparison of these three documents is instructive
All three are located within the general framework of the
ideology ofperestroikaandnovoe myshlenignew
thinking). But each represents significantly different
shades of that elastic and eclectic ideology. They highl
the heterogeneity of the reformist camp which was setti
the political agenda of the USSR at the time. The docu-
ments provide rare and fascinating indications of some
parameters within which Soviet leaders could read the
situation in the following crucial months.

From the Bogomolov Institute: a boldly reformist approach

In the context of February 1989, the report of the
Bogomolov Institute is radically reformist—certainly the
most reformist of the three. Far from complacent, it pres
an alarming picture of the general situation in Eastern
Europe, and the predicament of the region’s communist
parties. At the time, it was quite usual for reformers to
dramatize both the internal situation of the USSR as we
its foreign policy, in order to press for change and reforn
For example, in the event of a renewal of martial law in
Poland, the report evokes the specter of “an Afghanist
in the center of Europe.”

The memorandum embodies one of the basic
assumptions on whigberestroikarested, one which
proved to be a fatal illusion: that by taking the initiative i
process of change, a communist party could regain
legitimacy, keep control of the process and save a cong
erable degree of influence. This “initiativist ideology”
became a sort of a fetish of the reformers in their strugg

tthat the Soviet leadership adopt a more proactive policy in

asupporting more overtly the reformist elements within the
communist parties of the conservative Eastern European
countries.

The author, Matyana Sylvanskaya, was quite

conscious of the precariousness of the position of the

5 tBolish Party and even mentioned the possibility that it

traduld lose power and that the “socialist idea” could be
defeated in Poland. But this was a worst case scenario.

fathus, for Gorbachev and his entourage, the best case

hecenario seemed to have been realized several weeks after
the writing of these reports, when the Polish Party signed

then agreement with the representatives of Solidarity. Indeed,
this agreement provided for elections in which the

2. opposition was to be satisfied with 35% of the seats in a
new parliament, leaving 65% of the seats to the
communists and their allies.
Later, in the summer of 1989, the Hungarian Party
ghtepared to transform itself into an explicitly Western-style
ngocial-democratic party, and faced free elections.
According to reliable polls reported by Radio Free Europe,
the Party was expected to win close to 40% of votes, twice
as many as its nearest challenger. It would then have
remained the pivotal force of Hungarian politics. This was
seen in Gorbachev’s reformist entourage as a positive
prospect. To be sure, Gorbachev himself was not yet
prepared to accept party pluralism and free political
competition in the USSR. But the issue was already being
covertly discussed by those around him, and it was even

estgggested to him that he take the initiative of splitting the
CPSU, so as to have two socialist parties competing with
each other, one reformist, the other conservative.

As alarmist as it might be, even in its pessimistic
| asenarios, the Bogomolov Institute memorandum never
n.anticipated the withdrawal from the Warsaw Pact of any

East European country in the foreseeable future. On the
arcontrary; the “certain degree of Finlandization” it

advocated pertained only to internal political and economic

developments. In order to make a more forceful case for the

acceptance of important internal change, the author located
nlaer argument at the very corepsrestroika’shighest

expectations. She argued that if the USSR willingly lets the
siduropean socialist countries “take a mid-way position on

the continent,” this would increase the interest of the
leWestern countries in the economic and political stability in

against the conservatives. They even argued that it wa

isthe area, thereby reinforcing the process of disarmament
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and détente and reducing the economic burden of thes
countries on the USSR. All of these developments, in tU
would accelerate the rise of the “common European hon
Moreover, the author argued that such a policy would
create a very favorable image of the USSR in the world,
most importantly in Eastern Europe, where the ground f
anti-Soviet and nationalist force would shrink, while “the
prestige of the Soviet Union and its ideological-political
influence on the broad strata of the population will grow|
In other words, a non-antagonistic Warsaw Pact (which
together with NATO was to become one of the two pillal
of a new pan-European security structure contemplate
novoe myshlenjavould be reinforced. To better capture
the expected results of the advocated policy, the autho
used a formulation which wonderfully translates the
essence of whaterestroikawanted to be: “it will be a
revolution from above [...] which will prevent a revolution
from below.”

Gorbachev did not adopt a really proactive policy
towards Eastern Europe in 198But this document does
much to help us understand why he took such a

e'the degree of our interdependence with the socialist
repuntries remains higher than with the rest of the world,”
nafid somewhat prophetically indicated that the stability of
the USSR and the future of socialism in the world de-
apended very much on what was going on in the region. In
porder to stress the importance of Eastern Europe for the
USSR, the authors dismissed the idea of the region as an
economic burden, and even tried to demonstrate that
"existing economic ties were beneficial for the USSR.
The option that the USSR might use force in Eastern
sEurope under certain circumstances was not even
I mentioned in the Bogomolov Institute report. It had
already been discarded by the leadership. It was explicitly
r rejected in the memorandum by the International
Department. But significantly, the document made a
recommendation that is entirely absent from the first one.
The author wrote that we “should leave a certain
vagueness as far as our concrete actions are concerned
under various possible turns of events, so that we do not
stimulate the anti-socialist forces to try to ‘test’ the
fundamentals of socialism in a given country.” Gorbachev

benevolent attitude toward the rapid and unexpected turdid not pay heed to such advice. In the summer of 1989, he

of events there. He believed it was the best way to crea
and preserve a new image and influence for the Soviet
Union and a voluntary acceptance of the Warsaw Pact.
was given explicit assurances to that effect by Walesa,
Mazowiecki and Havel, and more implicitly by the United
States which pledged to respect the security interests
the Soviet Union in return for its permissiveness.

From the Central Committee: a “centrist” perspective

The approach, analysis and recommendations of tf
memorandum of the Central Committee’s International
Department also belong to the realm of pleeestroika
ideology. They are, however, substantially different from
and certainly more conservative than those of the
Bogomolov Institute. While they may be labeled as
“centrist,” this is not to say they were closer to
Gorbachev’s view, as Gorbachev often described himse
a “centrist” both during and after his tenure.

The report was less alarmist and more sanguine ak
the prospects for “a smooth movement toward democra
zation and the new form of socialism [...] if the initiative fq
demaocratic changes originates with the ruling party.”

atencreasingly openly rejected the Brezhnev Doctrine, in
order to better establish the credibilityrafvoe myshlenie
ffiee Western audiences.
Advocating greater interaction between new socialism
and modern capitalism, the report of the International
ofDepartment calls for the clarification of the “possibilities
and the limits” of that interaction. At about the time it was
written, in Poland, one of Solidarity’s negotiators, Andrzej
Stelmachowski (later Minister of Education), talking with
General Wojciech Jaruzelski on the sidelines of the Round
ne€Table negotiations, asked him: “What are the limits to the
changes that the Soviets are willing to accept in Poland?”
Jaruzelski responded: “I do not know myself. Let us find
, them together® No wonder Jaruzelski did not know—
Gorbachev and the Soviet leaders did not know them-
selves! As far as the content of “renovated” or “modern”
socialism was concerned, people like Yakovlev were
Ifagainst setting “artificial” limits to what was supposed to
be an experimental process. To be fair, it must be said that
dilere was a clearer sense of limits in the realm of foreign
tipolicy. The Soviet leaders took the continued existence of
rthe Warsaw Pact for granted, as did the main opposition
forces in Eastern Europe. While the Bogomolov Institute’s

Indeed, it emphasized that “we should not exaggerate thenemorandum suggested that Eastern European countries

danger of one of the countries simply switching to the
capitalist way of development.” At the same time, as

should be allowed to move towards economic integration
with Western Europe and to serve as a bridge and

Gorbachev continued to do, it advocated patience towartidvance” for the Soviet Union, the memorandum of the

the conservative leaderships of the area.

The International Department tried to make the cas
for a reversal of the neglect of Eastern Europe by the
Soviet leadership. Admitting that the region had becom

International Department insisted on a coordinated and
e common policy between the USSR and Eastern Europe in
dealing with Western economic institutions. The objective
e was to ensure a step-by-step integration of COMECON

strategically less important for the USSR, it insisted tha

with the European Economic Community. Gorbachev and
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Shevardnadze were definitely closer to this appréach.
From the Foreign Ministry: a short and muddled report

The report submitted by the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs to Yakovlev was disconcerting in many respects

While the first two reports were sophisticated and cong

tent in their respective analyses, this one was not.
Therefore it is revealing not so much for the course of

action it advocates for Eastern Europe but in other rega

The Foreign Ministry’s report suffered not only in
quality but also in quantity. Only one third of the length
the Bogomolov Institute’s document, it reads like a

botched memorandum written by a poorly prepared and

supervised official. This probably reflects the fact that
Eastern Europe was indeed a very low priority for

Shevarnadze’s Ministry. Policy toward Eastern Europe |
always been the responsibility of the Central Committee
which Soviet ambassadors to these countries reported

directly. Even if Shevardnadze was claiming responsibili
for all areas of foreign policy for his Ministry in 1989, it is
clear that he and his associates were almost entirely
focused on the East-West relationship.

The memorandum borrowed arguments from the
arsenal of the reformist discourse, but also from the
conservative sources. Yet, it did not amount to a coher
centrist position. Rather it was typical of the ideological
confusion experienced by many well-intentioned Soviet

path of development.” Yet, not surprisingly, the memoran-
dum rejected the use of force. It pleaded for maintaining
ambiguity on this issue. At the same time, it recommended
that the USSR should refuse to support the use of force by
one or the other of the communist regimes, because
“repressive actions” would contradict the “international
isnorms in the sphere of human rights.” This reflected the
fact that showing concern for international norms and
human rights was one the trademarks of Shevardnadze’s
ardléinistry in the policy of East-West rapprochement.

Kok k

DOCUMENT No. 1
Memorandum to Alexander Yakovlev

of

ad

10 from the Bogomolov Commission
ty (Marina Sylvanskaya),
February 1989

CHANGES IN EASTERN EUROPE AND THEIR IMPACT
ONTHE USSR

ant Societies in Eastern European countries are beginning
to change their character. Attempts to build socialism with
Stalinist and neo-Stalinist methods, the spread

apparatchikst that time. They often parroted the slogandtirazhirovaniyg of which occurred in the region under

of perestroikaandnovoe myshleni@ithout being able to
turn them into operative policy recommendations, and,
effect, continued to use much of the traditional languag
In 1989, both the radical reformers and the
conservatives were making alarmist assessments of th

consideration not without the active involvement of the
nSoviet side, ended up in a stalemate. This situation was
eexpressed in an aggravation of contradictions and a growth
of crisis developments. The degree and scale of conflicts
~ vary: from the more or less hidden social-political tension,

situation in Eastern Europe for obviously different reasorfsaught with sudden explosions, to chronic crisis without

As we have seen, the reformers did so in order to prom
reform. The conservatives, on the other hand, did so tg
raise concerns about the threats to socialism stemming
from the changes. The alarmist tone of the Foreign
Ministry’s report was in line with the latter. It warned
against the mobilization of “forces alien to socialism”
which could take advantage of the access to parliamen
and government institutions to eject the communist par
from power, either “partially or fully.” At the same time, it
took up one of the pet slogansp#restroika stressing
that the “trend toward political pluralism is becoming
universal” without showing its benefits to the East
European communist parties. Contrary to the analysis @
the two other reports, the moderation exhibited by the
Western countries concerning Eastern Europe was seg
tactical, with no change in their long term goals.
These are not the only contradictory elements in th
document. Showing more zeal in this respect than the
document from the Central Committee, the first and “mo
important” of the Foreign Ministry’s recommendations w
“not to permit the erosion of socialism in Eastern Europe

oMY Visible ways out, signaling the beginning of
disintegration of the social-political system not excluding
cataclysms as well. Such processes are irreversible; they
are the result of the long-term evolution of the regime, and
in a majority of countries they accompany a transition to a
new model of socialism but also can lead to a collapse of
tdRe socialist idea. In the last year or year and a half the
tislevelopment of events in Eastern Europe has sharply
accelerated and has acquired elements of unpredictability.

General characterization of social-political processes
in the countries of Eastern Europe

=

Crisis symptoms are visible in all spheres of public life
sringdde the countries as well as in relations among them.
In the economy the intensity of these symptoms varies

ifrom a slowdown of economic growth, a widening social

and technological gap with the West, a gradual worsening
stof shortages in domestic markets and the growth of
agxternal debt (GDR, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria) to a real
ythreat of economic collapse (Yugoslavia, Poland). Particu-

and to keep “all the countries of this region on the sociali&ly dangerous is open and hidden inflation that has
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become a common phenomenon and only varies by its
creeping and galloping inflation is predominant, but one
cannot exclude its escalation into hyperinflation (Polang
Yugoslavia). A “shadow economy” and corruption are
gaining in strength everywhere and periodically surface
the form of scandals and swindles that carry political
connotations.

In the political sphere the crisis manifests itself first
all in the dramatic weakening of the positions of the rulin
communist parties, in some cases so dramatic that one
speak about a crisis of confidence in them. Some of the
parties undergo an internal crisis: their membership is
decreasing since rank-and-file members do not want to
bear responsibility for decisions which they could neve
influence. The old social base is eroding. Infighting in th
leadership threatens division (most probably in
Yugoslavia; there are obvious symptoms in Hungary, [b
obliterated in Poland and Czechoslovakia). Under press
from multiplying and intensifying alternative political
structures (the embryos of new patrties, clubs, and
movements) the HSWP [Hungarian Socialist Worker’s
Party] and PUWP [Polish United Workers’ Party] have
become so weak that they have to share power and ag
a coalition form of government, [have to] agree to a
transition to a genuine multi-party system, and to the

rategative consequences for the national economies of our
partners and creates additional obstacles in the path of
,economic reforms (underutilized capacities in most
countries [and] clearing(iringovyie] inflation). In some
igases inter-ethnic relations have grown worse: the
Hungarian-Romanian conflict became open; mutual
antipathy between Germans and Poles, Poles and Czechs,
piCzechs, Slovaks and Hungarians has increased.
g The countries can be divided into two groups by the
adegree to which they display crisis tendencies.
se InPoland, Hungaryand Yigoslavia crisis processes
are developing intensely and openly: having broken to the
surface once they have acquired a certain inertia. The
acuteness of the social-political situation in these countries
estems first of all from the mass scale of workers’ protests
“A new workers movement” is being born. Its scope is
uguch that it is impossible any longer to treat the strikes as
susporadic excesses any longer or, as was the case of Poland,
to write them off as the influence of anti-socialist forces
inside the country and abroad. The strikes are obviously
escalating into an ongoing social conflict between the
workers and the party and state techno-bureaucracy. Rank-
capt-file communists often actively take the side of strikers.
The trade union movements are getting rapidly politicized
(some symptoms of this latter process can also be

legalization of dissenting opposition forces. In somewhatobserved in Bulgaria and Czechoslovakia). Official trade

other forms this occurs in the UJC [League of Yugoslav
Communists]. Alternative forces are developing an
international character. Conservatives are acquiring
international contacts (for instance, in GRFSSR
[Czechoslovakia], SRR [Socialist Republic of Romania)).
Thesphere of ideology is very much affected. Its ol
forms block the renewal of the social system or provide
rationale for resistance to reform (GDR, Romania,
Czechoslovakia). Strongly dogmatic social sciences are
incapable of working out a convincing ideological ration
for long-needed reforms. In the public consciousness—
particularly among the youth—apathy, hopelessness, |

unions are beginning to play the role of a legal opposition;
independent trade unions are proliferating; trade union
pluralism is taking root.
In all three countries living standards of very
substantial parts of the population are falfirigeir
d incomes are shrinking to the social minimum and even
afurther. Simultaneously differentiation in income is
becoming more pronounced, and a black market
organization is emerging.
ale  Public consciousness is coming to realize processes
- heretofore hidden from it, such as the fact of the
ajcontinuing exploitation of wage labor. Some leaders of the

nostalgia for pre-Revolutionary (i.e. pre-World War Il and UJC have publicly admitted the existence of the struggle

even earlier) times, [and] a lack of faith in the potential o
socialism are spreading. Extreme manifestations of thes
sentiments can be seen in increasing emigration (Polar
Yugoslavia, Hungary, GDR, Czechoslovakia, Romania).
positions of individual social groups are becoming
dangerously radicalized; there is a growing trend towar
anarchy and violence (Poland, Hungary, GDR,
Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia). The spread of video
equipment, satellite broadcasting, and personal compu
with printers is bringing about the explosion of an
independent culture (Poland, Hungary, Czechoslovakia
A degradation ofommon ties is taking place in
various forms. Interest in present forms of integration ig
visibly weakening as well as hopes to substantially
increase its effectiveness through direct ties and coopé
tion in technology. Due to profound structural problems
and flaws in the mechanism of trade cooperation, bilate

f for the redistribution of added value produced by workers,
eand their exploitation (in particular, through inflation). A
ddiscussion about specific forms of exploitation has begun
I'tie Poland.
The public consciousness of the working class and
dother working people is increasingly being formed [by
forces and factors] outside of the ruling communist parties.
The pressure “from below” plays an ambiguous role: by
tepashing the leadership toward reforms, it simultaneously
curbs and even sometimes blocks attempts to revitalize the
.economy, to modernize the structure of public production
at the expense of income growth and a reduction of living
standards. When an ongoing crisis erupts from time to
time (“crisis inside crisis”) without getting a peaceful and
2raenstructive resolution, problematic and even deadlock-
type situations emerge as a result. The probability of
abocial explosions is increasing.

trade with the USSR is decreasing, which produces ver|

y The social-class nature of the ruling parties that are
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undertaking the turn toward radical reforms is in questig
now, since it is very problematic that they will be able to
rely on the entire working class, particularly on its larges
groups employed in the coal industry, metallurgy, ship-
building, and other traditional industries which are
undergoing a crisis in the whole world. Besides, it is wel
known that Marxist-Leninist parties traditionally see thei
historic mission first of all in expressing the interests of
workers as the most progressive class whose interests
objectively coincide with the interests of the workers. In

contemporary conditions this understanding has increas-

ingly complicated taking practical steps towards the
revitalization and modernization of the economy, since |
short-term material interests of the working class (or at
least a substantial part of it—workers employed in phys
labor) clash with longer-term interests of society as a
whole: a change of the structure of public production in
accordance with the requirements of the scientific and
technical revolutionNITR requires a unique “secondary
accumulation at the expense of internal sources, that ig
temporary self-limitation in the area of consumption.” Th
governments of Poland and Hungary are seeking to
accelerate the changes in the structures of public
production by carrying out the policy of “socialist
Thatcherism.” Since such a policy hurts substantial
segments of the working class and moreover lacks
convincing ideological justification, the workers, includin
rank-and-file party members, rise in protest, quoting
previous ideological formulas.

The ruling parties are chronically and badly late in
[providing the] necessary reaction to the course of soc
political developments. None of them has so far proved
be capable of seizing the initiative. Apparently this is dy

5t

he

ntelling symptoms that demonstrate [to political scientists]

real harbingers of tension:

Underfulfillment of excessively optimistic plans

and programs (particularly regarding consumption),

unexpected growth of inflation, declining indicators of
living standards, proliferation of uncontrollable
spontaneous processes in the economy.

Growing dissatisfaction with the existing situation

in the sphere of distribution of material goods and with

equality of opportunity, aggravation of the problem of
social justice.

Intensifying discussions at party forums, more

frequent resignations of politicians, reshuffling of

personnel.

Fermentation in the intelligentsia, particularly in

its creative components.

Exacerbation of the generational conflict.

A moral crisis, proliferation of social pathologies

(crime, drug addiction, etc.).

Accumulating feelings of social frustration
[obdelennost' (deprivation) in large social groups,
spilling over into “witch hunts,” sometimes into
aggressive ethnic conflicts, anti-worker, or on the
contrary, anti-intellectual sentiments.

These symptoms are manifesting themselves in
various combinations and in varying force. Social-political
gconflicts remain hidden largely due to harsh controls

exercised by repressive structures over public life and to

strict limitations on the mass mediBut in some cases

[these factors] are no longer sufficient to prevent acts of
aprotest (in Czechoslovakia, GDR, and even Romania).
téurther tightening of the controls and persecutions can
eeither trigger an uncontrollable chain reaction—all the way

ical

D

to the lack of clear prospects for renewal [and] there is @ to an explosion (it is quite possible in Czechoslovakia)—or

lack of a contemporary socialist vision. So far this probl
has been alleviated because of the absence of constry
alternative programs. But today the opposition has mos
obviously been attracting the intellectual potential of th
countries (Poland, Hungary), and has been developing
own ideology and policy.

The developing situations in Yugoslavia, Hungary,
and Poland touch on geopolitical and geostrategic
interests of the Soviet Union to varying degrees. What
the outcome of the Yugoslav crisis, it would only
marginally affect our society, without any serious direct
ideological effect. On the other hand, the course of eve
in Hungary and especially in Poland will affect us directl
and very painfully by buttressing the position of [our]
conservative forces and breeding doubts on the chang
of the survival ofperestroika

In Czechoslovakia, GDR, Bulgaria and Romania (all
differences in economic position notwithstanding)
analogous internal social-political conflicts are still implic
even though they have not yet manifest themselves
distinctly, nevertheless they have for now a hidden [late

erncounter a negative reaction of world public opinion and
ctireeintroduction of very painful economic and political
stsanctions. For instance, the repressive totalitarian regime in
e Romania is increasingly finding itself in international
ifsolation, and amicable contacts with@¢ausescu, while
promising no advantages in relations with the SRR today
[and] even less in the longer term, can only compromise
politicians [who engage in such contacts] in the eyes of
ewgorld public opinion.

Forecast of Developments in the Situation

nts
y In the countries of the first group the crisis has
acquired visible forms and the sides in the conflict are lined
asp, but the prospect of further developments is not clear;

there are several alternatives. There are none among them
hthat would presuppose the preservation of traditional

forms of governance by the ruling parties and their full
t,control over society. Despite all assurances and words, real

chances to keep developments in the framework of

2ngpcialist renewal are shrinking. The existing model of

character. They tend, however, to worsen, and there ar|

e socialism can be transformed only with enormous difficulty
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into a more effective and modern social structure. Therg
serious obstacles to a resolution of the crisis situation
the fewest losses. Furthermore, deadlock and catastro
scenarios are coming to the fore.

Poland

1. Most favorable scenario: The conclusion of a so-
called anti-crisis pact at “roundtable” talks, which could
mean an unstable compromise between the PUWP (an
allied parties), Solidarity (and the forces of the oppositig
intelligentsia) and the official trade unions (VSPS). [Ther
should be a] gradual transition to a mixed economy, de-
centralization, and privatization of “the giants of postwal
industrialization” using shareholding capital and a
transition to one or another version of a market econom
Movement towards genuine party-political pluralism (fre
elections, redistribution of seats in the Parliament, bring
representatives of the present opposition into the
government, [giving them] access to mass media) coulg
increase the support on the part of the population of th
country and the West. The latter could ameliorate the
situation with payment of the external debt [and] openin
channels for new credits, which could somewhat reduc
internal economic tension. However, even in this case
workers’ protests would hardly be neutralized, therefore
political instability would continue for a long time, periodi
cally producing micro-crises. This would complicate the
decisive and energetic program of reforms. The weaken
of the PUWP would inevitably continue as a result of th
ideological crisis and internal struggle, but it would take
more gradual course, in a form which could permit an
explosion to be avoided. Relations with the USSR woulg

remain ideologized while Poland would remain a membef

the Warsaw Pact.

Conditions for realization: preservation and
consolidation of the authority of the present party-state
leadership (W. Jaruzelski); containment of the pressure
“from below” in a framework that would preclude
radicalization of both trade union confederations.

2.Pessimistic scenario: Failure of the anti-crisis pac
resulting from a clash between the conservative forces
the PUWP, radicalized VSPS and the extremist wing of
Solidarity, while minimal political contacts between the
party-government leadership and the opposition surviv
A protracted “deadlock” situation. Slow and ineffective
changes in the economy, de facto pluralism in society
without effective mechanisms of making and implementi
decisions. Growing elements of spontaneity [and] anarg
Transformation of Poland into a chronic “sick man of
Europe.”

3.Deadlock scenario: Failure of the anti-crisis pact
with an aggravation of relations with the opposition.
Rapid escalation of the conflict to an explosion (the mog
probable time in this case — the spring of 1989). Renewg
martial law or a situation approximating a civil war —

2 are 4. Recently, the first weak symptoms of yet another

wissenario have emerged. It is close to the first but is related

phiathe formation of a Christian Democratic Party of Labor
which, hypothetically, may grow into a big political force if
supported by Solidarity (in a role of a Catholic trade union)
and the oppositionist Catholic intelligentsia. The PUWP
would probably welcome such a scenario since it could
promise cooperation with the Church which seeks to avoid
an explosion. Yet the paucity of information provides no

ddsies as to the change of the position of the Church which

nhas so far preferred to stay in the role of arbitetgyskiy

esud'yq.

This last month produced good chances for

I development of events according to the first scenario.
There is no absolute guarantee that it will be realized, since

ythere are no assurances that the traditionalist forces would

e not dispute the policykurg of the 10th Plenum of the CC

irUWP at the forthcoming party conference, and that
Solidarity would and could contain the rising mass protest
and observe the two-year armistice. The specific

econditions of Poland do not exclude the first and especially
the second scenarios sliding back into a deadlock. The

gchance for an explosion in Poland is far greater than in

> other countries of Eastern Europe.

In a longer-term perspective even the most favorable

scenario does not ensure preservation of the socialist

- choice. An evolution towards a classic bourgeois society
of the type of Italy or Greece is highly likely.

ing

a)

a

Hungary®

1. Most Probable Scenario: Radical reforms in the state
sector of the economy, partial reprivatization of industries
@nd agriculture, transformation of the economy into a mixed
one, functioning on the basis of market relations. Further
strengthening of organizational ties with the European
Economic Community [EEC] and perhaps with the
European Free Trade Association [EFTA], growing
cooperation with Austria. Step-by-step rebuilding of the
parliamentary system on the foundations of party
t pluralism. Along with the inevitable decline of cooperation
irwith COMECON and formal continuation of membership in

the Warsaw Pact, there will come a strengthening tendency
towards neutralism and possibly a movement towards
esome kind of Danube Federation if this idea takes shape
and gains support among Hungary’s neighbors.
Conditions for realization: the Hungarian Socialist
ny\Vorkers Party, as a result of considerable strengthening of
hyositions of its reformist wing in its leadership and in the
party as a whole, seizes the initiative in transformation of
the social-economic and political structures; gradual
formation of a coalition with the Social Democratic
movement (not excluding the transition of a considerable
stnumber of the party members to the Social Democrats or
| thfe peaceful split into two parties). Even if the influence of
other parties increases in the short run, the course of

“Afghanistan in the middle of Europe.”

events will probably become a modification of the first
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scenario, since none of the movements can compete in
strength and influence with the reformist circles of the
HSWP and the forces of Social Democratic orientation.
2. Pessimistic scenario: Concessions to the
conservative wing of the party which retains strong
positions in the middle and lower ranks. Attempts to
minimize deviations from the traditional scheme.

Inconsistency and compromises in carrying out reforms.

The growth of economic and political tension. Further
decline of living standards, the growth of a strike
movement, politicization of trade unions. Possible
declaration of inability to pay the external debt, aggrava
relations with creditors, including international monetary
and financial institutions. Creation of obstacles on the |

to the legal constitution of some oppositionist parties and

movements. Postponement of parliamentary elections.

Further fall of authority of the reformist wing in the preseg
leadership of the HSWP and of the supporting forces in
the party and government apparatus. Weakening elect
chances of the HSWP (even as far as electoral defeat).
Transition of initiative to alternative political forces. As a
result, a return to the necessity of radical reforms, but
under new, economically and politically less propitious
circumstances.

encompassing goods, services, capital, [and] the labor
force, serving to remove internal barriers to the path of the
free circulation of the principal factors of production.
Support of more or less close organizational contacts with
the “Common Market.”

Conditions for realization: receiving credits from the
West, support for reforms by broad sectors of the popula-
tion, [and] political unity of the public. Development along
this path would ensure an escape from the crisis, but the
results which it would bring are described in Yugoslavia in
different ways, namely:
ted a unique post-capitalist society, preserving a

system of self-management;
a recapitalization, that is, the transformation of
the present system into another, where mixed, private,
and foreign-ownership predominates and market logic
operates. In this case the population could in time
attain a high level of living conditions and partial
social security in the same measure that a highly-
developed capitalist society provides it.
2. Pessimistic scenario: Reform reaches a certain level
then begins to go into reverse. If in the next 2-3 years it
does not manage to overcome the obstruction on the part
of the conservative dogmatists and everything boils down

path

nt

pral

3.Deadlock scenario: Collision of extremist forces: theo the next compromise the opportunity will be maintained

conservative, dogmatic, and lumpen proletariat, gravita
toward opposition. Anarchy, terror. Establishment of a
harsh regime, introduction of a state of emergency.

The first scenario would provide Hungary with the
financial and economic support of the West in a scale
sufficient to escape the crisis without a social cataclysn
The next development would signify an evolution of the
social structure in the direction of the socialist ideal, but
a form which Social Democrats imagine it (chiefly the
Austrian [Social Democrats]).

The possibility of development along the first scena
is still not excluded, but more probable is a middle path
between the first and the second. An unavoidable
complication in this case could direct events to a chann
of the first scenario or increase the probability of a
complete switch to the second.

The third is the least probable, but it is impossible t
completely exclude it. A catastrophic development of
events unintentionally provoked, for example, the
introduction of public security forces into some domesti
conflict, is even unimportant and marginal. This scenari
most quickly possible not as the result of an intentional
confrontation after political pluralism is formalized but as
consequence of a spontaneous development of event|
got out of control.

Yugloslavia

1.The Most Favorable Scenario: The realization of the

new economic strategy of the UJC: formation of an ope
economic system, creation within the framework of the

iffgr a choice between the first and third scenarios; the
chances of the first will fall and of the third will grow.

3. Deadlock scenario: Adherents of preserving the
status quo at any price, supported by the army and state
security organs try to create a “Titoist Stalinism”, that is, a

n.“firm hand” regime, a dictatorship.

A weakening of the position of the UJC is unavoidable
im any case, but in the first scenario it would be the least.
Whether pluralism will take final party and political forms is
not yet completely clear.

irio The first scenario at the present time is not likely
because of a lack of political unity in society [and] serious
ideological and national differences. It will not receive the

ehecessary support from the political governing elite
and will hardly win a majority of workers to its side. A
post-capitalist society with elements of Yugloslav

0 self-management evidently is as illusionary as the system
itself.

For now the most probable is apparently the second

C scenario, for the reforms will be made by the professional

D Imanagement level which has been in power for 40 years
and developed the mechanisms of self-management and
auses them successfully. Thereby the opportunity is

s pheserved both for the first and the third scenarios.

Preconditions for the third scenario recently show up
all the more distinctly: in the political arena a potential
dictator [Slobodan Milosevic] arises [and] all the more
often the army begins to declare its support for him.

The first scenario’s implementation is not yet out of
n question, but the most probable seems to be some kind of
middle way between the first and the second scenarios.

Federation as a whole of an “internal market”,

Inevitable aggravation of the internal situation in this case
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may propel events towards the first scenario or raise th
chances of complete slide-back towards the second
scenario. [...]

In a long-term perspective the present situaiticihe
countries of the second group appears to be more
dangerous for the fate of socialism, and crisis phenome
there will inevitably move from hidden to open form.
Czechoslovakia is the first candidate. In Bulgaria and
Romania (probably, also in the GDR) changes will come
with a change of leaders which will occur from natural
causes. The character and tempo of subsequent event
depend on the degree to which the new generation of
leadership, willing to defuse the accumulated tension al
raise personal prestige, comes to relax the grip of the
repressive apparatus over society. Much depends on
character and rate of the future development of events
available data provides no evidence for a substantive
forecast of alternatives, but it seems to be obvious tha
more the tension is driven inside, the higher the chancg
for an explosion in one of these countries, with all the
ensuring consequences.

Czechoslovakia

With high degree of probability one can except rapid
escalation as soon as this coming spring or in the fall.
Causes: combination of strong public discontent with an
unjustifiably harsh crackdown on recent demonstratfons,
with the first unpopular results of economic reforms (abse
of bonuses in many unprofitable enterprises, etc.). Preve
such a course of events is possible by undertaking, at M
JakeS's initiative, a decisive replacement of a considerabl
part of the current party-government leadership, removal
all publicly compromised people, joining efforts with L.
[Czechoslovak Prime Minister Ladislav] Adamec and a
beginning of practical steps towards socialist renewal an
broad democratization. However, since, first, the General
Secretary of the CC CR@as already twice failed to live up
public expectations and to declare himself an advocate o
new coursé! and, second, there is too little time fefior

e

Romania

1. Favorable scenario: Changes take place in the
leadership of the country. As a result,d¢ausescu is
replaced by reasonable politicians capable of

nanderstanding and putting into practice the ideas of radical
reforms and a renewal of socialism. There are favorable
preconditions in Romania for the use of market relations, a
relatively dynamic restructuring, and modernization of the
economy with a real liberation of economic initiative and
sthillcreation of a multi-sector competitive economy.
2.Middle-deadlock scenario: The present leadership of
ndhe country or continuity of policy remains. If the
resources that are freed as the external debt gets paid off
hare used to reduce social tension, then it is possible to
Thaintain general political stability for quite a while, while
maintaining the political problems of the country and its
thether lagging behind in scientific and technical progress.
2df, however, the leadership chooses to ignore the task of
improving the living standards of the population and
diverts the liberated resources for the realization of new
ambitious projects, then one cannot exclude a social
explosion. In case the processes of renewal in other
socialist countries by that time have not proven the
feasibility of the policy of reform, there could be the danger
of a decisive shift of the country in the direction of the
West (including its exit from the Warsaw Pact) [as the]
population has become disenchanted with socialist values
naed was traditionally brought up in the spirit of community
ntinith the Latin fomanskiyworld. Financial and material
. support from the West, highly probable if there are real
e changes, may prove to be very effective for a country
opossessing a good deal of natural and economic resources.
Since the regime still has not exhausted its resources
and has recently been accumulating the experience of
0 combined repressive measures and social maneuvering to
maintain social stability, the second scenario seems to be
tomore likely. In its favor is a relatively low level of national
f &elf-consciousness and the absence of organized opposi-
tion in Romania. At the same time, an obvious irrationality

preparation of such a step, the chances for such a favoraldé the policy of the current leadership produces growing

outcome are minimal. Extrapolation of the current situation
points to a crisis, during which order would be restored b
force and all problems would again be driven inside.

In the course of further events one may expect a
consolidation in the political arena of the country of the
positions of a new political force—the Club of Socialist
perestroika headed by well-known leaders of the “Prag
Spring” C. Cisar an@ernik who adhere to socialist
positions. This group has a solid constructive platform
can expect an influx of a large number of supporters:
possibly up to 500-750 thousand. In a struggle with thig
political adversary, the leadership of the CPCz has minin
chances for a victory. However, the struggle against th
politicians and ideas of 1968 will be acute and will lead t

dissatisfaction not only on the grass-roots level, but even
y among the ruling eliteverkhushkh Therefore, a possibil-

ity of some kind of changes “from the top” cannot be
excluded.

German Democratic Republic
le

The conservative nature of the party leadership, the
asdctarian and dogmatic character of its positions on
ideological questions, authoritarianism and harsh control

of the repressive apparatus over the society are weakening
nahe authority of the party and heightening tensions in the
ecountry, as well as negativist sentiments among the

D population. Nevertheless the current policy may survive a

quick and sharp escalation of the crisis.

change of the leadership for some time.
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There is no formal center of opposition in the GDR,
although non-conformist movements with more or less
formalized platforms do exist. So far they do not represe
any force capable of applying a palpable pressure from
below or to destabilize the situation. With a degree of
probability one can surmise that there are forces in the
current ruling apparatus who not only can evaluate the
situation soberly and analyze critically, but who can
work out a constructive program of changes. Reformist
sentiments most likely do not come to the surface beca
potential advocates of a new course do not have suffic|
assurances that the process of renewal in the USSR is
irreversible. Besides they understand that deep reform
the GDR will hardly remain an internal affair and may trig
a change in the status quo in the center of Europe.

With this in mind, @erestroika in the GDR, if it
occurs, will require from the USSR and other socialist
countries a reevaluation of a number of established
positions and perhaps a reappraisal of its interests in t
center of Europe. Under conditions of democratization 3
glasnost'this question will probably become the central
one and its resolution will depend on the determination
the [GDR] leadership in carrying out reforms. In the long
run one can foresee the proclamation of such goals as
creation of a unified neutral German state on the basis
confederation. An intermediate slogan “one state—two,
systems” may be also advanced.

Bulgaria

Latent ferment and differentiation of social-political
forces are present. So far they manifest themselves in |
impulsive outbreaks of resistance to official ideology an
the concept of social development, without growing intg
any significant movements. Further behaviinfmikd
and the directions of social-political shifts will be
determined primarily by economic trends.

The leadership of the country has worked out a
concept of economic reform, but practical measures for
realization have not yet been sufficiently prepared, sor
results ought not be expected in the immediate future.
More likely is a deterioration of the economic situation,
particularly because of growing indebtedness to the W
and the threat of an inability to pay, which would inevital
bring about unwanted social, and then political
consequences. Against this background, hotbeds of
tensions might proliferate, including strikes, particularly
among unskilled and low-skilled workers.

The ideological influence of the party on the society
declining. A mood of opposition is intensifying among
intellectuals who resent the use of force against ecolog
and the persecution of a number of scientists for critica
speeches. There are seeds of alternative movements &
extremist elements are becoming more active. Alternatiy
political forces are still weak and not organized, but they
can broaden their social base.

number one in the Party may provide an impetus for
intra-party differentiation between the supporters of the

nobld leadership and those who seek a genuine renewal.
Forces capable of carrying out more balanced and
reasonable policy do exist in the party, they enjoy enough
authority, but they will face a difficult legacy.

The overall trend of social-economic and political
development of the country tends toward the Hungarian
scenario with certain differences, time disparities, national

uspecifics and an eclectic stratification of experience of
iepther countries. The fate of the latter [Hungarian]
experiment may exercise a serious influence on future
5 evelopments in Bulgaria.
jer
Possible conseguences for the USSR

The prospect of the weakening of the positions of the
ruling parties including their removal from power, its
haransfer into the hands of other political forces, decline of
inBoviet influence on the countries of Eastern Europe, [and]
drawing them into the orbit of economic and political
ointerests of the West require the formulation of the most
rational and reasonable reaction of the Soviet Union. We
tii@ce a choice: to thwart the evolution described above or
bftake it in stride and develop a policy accepting the prob-
ability and even inevitability of this process.

Attempts to thwart the emerging trends would be
tantamount to fighting time itself, the objective course of
history. In the long term these kind of steps would be
doomed and in the short run would mean wasting means
and resources for an obviously hopeless cause. Attempts

Ddalpreserve the status quo in Poland, Hungary, and
d Yugoslavia, which has lost its objective foundations, as
well as the support of conservative forces in the GDR,
Czechoslovakia, Romania, and Bulgaria will lay an
excessive burden on our economy, for the price of
maintaining existing relations will increase in time. The use
of forceful pressure on our part will inevitably reinforce the
itsonservative wing in the upper echelons of power, slowing
pakforms where they have begun, [and] worsening the crisis.
Social-political tension in the societies will increase,
anti-Soviet sentiments will grow stronger, which might
espill over into balancing on the brink of a very acute social-
bigolitical conflict with an unforeseeable outcome. The
direct forceful intervention of the USSR into the course
of events on behalf of the conservative forces that are
alienated from the people, most evidently signify the
end ofperestroika, the crumbling of trust of the world
isommunity in us, but will not prevent a disintegration of
the social-economic and social-political systems in these
istsuntries, will not exclude mass outbreaks of protest,
including armed clashes. In this, not only nationally
indolated events, but mutually interacting, “detonating”
eexplosions can be expected.

In the framework of possibilities opened by new

thinking and cooperation between the USSR and the

Withdrawal from the political scene of the present

United States, East and West, “architects” of American



CoLb WAR INTERNATIONALHISTORYPROJECTBULLETIN, IsSsue12/13

59

foreign policy can be seen as changing their priorities.
They prefer the support pkrestroikain the USSR and
the creation of an external environment favorable to its
success. Serious Western politicians warn against
playing on problems of the socialist community [or] its
disintegration which, in their opinion, can bring about
unforeseeable consequences for the Western world.
Responsible Western circles are coming to the conclus|
that by cooperating with reformist forces they can achie
more than by attempting to pull individual socialist
countries from the sphere of influence of the USSR.

Working through [the options for] a future Western
strategy towards Eastern Europe, bourgeois political
scientists and some think tanks consider a scenario of
“Finlandization” of a number of countries of the regién.

What could be the possible consequences of such
scenario for the USSR? The following aspects should b
considered: military, international political, internal politic
economic, and ideological.

1. Poland will certainly not leave the Warsaw Pact,
since this is against its national, state, and geopolitical
interests. Hungary will also hardly raise this issue in the
foreseeable future. The forthcoming withdrawal of a par
the Soviet troops stationed on the territories of both
countries will significantly reduce the political acuteness
this problem. The GDR will also not raise the question o
leaving the Warsaw Pact, since its party and state cad
consider this organization as one of its mainstays. Only
the distant future, if détente and the construction of a
“common European home” progresses sufficiently far,
might the issue of a unified German confederate state 4
put on the agenda. From the international angle this wil
most likely end up with the neutralization of both parts g
Germany and the establishment of special relations of t
FRG with NATO and the GDR with the Warsaw Pact. Th
positions of Bulgaria and Czechoslovakia depend on m
uncertain factors, but they will hardly leave the Warsaw
Pact in the foreseeable future. If relations with us worse
the Romanian leadership may take up this issue, but wi
skillful ideological orchestration of this step we will not
really lose anything since geopolitical location will force
self-isolated Romania to consider our interests. In the @
of Yugoslavia, as it is well-known, the question of the
Warsaw Pact does not figure at all.

So it is not necessary that the Warsaw Pact—at le
in the foreseeable future—sustain significant losses, al
the countries of Eastern Europe which are undergoing
today serious transformations will stay in alliance with u

2. As long as new foreign policy trends emerge in
these countries of Eastern Europe with which the US ar
the West associated the special hopes of their
differentiated policy, the new foreign policy tendencies
taking shape [in] the USSR can consciously seize the
initiative from the West, as well as from the oppositionis
social-reformist forces inside these countries (Poland,
Hungary) by consciously adopting a certain degree of

demonstrate the seriousness of our global aims to get
involved in world economic, political, and cultural relations.
Renunciation of thdiktat with regard to socialist coun-
tries of Eastern Europe will nurture a more benevolent
image of the USSR in the public opinion of these countries
and around the world, and it will make the US seriously
correct its foreign policy towards Eastern Europe.
ion The very chance that European socialist countries may
viake an intermediary position on the continent will intensify
the interest of Western Europe both in the maintenance of
economic and political stability of Eastern Europe, and in
the stimulation of the process of disarmament and détente
on the continent and around the world. Inevitable
consequences of this will be the growth of the
independence and significance of the European factor in
avorld politics and economics, which will help the efforts of
ethe Soviet Union aimed at containing an anti-Soviet
alconsolidation of the Western world and at developing a
“common European home.” The economic burden of the
USSR will be alleviated. Anti-Soviet and nationalist
influences will operate on the shrunken ground, and the
authority of the Soviet Union and its ideological-political
anfluence on the broad strata of the population will grow—
of course, if the political shift is viewed as a result of our
@bnscious decision and not a result of the pressure of
f hostile forces. This will be a “revolution from above” in
eforeign policy which will prevent a “revolution from
ibelow.”
3. It cannot be excluded that in some countries of
Eastern Europe the crisis has gone so far and reforms have
ecome so late that the ruling parties will not be able to retain
power or will have to share it in a coalition with other
f political forces. By itself the fact of a transfer of power to
halternative forces does not mean an external and military
b threat to our country. On the contrary, history gives
axamples when the Soviet Union developed relations with
the non-communist leadership of Eastern European
ncountries that were not too bad. The normal political
thactivity of communist parties (as one of several political
parties) should not instill fear in non-communist
governments that, under the guise of international aid there
asdll be a violation of popular sovereignty with a possible
violation of its wishes expressed through free elections.
Guarantees of non-interference in the internal affairs of
agteighboring countries [and] respect for their political
natability should be seen under present circumstances
differently than in 1950s-1970s, for we ourselves have
srecognized the need for a different understanding of
socialism in principle, have stopped trying to expand over
nahe entire world the model that existed in our country, [and]
we have begun to realize the need for accounting in the
socialist model for some basic characteristics of the
Western mode of development (market, competition, civil
L, society, civil liberties, etc.).
There is no question, of course, of renouncing the
support of communist and workers’ parties, but an

“Finlandization” of these countries. Such a policy will

obligatory precondition for such a support should be
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voluntary recognition of their leadership by their people
their legitimation. They should pay as any other party in
normal democratic society for the loss of trust. The sam
logic dictates to us the need for the support of busineg
civilized contacts not only with those political parties in

countries of Eastern Europe which are currently at the

helm, but also with the internal opposition, constructive
opposition in society—the same as our practice is tows
non-socialist states. Unwillingness to accept contacts
alternative forces in these countries could be interprete
a form of interference into internal affairs, i.e. something
which we have rejected as a matter of principle.

4. The objective outcome of the natural developme
of the trend towards “Finlandization” could be a new,
middle-of-the road position of the East European stateg
since they, according to their internal order, the nature
economic ties and real international position would pas
from the sphere of monopolistic influence of the USSR i
the sphere of mutual and joint influence of the Soviet
Union and European “Common Market.” It is not excludé
that in the foreseeable future the European Economic
Union will provide the status of an associate member tg
some countries of Eastern Europe. They could in this ¢
become the first trailblazers in the process of integratio
between East and West. This process not only poses
threat to the interests of the USSR, but, on the contrary
will allow [us] to multiply the benefits we receive today
from our cooperation with Finland and Austria by linking
with Western markets, the achievements of Western
science, equipment, and technology. When a common
market starts functioning in Western Europe in 1992, Ea
European countries drawn into the orbit of the EU may
facilitate access to this sphere for us.

5. In a new situation we will have to liberate ourselv
from some persistent ideological stereotypes, for instarn
from the assumption that only a communist party in pow
can provide guarantees for the security of Soviet borde
We will have to rethink the notion of a “world socialist
system.” But the utility of these [notions] was purely
fictional; it existed only in a realm divorced from reality
[zhizn], in the didactic ideology which we have been
striving to overcome. Consequently, the rejection of su
categories and dogmas may only promote a new syste
ideological coordinates that are emerging in the proces
perestroikaand the formation of a new political thinking.

An optimal reaction of the USSR to the evolutionary
processes taking place in Eastern Europe would be, as
turns out, an active involvement which would put them
[the processes] under control and would make them
predictable. Even if some decline of Soviet influence in
Eastern European affairs takes place, this would not ca
us fatal damage, but, perhaps on the contrary, resulting
from self-limitation, would put our goals in a rational
harmony with our capabilities. For we speak about a
voluntary abandonment of only those levers of influenc|
that are incompatible with the principles of international

“new thinking.”

a Of course, such a turn of events may produce
ecollisions and conflicts, for instance if openly anti-Soviet,
snationalistic groupings get legalized in this or that country.
hBut their persecution and keeping [them] in the

underground will only help them gain in popularity, but

[their] surfacing, against the backdrop of our restrained
rgpolicy and with thoughtful criticism of them from friends of
vithe USSR will lay bare the lack of perspective and short-
dsiéghtedness of anti-Soviet assumptions.

Favorable international conditions for the progress of
reforms in the socialist countries of Eastern Europe will
ntgive a powerful side effect to the process of internal
perestroikain the USSR. Structural modernization of their

, economies [and] the development of market relations will
nfhelp to overcome the elements of parasitism in their
5 economic relations with the USSR and to transfer them
ntonto the healthy ground of mutual profitability.
>d  Possible practical steps of the USSR
In the light of the aforementioned, the following
aspeasures seem to be advisable:

N
no

Working out a strategic program to develop our
relations with East European socialist countries in the
framework of a new model of socialism and a
proportional reflection of this program in official
documents and speeches.

Advancement of our proposals to reform the
Warsaw Treaty Organization, stipulating a larger role
for the fraternal countries in the leadership of the
Warsaw Pact, creation of regional commands (the
example of NATO) under the leadership of
representatives of the appropriate countries. This
would help to “tie” them into the Warsaw Pact, which
in practice is still regarded as a predominantly Soviet
formation.

A further gradual reduction of our military
presence in Eastern Europe taken at our own initiative
and by agreement with the host countries, working out
a schedule for the withdrawal of troops, the creation of
the most propitious conditions for demilitarization of
Central Europe (and its possible neutralization), [and]
reduction of American presence on the European
continent.

Development of bilateral consultations on
mutually beneficial measures permitting an alleviation
of the consequences of restructuring in the countries
of Eastern Europe, particularly where strong tensions
might lead to an upheaval.

In case appropriate proposals are made, we
should agree to some form of continuous and periodic
consultations with West European countries and the
US on the issues of prevention of upheavals in one or
another country of Central and Eastern Europe.

h
m of
s of

it

use

[¢)

relations proclaimed by the Soviet Union in the spirit of

Introducing the practice of genuine consultation
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on the issues of foreign policy with our allies insteal
of informing them about decisions that have alread
been adopted.

Carrying out a serious analysis of the activities
Soviet embassies in Eastern European socialist
countries, in some cases leading to replacement of|
ambassadors and leading officials of the embassie
who act against the interests of our foreign policy i
its new phase. Special attention should be paid to
cadres in the countries where potential escalation
tension and even upheaval is possible. During the
replacement of cadres we should send to these
countries those officials whose appointment will be
taken as a sign of the attention [and] high priority th
USSR has for relations with socialist countries.
When arranging summits in socialist countries,
one should borrow the methods utilized in leading
capitalist countries (organization of “assault landing
[desantyof leading Soviet scientists, cultural figureg
etc.).

It is necessary to work out without delay an
integrated line of conduct on the issues of “blank
pages” in relations with each East European count
(We should not ignore the existing negative
consequences that resulted from our postponeme

d
y

Some conclusions

Overcoming the crisis process in the countries of
oEastern Europe presupposes outright de-Stalinization. This
should encompass both their internal life as well as their
relations with the Soviet Union. The model of economic
s and political development imposed on these countries after
1948 has clearly exhausted its capabilties. The search for
pumore auspicious ways and means of development is
nfleading to the rethinking of the socialist ideal, including the
revival of those assumptions which had formed in
communist and workers’ parties of East European countries
in 1945-1948 (mixed economy, parliamentary democracy,
eetc.). This means a return to a natural historical social
progress that stems from national specifics of each
country, instead of [one] deformed by external pressure. To
a certain degree one can speak about the end of the
yPostwar era, a partial overcomimgé¢odoleniygof the
, Yalta legacy and the split of the world into two hostile
camps, [and] about the gradual formation of a more varied
and simultaneously more united Europe.
From the viewpoint of the world socialist perspective
yany attempt to stop this evolution by force could have the
gravest consequences: the inevitable sliding back of
ntEdistern European countries to the rank of

the resolution of these problems with regard to Polamuborly-developed countries (the so-called “fourth world”),

and Hungary).

It is highly important to radically change our
information policy with regard to events in socialist
countries of Eastern Europe, to cover events in an
objective light and to explain the processes that are
taking place there, since it is equivalent to the
explanation and justification of measures that lay
ahead for us in carrying out our economic and politi
reforms.

While covering events in fraternal countries,
responding to the speeches of their leaders, we sh
express a manifest support to those pronounceme
which signal their acceptance of reformist ideas
(particularly with regard to the leaders of the GDR,
Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria and Romania), thereby
leading [them] to understand with which forces and
trends the sympathies of the Soviet Union lie.

Any initiatives associated with the

popularization of Soviet publications merits support.

Proposals of our embassies in some countries to

the undercutting of the socialist idea in all its versions,
including providing neo-conservatism in the West with
new cards to attack social achievements of the workers.
Besides, Eastern Europe will inevitably get “flashpoints”
> and paradictatoriapfradiktatorskiygregimes which
would continuously draw off the material resources of
the Soviet Union and would practically exclude the
cqrospect of renewal of socialist society in our country.
However, the peaceful (without serious upheavals)
evolution of East European states would improve to a great
oeldent the situation in the world and broaden international
ntelations. Chances would thereby grow for an accelerated
development in Eastern Europe, the use of certain socialist
elements that can be found in practice in highly-developed
capitalist countries and, as a whole, the prospect of the
formation of humanistic and democratic post-capitalist
societies in accordance with the socialist ideals would be
preserved.

[Source: Donation of Professor Jacques Levesque; copy

decline such support are clearly in contradiction wi
our interests.

1

hon file at the National Security Archive. Translated by
Vladislav Zubok and Gary Goldberg.]
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DOCUMENT No. 2
Memorandum from the International
Department of the Central Committee of the
CPSU to Alexander Yakovlev,
February 1989

Soviet Union
Communist Party
Central Committee

THE STRATEGY OF RELATIONS WITH EUROPEAN
SOCIALIST COUNTRIES

1. Our relations with socialist countries, including th
allies of the Warsaw Treaty Organizatientered a diicult
critical, stage. The transition to the principle of equality
and mutual responsibility, which began in April 1985 and
was affirmed during the Working Meeting in Moscow in
1986, gave us an opportunity to remove many layers ar
eliminate perceptions of our conservatisRerestroika,
the development of democratization, [agtfsnost
confirmed the role of the Soviet Union as the leader in t
process of socialist renewal. More and more, we are
influencing our friends by our own example, by political
means.

However having broken with the previous type of
relations, we have not yet established a new type. And
problem is not only that the process of restructuring the
interactions between the socialist countries on the bas
“balance of interests,” which we have proclaimed, is
objectively difficult, but, subjectively, it creates an
impression in the eyes of our friends that we are aband
ing them, retreating from the priority character of relatio
with socialist countries. The problem is that the transiti
to the “balance of interests” is seriously aggravated by
prolonged crisis of the model of socialism which develo
its main features in the Soviet Union in Stalin’s time, ang
was then transferred to the countries that were liberate
us, or with our decisive participation. Their political

The European socialist countries found themselves in
a powerful magnetic field of the economic growth and

social well-being of the stern European states. Against
this background, on the one hand, their own achievements
grew dim, and on the other hand, the real problems and
difficulties that exist in the West are practically impercep-
tible. The constant comparing and contrasting of the two
worlds, of their ways of life, production, intellectual
cultures, entered our daily life thanks to the mass media,
and there is no way around it. And we are speaking about
the countries in which they still remember the times when
they were close or on the same level of development with
the Western European countries. The influence of this
magnetic field will probably grow even stronger with the
Seginning of functioning of the European Common Market
[in 1992].
As a consequenci a number of socialist countries,
the process of rejection of the existing political institutions

and the ideological values by the societies is already
OLmderway now. Nonconformism is spreading more and

more widely among the youth, and it is moving from a
passive, kitchen level toward a civil and political one.
€ 2. The difficult and transitional character of the
present period is th#the ruling parties cannot rule in the

old way any more, and the new “rules of the game”—of
reconciling the group interests that are pouring out, of
finding a social consensus—have not been worked out
tpgt. And to the extent that this process is postponed and
* prolonged, the parties could find themselves in more and
SrRbre difficult situation.

Against the background of the general tendencies that

are observable in all socialist countries, there are specific
Ofeatures of individual countries, [a fact] which requires a
NSifferentiated response from us.
ON |n Poland and Hungary events are developing in
thee direction of pluralism, toward a creation of coalition,
3Q$brliamentary forms of government. In these
circumstances, the Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party
d (¥SWP) and the Polish United Workers’ Party (PUWP)
can count on preserving their positions only in a

system still suffers from a lack of legitimacy to this day, anghmework of political alliances. A lot will depend on

the stability-oriented socio-economic system is incapab
of giving an adequate response to the challenge of the
scientific and technological revolution.

The relaxation of tensions, the diminishing of the
threat of war, to which the socialist countries contribute
a decisive way, caused deep changes in their national
security priorities. The economic factor, the ability of a
country to join and to assimilate into the world economy
moved to the top of their priorities, for not a single coun
can overcome the growing gap individually, but socialis
economic integration is clearly in a stalemate, so that if
countries stay with it, they would risk being left out of
world development for the foreseeable future. This
constitutes the main national interest of the majority of
socialist countries right now, and it should be primarily
taken into account in our relations with them.

l&yhether they are able to attract a part of the opposition to
constructive cooperation. Taking into account the fact that
a considerable part of the population of Poland is tired of
crises, the probability of an evolutionary development here
g higher. In Hungary, at the same time, notwithstanding
their seemingly better living standards, the situation might
unfold in most unexpected ways.
Some of the party activists in both the HSWP
['4nd the PUWP expressed their willingness to use extremely
forceful measures in case of a rapid deterioration of the
hgituation. There is no unity of opinion on all of these
issues in the leadership of the HSWP and the PUWP,
therefore we should expect the rise of factional fighting
hehere.
In Czechoslovakia the tension has been rising

considerably recently. Here the “1968 syndrome” is still
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present, which interferes with the party’s ability to define of socialist countries are distinguishable now. One of them
its position towargberestroika, especially in the sphere of is a smooth movement of society toward democratization

democratization and glasnost.
A significant part of the leadership leans toward

and a new form of socialism under the leadership of the
ruling parties. Under this [scenario], some concessions

employing administrative measures in the struggle againségarding the issue of authority, significant growth of self-
opposition sentiments. In general, there is a tendency|t@overnment, [strengthening of] the role of representative

begin changes in the economy and to postpone the refoorgans in political life, bringing the constructive opposition
in the sphere of democratization and glasnost’ to a later into running society, and even possibly its [the Party]

stage.

The stabilizing factor is that so far they managed t
preserve a relatively high standard of living in the coun
although they achieve it with more and more effort now.

In Bulgaria, there is, in essence, a simulation of
perestroika, which is to a large extent a consequence of
Todor Zhivkov's personal ambitions. The loud declara-
tions about a comprehensive reconsideration of Marxis|
Leninist theory, and about the creation of a principally
new model of socialism lead in practice to endless
reorganizations, shuffling of personnel, and to the furth
tightening of the screws. All this discredits the Party,
socialism, and casts a shadow on mtrestroika.
Nonetheless, T. Zhivkov still controls the situation rathe
well by employing methods of political manipulation, and
by relying on a well-developed administrative apparatug
even though discontent is growing in the Party and in t
country.

In the GDR a particularly complex situation is
developing against the background of seeming well-bei
Even though the GDR can be distinguished from other
socialist countries by the better state of the economy 3
standard of living, the economic situation of the country
deteriorating. There is the debt pressure and the grow,

turning into one of the forces contesting for power, cannot

be excluded. This road toward a parliamentary, or a
rpresidential socialist republic in some countries (Poland,
Hungary, Czechoslovakia) would be preferable to us. If the
initiative for democratic changes originates with the ruling
party, the chances of preserving internal stability and
obligations to allies are very high.

Another scenario—is a way of leaps and bounds,
which would be a direct continuation of the preceding
development, when the ruling party offers a new portion of
ppolitical concessions after the next mini-crisis. This

scenario lets us avoid the worst—a political eruption—but
it moves the Party away, to the curbside of political life, and
r strengthens the pessimism and the scepticism of socialism,
stimulates the demands of the opposition, and gradually
, prepares society for leaving the framework of socialism.
hé& he transition of a country to a traditional mixed economy
and free play of political forces would not, in all cases, lead
it to abandon its obligations to the allies, but in such a case
nthe foreign policy orientation of that country would
become a subject of intense political struggle.
nd Finally, athird way is also possible—preservation of
ithe existing power relations in society along with suppres-
ngion of the social and political activity of the masses.

t

dependence on the FRG. The party leadership, to a lafg&/nder this scenario, it would be characteristic to undertake

extent under the influence of personal ambitions, is stri\
to avoid the problems of renewal. In giving critical
assessments of the conservatism of the GDR leadersh
one has to keep in mind that it has some objective basi
The GDR was founded not on a national, but on an
ideological, on a class basis, and therefore a rapid tran
tion to democratization, glasnost’, [and] openness migh
accompanied by special problems in this country.

In Romania, there is still the oppressive atmospher
the personality cult of Ceausescu’s authoritarian rule.
Striving to isolate the country from our influence, he is n
trying to dress in the robes of a “fighter for the purity of
socialism,” and indirectly puts forth arguments against
Some eruptions of discontent are possible in the count|
but it is unlikely that they will become widespread at the
present time. The situation will, most likely, change onl
with Ceausescu's departure, which could be accompan
by quite painful developments.

Yugoslavia entered a phase of political crisis in the
context of very deep economic problems and national
contradictions; this could lead to a substantial weakeni
of the positions of the UJY [League of Yugoslav
Communists], and even to a fracture of the federation.

idgn openly conservative course, limited reforms, mostly in
the management of the economy, and active non-accep-
ptance of Sovieperestroika. In the future, such a course
sdoes not exclude a spontaneous resolution of the crisis
situation via a social explosion with unpredictable conse-
siguences for the country’s internal and foreign policy. The
t rain catalyst of such a crisis could be an increase in the
dissatisfaction of the population as a result of economic
b déterioration and worsening living standards.
4. In this critical, transitional period, our relations with
omocialist countries continue to remain our priority. But not
in the sense which we implied before, when the Soviet
udJnion and its allies were, in essence, in international
nisolation, and so the relations with each other considerably
outweighed our ties with the rest of the world. Since then,
the new political thinking, the energetic efforts undertaken
idoly the USSR and its allies in recent years have rapidly
changed the international situation. It is natural that the
relative weight of our relations with the socialist countries
in our foreign policy became different. However, that does
ngot change the fundamental fact tttet degree of our
interdependence with the socialist countries remains higher
than that with the rest of the world, and that the internal
>rgtability and the influence of socialism in world affairs

3. Several possible scenarios for further developme
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depend on that.
From a geopolitical point of view, the importance of

European socialist countries for the Soviet Union was
determined by the fact that from the very beginning the
played a unique role ofsecurity belt, which created a
strategic umbrelladrikrytiye] for the center of socialism.
Today, notwithstanding all the changes in the internatia
situation, this role of Eastern Europe, and especially of
GDR, Poland, and Czechoslovakia, remains unchanged
certain extent.

It is a complicated questionwhat could and should
be the forms of our influence on the socialist countries
under the new conditions?

Authoritarian methods [and] direct pressheve
clearly outlived themselves. In the political sphere, eve
the case of a sharp deterioration of the situation in one
the countries—and we cannot exclude such a possibili
today—it is very unlikely that we would be able to emplg
the methods of 1956 and 1968, both as a matter of pring
but also because of unacceptable consequences. Usg
force would be admissible only in one case—if there we
direct and clear armed interference of external forces in
internal developments of a socialist country. Therefore
essentially, our only methods of leverage could be our
political and economic ties.

5. The state of economic relations is assuming
growing political importance. Their role is evident for the
majority of socialist countries. And for us they have a
great importance as well also. We should decisively
discard the stereotype of those countries as our paras
[nakhlebniki]. In contradistinction to routine perceptiong
the economic effects of our trade with European
COMECON countries is rather favorable for us. Itcan b
seen from the following examples.

Share of goods imported from the COMECON
countries in the overall volume of goods consumed in t
USSR:

Metal rolling machinery—40-50%; food industry
equipment—40%, textile industry equipment—50%,
chemical industry equipment—35%; lumber and wood-
working equipment—about 30%; printing industry
equipment—more than 40%; meat, meat products,
vegetables and other produce—up to 10%; non-food
consumer products—10-15%.

According to our calculations, we get up to 4 rubles
profit for each ruble of the value of the oil sold in the
COMECON countries (the effectiveness of oil exports tg
these countries in 1987 was 493%). Apart from that, by
buying food products and consumer goods in those
countrieswe have a substantial budgetary profit when
sell them in the USSR at our retail prices. Thusin 1987,
each ruble of expense for the import of meat and meat
products we had the following profit from domestic sale
96 kopecks, cotton textiles—1.76 rubles, coats and
dresses—2.24 rubles, leather shoes—2 rubles, person
care items—2.92 rubles, china—2.81 rubles, furniture—§

The conditions for grain purchases, in particular, in the
countries of COMECON (Hungary, Bulgaria) are more
favorable for us than on the world market. For example, we

y need to sell approximately 1.45-1.5 tons of oil to buy a ton
of wheat on the world market for convertible currency; to
buy it in the COMECON countries mentioned above, we

nafould need to sell approximately one ton of oil.

the Atthe same timehe old forms of economic
toaoperation have been to a large extent exhausted. The
volume of trade is decreasing. The USSR is already unable
to satisfy the demand of the COMECON countries for
increases of deliveries of fuel and raw materials; and on a
number of vitally important resources—aoil, for example—
we are actually planning to decrease the deliveries in the

n aoming five-year period. We are also unable to provide

athese countries with modern technology. As a result of
ydrop in prices for energy resources (mostly oil), by the end
yof the next five-year period, the Soviet Union could end up
iphgth a negative trade balance with European COMECON

> obuntries of more than 7 billion rubles.

re a The issue of a transition to integration has already

tHeeen raised. Itis especially acute for our COMECON
partners. Without actively joining the processes of
international economic integration they are simply
incapable of ensuring a radical renewal of their economies.
It appears that the strategic goals established for this

> sphere earlier—the policy of creating a COMECON
common market and appropriate instruments (convertibility
of currencies, wholesale trade, and others) continue to

itbe fully relevant. However, their realization has been

5, unsatisfactory. A multitude of joint decisions
notwithstanding, industrial cooperation is clearly stagnant.

e The comprehensive program of scientific and technological
cooperation of the COMECON countries, which raised
such hopes, has been practically wrecked.

he  Following the Working Summit in 1986 the joint work
of COMECON countries picked up somewhat. Direct ties
between enterprises were developed and joint enterprises
were established. However, the new forms of interaction
have not had any significant impact on the volume and
structure of mutual interchange (direct ties represent less
than 1% of trade).

The temptation to reorient the economies of the
socialist countries toward the West grows stronger. Export
aff products of the best quality production to the West has
become the norm. Often COMECON countries compete
with each other on the capital markets.

Experience shows that it is impossible to solve the
problem of economic integration with the help of general,

veven the best programs. It is necessary to accumulate

faelevant material, organizational, legal, and other types of
prerequisites in all the countries. Success here will depend,
s-first of all, on cardinal changes in the Soviet economy, in its
structure, in [its] administrative mechanism, and in expan-
alsion of its export potential, which would take at least

Sseveral years.

What could we do in the existing situation? First of

kopecks, and so on.




CoLb WAR INTERNATIONALHISTORYPROJECTBULLETIN, IsSsue12/13

65

all, we should not allow our prestige as a reliable econo
partner to weaken. Each breach of contract—and such
cases are becoming more frequent—puts the socialist
countries in a difficult, sometimes even hopeless situati
Accumulation of similar facts in the economic sphere
unavoidably leads to unfavorable political consequenc
for us. We should overcome this illness, as far as rec
sidering the proposals of our ministries on such a comp
cated issue as the volume of our oil deliveries for the ne
five-year period. This should be done in the spirit of ou
former agreements.

Coordination of efforts for theonversion of the
military economy could become one of the new channe
economic influence on the socialist countries, especiall
because the military-industrial complex of the socialist
countries is integrated to a higher degree than their civi
economies. One more opportunity would be to develop
common concept of alleviating foreign debt, which is
extremely large in a number of socialist countries.

Lastly, when we intensify our economic ties with the
West, it is important tactively try to bring our socialist
partners into those [contacts], in order to overcome the
impression, which some of them have, that we are lessé
ing our attention to the fraternal countries. We probabl
should hold specific discussions with them to talk abou
possibility of their joining in the realization of projects th
are carried out with the help of Western credits, trying in
the final accounto work out a coordinated strategy of

integrating the socialist commonwealth into global
economic relations.

6. A number of new tasks have emerged in the sph
of political cooperation. Just several years ago we wou
have considered many of the developments that are
underway now in the socialist countries as absolutely
unacceptable for us. Today we need a deeper, more
flexible, and differentiated approach to what is useful for
us, to what is admissible and what is unacceptable. At
same time, it is importatiat we realistically assess our
opportunities, carefully weighing where we can realistica
have an influence, and where our interference could on
aggravate the situation.

mfoom time to time about the “Marshallization” [i.e., a new

“Marshall Plan"—ed.] of certain socialist countries (in

particular, Hungary and Poland, for example in the form of a

pronversion of their debt into foreign capital investment) so

far have not enjoyed any noticeable support in the West—
cglue to the size of the expense and the unpredictability of
preconomic and political consequences. Although we
lishould not completely discard this possibility in the
xffuture], we should be more concerned about the possibil-

I ity of an economic collapse or anarchical explosions in the
context of social tensions and hopelessness. This
concerns the countries where the regimes continue to stay

sinfpower by further tightening the screws (Romania, North

y Korea).

We need to give special comprehensive consideration
ida the processes of formation of the structures of political
luralism, of the coalition and parliamentary type, [and]

legalization of the opposition that are unfolding in a

number of countries. Of course, this is an uncharted [and]
risky road, which requires that the parties possess both the
strength of principles and tactical flexibility; [they need]

the ability to lead the process, and not to leave it up to the
2repposition forces.

y The lessons of several crises have shown that the

t anain danger posed by an opposition is not the fact of its

atexistence in itself, but that it could unite all kinds of forces
and movements in the society which are dissatisfied by the
existing situation in a negative, destructive platform.
Therefore, pulling apart of the opposition into the official
structure, entrusting it with responsibility for constructive

esmolutions to the problems that have accumulated, could

Ichlay a stabilizing role.

In the existing difficult circumstanceise processes of
our perestroika have a special influence on internal
processes in the socialist countries. In some sense, it has
also created a new situation. Whereas before, any mass

tlesxpressions of dissatisfaction with the existing situation
which flared up from time to time in the socialist countries

lgssumed an anti-Soviet character almost automatically, now
ythere is no such harsh feature. A serious blow has been
dealt to the idea of the impossibility of reforming uni-

The measure of socialism in the transformations th

tdimensional socialism that finds its basis in the experience

are underway now in the socialist countries is a difficult| and example of the Soviet Union.

guestion. Some of them are allowing not only the extensive Perestroika has brought us objectively closer to the
development of market relations, but also forms of privatecountries which are trying to reform their economic and
property, and widespread inflow of foreign capital. And| political systems (China, Yugoslavia, Poland, Hungary), but
still, it appears thawe should not exaggerate the dangen adt the same time has created certain problems in relations
one of the countries simply switching to the capitalist wayvith some of our traditionally close allies, whose leadership
of development. The roots developed by socialism are yamgntinues to rely on the command administrative methods.

deep. Such a transition would mean a fast breakup of the

In this situation we have to face the questiohaf

entire economy [and] its structures, development of crisem® build our relations with parties and countries, whose
[and] rapid deterioration of living standards for the majoritieadership exhibits a restrained attitude toward our

of the population. And it is very unlikely that the West

perestroika (the GDR, Romania, Cuba, North Korea). Here,

would be inclined to take on its balance sheet countries clearly, we need restraint and tolerance, we need to
whose economy was marked by crisis elements and larg@nderstand the positions of such parties as the [SED]

foreign debts.

[and] the Communist Party of Cuba, which, due to their

It is characteristic that the ideas that are presented specific, and sometimes even front-like circumstances of
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development, experience particular problems in acce
and implementing the processes of economic restru
ing and the democratization of society.

7. The general development of world politics and
increased differentiation of the national interests of
socialist countries require that we make corrections tq
the approach taoordinate of our joint steps in the
international arena.

Most importantlythe process of deconfrontation i
the world, the decreasing weight of the military-strateg
and the increasing weight of political factors of securit
objectively increases the role of our friends. And itis
not only because the reductions of conventional
weapons in Europe moved to the forefront of the all-
European process in its various dimensions, taking in
account the new quality that was conferred on it by tk
Vienna meeting. Without the active and positive partiq
pation of our allies, progress in these directions is simn]
impossible. Therefore, we can speak about not just
mutual information, about informing sometimes “at the
last minute,” but about preliminary coordination of our
actions.

However, the problem is much larger. Essentially, th
period when the reduction of military threat was achieve
primarily within the framework of Soviet-American relatio
is not that far from its logical conclusion. The
internationalization of major international issues is
growing. And if that is so, then friends’ advice [and]
consultations with them should involve not only concre
topics under consideration where their interests are dir
affected, but alsthe entire complex of the issues of worl
economy and politics. Only in this case can they have
real, not just superficial feeling of belonging to the
development and implementation of a common socialist
foreign policy. At the same time, our initiatives would
assume a more weighty, and, considering the experieng
our friends, in some ways a more substantive characte

However, there is also another side to thike
pluralism of interests of different socialist countries is
more and more noticeable. Reduction of military budg
in some of them is acquiring a rate that is ahead of ou
own, whereas in others it creates anxiety for the future
their own military industry [which is] rather developed
and integrated with us. In a similar fashion, the huma
ization of international relations [and their] confirmatio
of human rights is perceived by the leadership of som
governments as a threat to socialism; for others it se
as an additional impulse to enter the road to “openne
in their own countries.

The difference of interests sometimes leads to
outbreaks of nationalist feelings that aggravate relatio
between the countries (Romania-Hungary). It could be
anticipated that internal socio-economic and political
difficulties would strengthen the desire of the leadersh
of certain countries to strengthen their authority and p
on sensitive nationalistic strings.

i

tingt at all necessary to try to achieve consensus for the
usake of consensus during our discussions and
consultations with our friends. We should not allow a
thetuation where one of the countries would tie our hands
based on their national ambitions. Each country should
have a right to preserve its freedom of action, of course,
along with explaining its position to the other allies and
substantiating it. It is not in our interest either to transfer
any kind of aggravated nationalist tensions between our
idriends to a multilateral basis, especially if such a
y“dispute” involves us directly. Of course, it is a different
matter if we are faced with opposition to our steps by
many, or even a majority, of the socialist countries—in
such a case it would be a signal for us to have another
tdook if that step was the right one.
e 8. Despite the fact that we have repeatedly stressed
ithat we had discarded our command administrative
pipproach to socialist countries, the syndrome of such an
approach persists in the thinking of our friends. At the
same time, the conservative part of the leadership would
like, in essence, for the Soviet Union to continue its role as
some kind of “protector” of socialist countries. But a
esignificant portion of the public, on the other hand,
dexpresses its anxiety concerning the existing situation in
nsvhich they see vestiges of such paternalism. This finds
its expression in different attitudes toward the presence of
the contingents of our troops in socialist countries, and it
is linked with the influence on the internal processes, not
tewith external threats to their security. There is continuing
cclyxiety about how the Soviet Union would react in the
d situation of a political crisis in one of the countries, in
awhich the ruling party’s control of the situation would be
threatened. There is dissatisfaction with the still persis-
tent inequality in the military mechanism of the Warsaw
Pact, the leadership of which practically represents a
eSufviet military headquarters with the purely formal
srpresence of representatives of other countries.
Here lies a significant reservoir of our possible steps
for removing the above-mentioned “irritants”, including
e&nsuring real participation of our friends in the military
r mechanism of control of the Warsaw Pact, eliminating the
> aBgative internal political aspect of the presence of our
troops, possibly through “internationalization.” It would
n-be advisable to direct our efforts to achieve a situation
n where in some countries, where it is necessary, they would
ehave, instead of Soviet troops, joint formations of troops
nafghe Warsaw Pact countries which agree to it.
ss” Itis most necessary to work out a balanced approach
to the problem of the possibility of our interference in the
event of a political crisis in one of the countries. It
npresupposes our affirmation of the principle of freedom of
choice as a universal basis of the world order. But at the
same time it should leave a certain vagueness as far as our
pconcrete actions are concerned under various possible
layrns of events so that we do not stimulate the anti-
socialist forces to try to “test” the fundamentals of

L

Taking into account all these different intereits

socialism in a given country.
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Finally, it is necessary to take into account the
growing attention of our friends to the still remaining
“white spots” in our relations; this interest will most
probably become even more pronounced this year [198
connection with the approach of the 50th anniversary g
the beginning of World War Il and the signing of the
Soviet-German pact. It would be expedient to work on g
interpretation of the nature and the origins of World Wa
in advanceemploying the newly-defined approaches to
the assessment of our policy in the 1930-40s, and to
discuss it with our friends.

9. In the present circumstance we could formulate
following “minimum program” for our relations with
socialist countries in the transitional period:

First of all, we should have a balanced and
unprejudiced analysis of the development of socialist
countries, of their relations, and we should prepare
scenarios of our reaction to possible complications or
sharp turns in their policies ahead of time, at the same t
decisively rejecting the old stereotypes, and avoiding

willful improvisations which did us great harm in the past.

We should step up our joint study of and efforts to find
ways out of the existing crisis situation, of a new vision
socialism and modern capitalism, and of the possibilities
and the limits of their interaction, mutual influence, and
mutual assimilation.

Second, we should keep in mind that the significan
of our contacts with the party and state leadership of t
socialist countries is preserved and even increases in

eliminating all elements of inequality.

Sixth, We should continue the policy of decreasing
our military presence in the socialist countries, including
Ollve future possibility of a complete withdrawal of our
f troops from Hungary and Czechoslovakia. We should

consider the scenario of “internationalization” of the
uremaining troops, of [the] creation of joint formations.
Il Seventh, Itis certainly in our interest that the changes
that are ready to happen in the socialist countries, with all
the possible variations, develop as much as possible
inherently without unnecessary shocks and crises, within
hthe framework of socialist solutions. But we have to
account for a possibility of a different turn of events.
such a situation, it is important that the ideological
differences on the issues of the renewal of socialism, and
finding ways out of the crisis situations that have mani-
fested themselves in the socialist world, do not assume the
character of conflict ando not have a negative influence
nun _the relations between our states, and do not lead to
antagonism toward the Soviet Union.

This presupposes making a distinction between the
interests of an essential preservation of ruling communist
pparties at the helm of power and the interests of preserving
5 allied relations with those countries.

Eighth. By making use of the favorable opportunities
created byerestroika which overturned the stereotypes
ceof “Moscow conservatism,” we should actively seek
echannels for contacts with all the forces in the socialist

countries which compete for participation in acquiring

significance, especially because in the existing situation power. Contacts [with] churches are becoming more

our friends could develop a “complex of abandonment,”
suspicion that the priority of relations with friends pro-
claimed by us does not have real meaning. Inter-party
contacts, if they are accompanied by an open analysis
problems, discussions, [and] exchange of information
about intentions, would allow us to directly feel the puls
of the fraternal parties, to give them moral support.

Third, in explaining the essencepefrestroika policy,
we should carefully try to avoid any artificial transfer of ¢
experience to the context of other countries, which coul
be perceived by them as a relapse to command
administrative methods, restriction of their independeng
and could eventually lead to undesirable circumstance

Fourth, by strictly adhering to our obligations, we
should preserve the existing ties that link the socialist
countries to the USSR and try to ensure that the inevita
and for the common interests to a certain extent benefig
process of integrating the socialist economies with the
West develops in a balanced, coordinated way, [and] i
not accompanied by unacceptable economic and politig
costs, and would strengthen integration processes am
socialist countries.

Fifth, taking into account the key role of the armed
forces in the case of a possible deterioration of the
situation, it is important to maintain genuine partnership
between the armies of the socialist countries both on a
bilateral basis and in the framework of the Warsaw Pact

amportant because the church’s influence is obviously on
the rise in the socialist countries.

In general, at this stage it is particularly important to

ofeject the old stereotypes in our approaches, which have
outlived themselves. If a country disagrees with us, and

esometimes even seriously—this still does not mean that it
is turning to the West; if the role of the Party in one of the
countries is questioned—this still does not determine that
ut would definitely distance itself from us. The dialectics of

d
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the real processes, as our experience has shown, is m
more complex. Yugoslavia and China “distanced”
themselves from us some time ago, but they have hard
turned into capitalist states. In Poland, the Party can
realistically become just one, and maybe not even the n
[one] of the power structures; however, the geopolitical
situation of the country is such that even in the opposi
there is an understanding of the necessity of preservir
some form of alliance with our country.

All this presupposes studying and forecasting spe
scenarios of the development of the situation in individy
countries, including the most extreme ones, making
decisions as to what those scenarios could mean for o
relations—and implementing them with practical actiong
this basis.

[Source: Archive of the Gorbachev Foundation, Moscq
on file at the National Security Archive, donated by
Professor Jacques Levesque. Translated by Svetlana
Savranskaya and Gary Goldberg.]

Kk k

DOCUMENT No. 3
“The Political Processes in the European
Socialist Countries and the Proposals for
Our Practical Steps Considering the
Situation Which Has Arisen in Them,”
24 February 1989

[MEMORANDUM OF THE SOVIET MINISTRY OF
FOREIGN AFFAIRS]

The socialist community is experiencing the most
difficult period in its development in the entire postwar
period. An extremely complex situation has arisen in
Eastern Europe. We are talking about the fate of social
in a number of countries of this region, the future of the
Warsaw Pact, [and] the fundamental interests of the Sg
Union.

The serious difficulties which the European socialis

countries have encountered are chiefly connected with &

crisis of the administrative command model of socialism
This model has entered into obvious contradiction with
the requirements of the development of society, has
become a brake on the path of socio-economic and
scientific-technical progress, and has created a real thr
of a growing gapdtstaivaniy¢ between the socialist
world and the West.

Cardinal political and economic changes have becq
an objective necessity in all the European socialist

countries. However, the awareness of this necessity, the,

notions of the character and rates of change, [and] the
approaches to the theory and practice of socialist con-
struction at the present stage are far from [being] the sa

uch In some countries—Hungary, Poland, and Yugoslavia—
the leadership is carrying out political and economic
yreforms extremely decisively, in others—Romania, the
German Democratic Republic, Czechoslovakia, and Bulgaria
naijthe leadership] actually remains a follower of the
administrative command system.
tion Without question, the course pérestraka, in the
ngSoviet Union is exercising and will exercise a decisive
influence on the character of the processes in socialist
ciffountries. Ouperestraka can either become a catalyst of
lathe ongoing processes of renewal or, in case of slippage,
[can] strengthen doubts in socialism as an effective social
urand political system.
on The surmounting of a negative legacy and the renewal
of socialism are occurring with difficulty and conflict. The
ruling parties of a majority of countries have delayed
vgarrying out reforms and several of them have lost
confidence in the public and now are losing control over
the course of events. This chiefly concerns Poland and
Hungary.

The population associates existing problems and
failures mainly with oversights and obvious distortions
[deformatsijin the policy of the ruling parties on which all
the responsibility for the resulting crisis situation lies. All
this has led to a fall of their authority among the
population, including the working class. The situation in
several ruling parties is aggravated by factional struggle
[and] a split in the leadership.

In these conditions opposition forces have sharply
stepped up their activity: “Solidarity” in Poland,
“Democratic Forum” and other groups in Hungary, the
“Chartists” in Czechoslovakia, etc. Social Democratic,
Christian Democratic, and nationalist parties are forming.
Opposition forces enjoy support in [a] broad [social] strata,
including the working class. The opposition is striving to
weaken the influence of the ruling parties in all spheres of
social and political life and acquire access to power. The

uestion of power in such countries such as Poland and
&iungary is coming to the surface all the more.
viet The ruling_ parties have been forcgd.into concessions .

and compromises to preserve the socialist system and their

influence in society, resorting to a policy of national
ccord, and starting on the path of recognizing political
and labor union pluralism. This is most characteristic of the
Polish United Workers’ Party and the Hungarian Socialist
Workers' Party. Political reality has put before them the
need for cooperation with the opposition [and] drawing
Ltthe opposition] into participation in the functioning of
government and public institutions. There is no little share
of risk in the implementation of the measures by [our]
rT{gends.

A tendency toward political pluralism in the European
socialist countries is being displayed everywhere and,

)

t

()

judging from everything, will become more and more
dominant. This will lead to a multi-party system (not
ln;?gligatory on a coalition basis) [and] the “free play” of

political forces. Having received access to parliamentary
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and government bodies, the opposition can completely|
partially drive the ruling communist and workers’ parties
from power. All this is a real prospect, even today, for
several European socialist countries. Considering that
forces hostile to socialism have stepped up their activit
this process could have serious political consequence
In countries where authoritarian methods of leader
are being retained (Romania, the German Democratic
Republic, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria) the ruling parties a
experiencing growing difficulties in resolving social
economic, political, and ideological problems. Hidden
dissatisfaction with their policy is intensifying [and it]
could be displayed at any moment, but here and there
already being displayed in the creation of alternative
associations, in demonstrations, and strikes. In respon
the authorities are intensifying their repressive measuré

Ofhis is the case in regard to Hungary and Romania,
Romania and the USSR, Yugoslavia and Bulgaria, Poland
and the German Democratic Republic, etc.

As a whole, a growth of nationalism in all East
y,European countries, and a strengthening of centrifugal
s.tendencies in their policies has been observed.
ship  The situation of affairs in the Warsaw Pact is

developing in complex ways. Our policy for genuinely
eequal relations within the alliance, the development of the
initiative of each member state, [and] the approval of the
practice of co-creation in the development and
advancement of large foreign policy initiatives has

t doubtless had some positive effect.

The further development of collective, democratic
serinciples in the activity of the alliance is being hindered
2oy the obstructionist position of the Romanian leadership,

[and] using harsher methods of regulating public politicalwhich has obviously taken a course of dismantling the

life. Such a practice provokes even more dissatisfaction
society, and a sharper negative reaction abroad. It com

iexisting organs of political and military cooperation within
ethe Warsaw Pact framework. The allies are all the more

into contradiction with the general tendency in the world prominently fel'yefneyé displaying an attempt to get more

community toward democratization and with the principl

pdrom the Warsaw Pact, mainly from the USSR (a guarantee

and provisions of the final documents of the all-Europearof security, political information), than they contribute to it,

Conference [CSCE] and the Vienna meeting.

It ought to be supposed that [there is a] process o
transition in these countries to democratization [and] a
genuine renewal of socialism, but this is in the final
account unavoidable, will occur more painfully, and be
accompanied by deep political and social convulsions.

Perestreka has brought real changes to the charag
of our relations with the socialist countries. In practice W
have switched to the principles of equal rights and mut
responsibility in cooperation [and] to a considerable
degree have removed the stratificatinagloyeniygof the
past. Nevertheless, many problems remain undecided,
especially in the sphere of economic cooperation, the
development of a modern concept of socialism, [and] th
development of relations between people. Moreover, ne
frictions have arisen in several areas. We have been
confronted with facts when the leadership of Romania,
German Democratic Republic, [and] Czechoslovakia are
trying to block the spread of the ideagefestraoka in
their countries, resorting, in particular, to prohibitive
measures. Sometimes unconsidered publications in ou
mass media serve as an excuse for this. This introduce
certain tension in our bilateral relations.

The problem of “white spots” has acquired a specis
bitterness in the history of our bilateral relations with a
number of socialist countries. Among them are the
guestions connected with the Soviet-German Pact of 19
the “Katyn Affair,” the events of 1956 in Hungary, the 19
crisis in Czechoslovakia, etc. The delay in the work of
evaluating these events from positions of new thinking
causing irritation in certain circles of the socialist countr
and in certain strata of the population [this] gives rise t
mistrust in our policy oflasnost Aggravated national
territorial problems have brought serious discord into th

[and] to display independence to the detriment of common
interests [and] mutual responsibility. They are dissatisfied
with the remaining inequality in the military mechanism of
the Warsaw Pact leadership, which is practically a Soviet
military headquarters with an especially formal presence in
it of other countries. Some allied countries (Hungary and
t&zechoslovakia) are openly finding burdensome the Soviet
etroops on their territory and display an interest in the
hajuickest possible reduction of their strength.
At the same time, it seems improbable that in the
foreseeable future any of the allied countries will raise the
question of leaving the Warsaw Pact. We have to deal with
the attempt of individual countries, especially Romania and
eHungary, to give their participation in the Warsaw Pact a
svformal character, [and to] avoid coordinated actions which

could limit their freedom of maneuver in international
thaffairs.

The US and their allies in NATO are right now placing
reliance on an evolutionary path to change the social
structure in the European socialist countries [and] a
peaceful transition from socialism to bourgeois regimes,

sw@sing a differentiated approach to each of them.
Proceeding from this goal$tanovkg judging from

| everything, the Western powers do not want confronta-
tions with us on account of Eastern Europe. In the case of
a worsening crisis situation in individual countries they

3Bhe Western powers] will most likely display restraint and

6ot intervene in their [Eastern Europen countries] internal
affairs, especially militarily, counting on their patience

isbeing rewarded with time.

es, Recently, both in the West and in the socialist

0 countries, predictions have all the more been spread about
a transformation of the existing regimes in Eastern Europe

einto “post-capitalist societies” and their “Finlandization.”

relationships among the socialist countries in recent ye

ars. The extremely serious domestic political situation in a
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number of European socialist countries, [and] the deep
thought-out, long-range policy of the Western states
regarding our allies and the socialist community as a wh
require from us the greatest attention to the processes
occurring in the fraternal countries, to the problems of g
cooperation with them, [and] to the prospects for the
development of world socialism. In doing so, [we] ought
keep in mind that recently [our] friends could have recei
the impression that, in conditions of an intense dialogu
between the USSR and the US [and] the growth of our
attention to global and regional international problems,
[our] relations with socialist countries have become
secondary for us.

1. In the conditions which have arisen the growth in
practice of our attention to relations with the socialist
countries [and] an approach to them as a genuinely hig
priority main thrust of Soviet foreign policy have special
significance.

The most important problem at this stage is not to
permit the erosion of socialism in Eastern Europe [and t
keep all the countries of this region on the socialist patt
development.

2. In as much as at the present time our influence g
the development of the European socialist countries wi
the aid of economic and scientific technical levers is
limited, [we] need to strengthen the emphasis on work
friends in the political and ideological sphere [and]
substantially increase comradely attention to the leade
the fraternal countries. In the present situation even th
simple exchange of opinions and experience with the
leadership of friends has a significance of no small
importance in resolving the problems confronting us.
Meetings at the level of general secretaries and CC
secretaries, heads of government, ministers, [and] lead
of public organizations are a matter of primary importang
It is necessary to simplify the procedure of these meeti
to give them a more business-like, working character.

The time has come to hold a conference of leaders
fraternal parties in a narrow circle with the object of
discussing the urgent problems of socialist constructio
and increasing the effectiveness of cooperation within
framework of the socialist community.

3. Work to prepare new treaties on friendship,
cooperation, and mutual aid between the USSR and a
number of allied states in connection with the expiration
current [treaties] would acquire great significance for th
further development of relations with the European
socialist countries in the spirit of equality, partnership,
trust, [and] mutual responsibility. [The treaties] should
reflect the new principles of relations between socialist
countries [and] the available experience in rebuilding the
cooperation, excluding conditions not appropriate for th
present character of the mutual relations of socialist
countries.

4. [We should] proceed from [the] fact that the use
forceful methods on our part in relations with socialist

ycompletely excluded, even in the most extreme situation
(except cases of external aggression against our allies).

oldilitary intervention not only would not prevent, but
would worsen the social and political crisis, cause mass

uoutbreaks of protest even as far as armed resistance and
lead in the final account to the opposite effect, the

toeinforcement of anti-Sovietism. It would seriously

veshdermine the authority of the Soviet Union in the foreign

e policy field, worsen our relations with leading Western
powers and even with other countries, [and] would lead to
the isolation of the Soviet Union in the international arena.

At the same time, considering the present complex

situation in the European socialist countries, we ought to
keep our limited military presence in Eastern Europe as a
stabilizing factor and maintain uncertainty as regards the

hpossible role of our troops in a critical domestic political
situation.

5. In connection with the ambiguous perception of

Sovietperestroka by the leadership of the European

D]socialist countries, our attitude toward those of them who

1 bave a restrained attitude toward the reforms in the USSR
(the German Democratic Republic, Romania, [and] partially

nCzechoslovakia [and] Bulgaria) should be distinguished by

thself-restraint and calm.

Considering that the creation of new models of
viocialism is an objective process, in our relations with

fraternal countries [we] ought to avoid any kind of attitude
rsabfexhortation hazidatel’nost regarding various models,

0 attempts at hanging labels, and more broadly share
experience in the area of the theory and practice of
socialism. The main thing should be mutual understanding
with friends so that reforms be carried out on a socialist
basis.

ers [If] the situation worsens in one or another socialist

ecountry, we ought to refrain if possible from giving public

nggJpport to repressive actions of authorities which contra-
dict international norms in the field of human rights.

of 6. Inasmuch as in a number of socialist countries there
could be created state structures based on a coalition

n system of power with the participation and significant

himfluence of the opposition, it is advisable now to make it
[our] business to establish contacts with reemerging
political parties, organizations, and associations, including
trade unions acting in a constitutional framework.

of 7. Closing the remaining so-called “white spots” in the

e history of our relations with several of these countries
would help in increasing trust in the USSR and other
socialist countries. This especially concerns Poland,
Hungary, and Czechoslovakia.

[We] ought to accelerate the study of our position on
sisuch acute questions as the “Katyn Affair”, the events of
€1956 in Hungary, [and] the 1968 crisis in Czechoslovakia in

the light of new political thinking.

In this connection it is required that a political decision
obe made to open access to the appropriate archival

materials.

countries and especially the use of military force is

8. In contrast to the majority of countries of the world
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community, substantial restrictions continue to be
maintained in the socialist community in the area of
contacts between people [and] private trips of citizens.
the political area this does not serve our interests [and
an adverse effect on the development of trade and
economic, scientific, cultural, athletic, and other ties. At
the present time, the question of the maximum removal
restrictions on trips of citizens of socialist countries to t
USSR and of Soviet citizens to these countries and the
creation of corresponding facilities for this has become
unavoidable.

9. An important goal should be the preservation of
military-political alliance of European socialist states—th
Warsaw Pact.

In accordance with the proposals advanced by us
improve the mechanism of cooperation within the
framework of the Warsaw Pact, it is necessary to follow

line of maximum politicization of the activity of the alliance

democratization of the forms of its operation, an increas

1 For more details and evidence on Gorbachev’s
approach and behavior see: Jacques Leve3tpee,
IrEnigma of 1989. The USSR and the Liberation of Eastern
ltagope (Berkeley and Los Angeles, University of
California Press, 1997), Chapter 4.
2The memorandum is reproduced in: Georgii
pfShakhnazarovisena Svobody: Reformatsiia Gorbatcheva
hglazami ego pomoshtchnikhe Price of Liberty:
Gorbachev’s Reformist Enterprise through the Eyes of his
Assistant] Moscow, Rossiska Zevs, 1993), p. 368.
® Marina Pavlovna Silvanskaia, a senior research
thiellow of the Bogomolov Institute was commissioned to
eprepare the report for her Institute. | want to thank her for
providing a copy of the report and of those of the
tdnternational Department of the Central Committee and
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs which she had received to
aprepare for discussion with their authors and Yakovlev.
, “His aides were more active in encouraging the
ereformist challengers of Honecker, Zhivkov and Jakes,

D

the contribution and interest of each of the member stateshile he himself acted in a much more prudent and indirect

This would be aided by an atmosphere of a genuine
comradely, free, and unstructured exchange of opinion
meetings of the PCC [Political Consultative Committee],
KMID [Committee of Ministers of Foreign Affairs], and
KMO [Committee of Ministers of Defense] (in doing so, i
is not obligatory [that] they come to a consensus at an
price on all questions—each state has the right to preg
its freedom of action, explaining and justifying its positio
to the other allies); obligatory rotation [of officials] in all
bodies and structures of the Warsaw Pact; and the
simultaneous increase in the effectiveness of its
mechanism—the creation of a permanent political worki
body, giving the General Secretary of the PCC the role @
coordinator within the framework of the alliance. [We]
ought to simplify the procedure for preparing and holdin
conferences and meetings of Warsaw Pact bodies [and
to ensure continuous working contact of the allied state

10. All the more pressing has become the problem
establishing a close coordination of the actions of allied
socialist states with respect to the East European polic
the US and its partners in NATO and working out coord
nated strategy and tactics in this direction.

5-yesh/GG
24.2.89

[Source: Donation of Professor Jacques Levesque; cof
on file at the National Security Archive. Translated by
Vladislav Zubok and Gary Goldberg.]

Jacques Lévesque is Professor of Political Science at
Université du Québec a Montréal and authoiTag
Enigma of 1989: The USSR and the Liberation of Easter
Europe (1997)among many other works.

manner. For a country by country examination and

5 assessment of the Soviet leadership’s behavior, see:
LévesqueThe USSR and the Liberation of Eastern
Europe

SInterview with Andrzej Stelmachowski, Warsaw, 7

y May 1992. In my interview with General Jaruzelski, the next

eday, 8 May, he confirmed the accuracy of the remark.

n 6 Having met with Gorbachev in the preceding weeks,
the Chairman of the HSWP (Hungarian Socialist Workers’
Party), Rezso Nyers, declared in an interview to an Italian
newspaper in September 1989: “Gorbachev shares our own

ndears and preoccupations which are: that the road to

freforms not end in anarchy; that the HSWP remairesof
the essential forceg the renewal of society; and that
gHungary not abandon its friendship with the Soviet Union

] imya.unilateral movement toward the WestCorriere

rglella Sera9 September 1989. (My emphasis)

bf  7In recent years in Yugoslavia the strike movement has

grown like an avalanche: in 1982 there were 174 strikes with

y ©1,000 participants, in 1988 about 2,000 strikes with 360,000

- participants. Strikes have become more prolonged [and]
workers are changing from purely economic protest to
political [protest]. At the end of last year the population of
a number of republics and autonomous districts went out
into the streets en masse. Recently the question of the
possiblity of organizing a general strike of workers of the

ytextile and light industry was discussed.

In Poland in 1988 two “peaks” of strikes with a
tendency toward an increase in the number of workers were
observed. Having consolidated the opposition forces
around it, “Solidarity” was born. The official trade unions
(VSPS) were sharply radicalized. They achieved the

hﬂasignation of the Z. Messner government but have now
refused to unconditionally support the government of M.

' Rakowski, declaring that the trade unions in principle

cannot be pro-government. Since the beginning of this

yeatr, in spite of the start of “round table” talks, strikes of
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an economic character have begun.

After an absence of many years instances of work
interruption have been noted in Hungary. Trade unions
insisting on legal approval of the right to strike and an
easier procedure for declaring them. A corresponding b
has been presented to the People’'s Assembly.

81n Yugoslavia the average wage has fallen to the |
of the end of the ‘50s and the beginning of the ‘60s. In
Poland the standard of living has been thrown back to
level of 1973. In the last year, absolute consumption in
Hungary fell for the first time.

9 An analogous effect can temporarily produce a
unigue silent agreement with the public if the authoritieg
are capable of guaranteeing them a sufficiently high lev|
of consumption (Hungary after 1956 or Czechoslovakia
after 1968).

9 The forecast is based on the decision of the CC ¢
the Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party [HSWP] to
transition to a multi-party system and that restoration o
unity in the leadership of the Party is practically exclude|

11 On the anniversary of the February events and t
day of the death of T. Masaryk this crackdown will

12 At the moment [he] accepted the post of General
Secretary when V. Bilak resigned.
are Blnasmuch as internal impulses for such a shift with
the present composition of the leadership of the CPCz are
llvery wealk, it probably is conceivable only as a result of our
skillful and careful influence.
evel 4In the political dictionary this term mostly signifies
the return of our neighboring states to the bosom of
theapitalist development while preserving special, friendly
relations with the Soviet Union which would guarantee the
security of its borders. Such an understanding of the
notion “Finlandization” overlooks two significant aspects
in the relations between the USSR and Finland. First, they
elare built on neutrality of our nothern neighbor who does
not join any military bloc; second, the Finnish communist
party by definition cannot come to power and carry out a
frevolutionary coup, which guarantees the stability of the
[Finnish] social-political structure. Since the countries of
Eastern Europe will hardly raise the issue of leaving the
dWarsaw Pact in the near future and the ruling parties, given
neeven their rapid weakening, will retain for a while some
social base, the term of “Finlandizaton” can be used here

probably take place again.

only with very significant reservations.

is the use of economic weapons in attaining such objectives? To

This study, based on recently declassified documents in the Un

them contributed to the collapse of the Sino-Soviet alliance.

ment.

recently, of Deterrence and Strategic Culture: Chinese-Americ

America’s Embargo Against China and the Sino-Soviet Alliance, 1949-1963

Shu Guang Zhang

Why would one country impose economic sanctions against another in pursuit of foreign policy objectives? How effective

United States and its allies instituted economic sanctions against the People’s Republic of China in the 1950s, and how the
embargo affected Chinese domestic policy and the Sino-Soviet alliance.
The literature on sanctions has largely concluded that they tend to be ineffective in achieving foreign policy objectives.

it looks at both sides of “the China embargo.” It concludes that economic sanctions provide, in certain circumstances, an
attractive alternative to military intervention (especially in the nuclear age) or to doing nothing. The author argues that while
the immediate effects may be meager or nil, the indirect and long-term effects may be considerable; in the case he reexamines,
the disastrous Great Leap Forward and Anti-Rightist campaign were in part prompted by the sanctions imposed by the
United States and its allies. Finally, though the embargo created difficulties within the Western alliance, Beijing was driven to
press the USSR for much greater economic assistance than Moscow thought feasible, and the ensuing disagreements between

Going beyond the rational choice approach to international relations, the book reflects on the role of mutual perceptions
and culturally bound notions in shaping international economic sanctions. In addition to contributing to a better understand-
ing of the economic aspects of Cold War history, the book attempts to give more empirical substance to the developing
concept of “economic diplomacy,” “economic statecraft,” or “economic warfare” and to relate it to the idea of conflict manage-

Cold War International History Project Series
A co-publication of the Woodrow Wilson Center Press, Washington, D.C., and Stanford University Press

Shu Guang Zhang is Professor of U.S. History and International Relations at the University of Maryland. He is the author, most

cism: China and the Korean War, 1950-1953.

answer these questions, the author examines how and why the

ited States, Great Britain, China, and Russia, is unusual in that

an Confrontations, 1949-1958, and Mao’s Military Romanti-
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The Political Transition in Hungary,
1989-90

By Csaba Békés and Melinda Kalmar

arking the tenth anniversary of the political
M transition in Hungary, historians and political

scientists launched several large scale projects
to locate, assess, and publish documents pertaining to the
historical events of 1989-1990. In June 1999, three principal
Hungarian scholarly enterprises, the Institute for the
History of the 1956 Hungarian Revolution, the Hungarian
Program of the Project on Openness in Eastern Europe and
the Former Soviet Union, and the newly founded Cold War
History Research Center in Budapest—together with the
National Security Archive and CWIHP—organized an
international conference in Budapest on the transition from
Communism.

The Hungarian partners in this multi-national effort
focused on three important sources: first, on the records of
the former ruling Communist Party, the Hungarian Socialist
Workers’ Party (HSWP). Critical to the endeavor was the
preparation of transcripts of the tape recordings of key
HSWP meetings, since written minutes of the Politburo
meetings were kept only up to 1982. Transcripts were
completed for all of 1989 (and some of 1988), and more than
5,000 pages of this extraordinarily significant historical
material is being gradually declassified and opened for
research'. A second crucial task was the collection of the
minutes and memoranda of the meetings of Hungarian
leaders with CPSU General Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev
and other Soviet officials, as well as the records of their
conversations with other Soviet bloc and Western offi-
cials.?

The third, similarly massive project involved the
editing and publication of the minutes of the Opposition
Roundtable and the National Roundtable that accompanied
the transition from one-party rule to democratic pluralism in
1989.2 The series, consisting of eight volumes, contains
the negotiations among the emerging opposition parties as
they co-ordinated their policies toward the HSWP, as well
as all the minutes of the tripartite talks held between June
and September 1989. The talks, in fact, acted as a national
constituent assembly, working out the procedure and the
legal framework of the political transition, eventually
resulting in free multi-party elections in March 1990.

Thorough investigation of these new materials—as
well as those becoming available in Russia, the United
States and other East-Central European countries—will be
necessary to understand and assess more fully the
transition process in Hungary. The selection of documents
published below exemplifies the richness of the new
materials and allows a glimpse at the complexity of the
events of 1989/90.*

DOCUMENT No. 1
Minutes of the Meeting of the HSWP CC
Political Committee, 31 January 1989

[On 23 June 1988, the Hungarian Socialist Workers’
Party Central Committee established a committee to
analyze Hungary s political, economic and social
development during the preceding thirty years. The
panel, headed by Imre Pozsgay,® a politburo member and
minister of state, included party officials and social
scientists. After several months of examining pertinent
archival documents, the Historical Subcommittee (one of
four working groups) completed and discussed its final
report at its meeting on 27 January 1989. Most sensa-
tionally, the report described what occurred in 1956 in
Hungary as not a “counterrevolution” (as Moscow and
the regime it installed in Budapest headed by Janos
Kadar had long insisted) but a people’s uprising. This
very point was announced by Imre Pozsgay in an
interview on both the morning news program and the

next day, on the most popular political journal of
Hungarian Radio, “168 hours,” without any prior
consultation with the political leadership. The issue
triggered a serious crisis in the Party and eventually
served as a very important catalyst in the transition
process. The following excerpt reflects the first reaction of
the Politburo members.]

(EXCERPT)

Imre Pozsgay: With regard to the specific issue, the
subcommittee, headed by Ivan T. Berend,® had a debate
Friday morning, on the basis of a 102-page report.

I had no chance to read the document before the
debate because it has just been given to me. Nevertheless,
let me point out only one aspect of the debate, namely that
six members of the Central Committee were present, and the
leaders of two Party institutions. There was no argument
about the incriminating assessment; on the contrary, the
conclusion was drawn that a minimal public consensus—I
merely interpret this, as I have no right to borrow others’
words—so, a minimal public consensus does not harm the
identity of the Party, nor does it shatter the personal
identity of those who tied their lives, career and behavior
specifically to this struggle. Nonetheless, it can lead to
social reconciliation and national consensus on certain
bitter and still all too distressing issues, such as the whole
situation since 1948-49, and especially its peak—or nadir,
as others believe—the crisis and tragedy of 1956. The
committee unanimously agreed on this issue. And finally
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we also agreed that this document, even before it is
discussed by the Central Committee, has to be publicized,
so that scholarly opinion, supported by wide masses of the
Party, can be used to create a political direction. These
were the fundamentals and basic motives of the committee.
In a way it is an answer to the numerous questions, in fact
asked from many sides, as to why the Central Committee
did not discuss the issue first. According to the earlier
procedure, this would indeed have been the way of
handling such questions. However, I am convinced that
this procedure is the very reason why the Party has been
hoisted on its own petard, when it came to discussing
similar issues.

As regards further connections and problems that the
issue raises: Certainly, or rather undoubtedly, the ensuing
political effect—even if it has the minimal consensus I have
just referred to—is expected to become a bone of
contention within the Party, something that divides people
and induces political polemics, although it will not hurt
even those who have won the Honor for the Socialist
Fatherland for their sacrifices. The committee has been
aware of this fact from the very beginning, knowing that we
cannot get around this debate, that it has to happen, so in
a way the cup of sorrows must be drank. (...)

Mihaly Jass6:” The vast majority is dumbfounded,
and not because they have heard the results of the
scholarly research from the Historical Subcommittee, but
because they feel that a pillar of the institutionalized

political system is about to be uprooted. Party members
feel that our political system is somehow based on 1956.
And now they have the impression that this foundation is
being pulled out from under them. They think that this
slice of the past—1956—has to be assessed with subtle
differentiation. But now this assessment shows no sign of
differentiation either. Figuratively speaking, they used to
make a fine cabinet with an axe, and now they are trying to
do the same. [sic] I don’t intend to be too poetic but I’'m
coming from the office where I got phone calls and letters
today, asking what we are going to call the monument on
Koztarsasag Square? Who sacrificed their lives there?
Defenders of the people’s power? Resistance fighters of
the people’s uprising, or their opponents? It is all con-
fused. What shall we call the Mezo Imre Street? And so
on. Because perhaps it was a people’s uprising that started
the whole thing but it led to something else. Given that, we
need at least a subtle, differentiated assessment of the
whole period. The present one is not differentiated at all.
This is another extreme assessment that sets people far
apart. If we start a debate on the issue, which is now, of
course, unavoidable, I think it will only result in separating
some of the party membership. It is a crude simplification
but if we segregate party members into two groups on the
basis of this, there would be “pro-uprising” and “pro-
counter-revolution” members. Obviously I refer to the
underlying political content. Perhaps we cannot avoid the
debate, but I am not sure that it has to be induced so
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radically at once. (...)

Rezso Nyers:® The problem is greater, and we have to
widen its scope. Is 1956 really the foundation of the
Hungarian communist movement? If 1956 is our
foundation, I will not expect the movement to hold out very
long, because it is a weak foundation indeed. Our
decisions and historical assessment of 1956 were driven by
the spirit of the time and not without controversies. While
things were going smoothly, people tolerated all this, but
when times are hard, the same people seem discontent with
what they tolerated before. Therefore we should not
consider 1956 as a foundation. 1956 was a tragic event, a
moment that manifested the prevailing crisis, and today we
have to conclude that in fact 1956 signified a more serious
crisis than we thought at the time, or even in 1957. We
belittled the problem, but now we all agree—and I think
there is a consensus about it in the Party—that it was the
materialization of a historical mistake. (...)

Consequently, I have to point out that it would be a
serious mistake—especially for the future of the Party—to
tie our policy to the 1956 bandwagon.

We have to conclude, having read the document—I
have read the document and the material of the Committee
debate as well—that Pozsgay’s statement and the exposé
of the Committee show a unanimous approach. They are in
accord. Which does not justify how the statement was
publicized. I am still of the opinion that it was
disadvantageous, hasty and inaccurate. I hold to my
opinion, even though there is no fundamental controversy
between the standpoint of the Committee and that of
Pozsgay.

As to whether it was a “people’s uprising” or
“counter-revolution,” my opinion is that a definition
without controversy is impossible on this issue. Person-
ally, I think that it was a people’s uprising; our declaration
in December 1956 acknowledged it in the first paragraph,
labeling it as the rightful discontent of the people. I do
maintain, though, that hostile enemies gradually joined in,
and they could have turned the wheel of history back-
wards, so the danger of counter-revolution was imminent.
As to our opinion on 1956, I argue against the far-fetched
criticism of Imre Nagy® and his circle, and the significance
of revisionism. ... I declare with communist honesty, it
was a mistake. It is not true that the revisionist group
around Imre Nagy had such a vital role in the events ... At
that time, I myself accepted this interpretation. However,
we become smarter, and now we see what went on. We
now realize that the mistakes were more serious. We realize
that it was wrong to think that between 1953 and 1956
Rakosi'® was a dime and Imre Nagy was a dozen, so to
speak. In that debate, well, Imre Nagy was right. Itisa
matter of honesty, if someone thinks it over and believes
that it is so, one should speak out forthrightly. And I do
speak out. Imre Nagy was not a counter-revolutionary, he
was not. If a Party ever, with their own...[unintelligible—
Ed.] One just has to read his speeches. Where the hell do
we find counter-revolutionary ideas with Imre Nagy?

Nowhere, absolutely nowhere! And these are matters of
honor. Rather, he was a sectarian. If he was still among us
now unchanged, he would be more of a Stalinist. His role
in the 1956 events remains debatable, it cannot be clarified.
The Soviets were mucking around, which we swept under
the carpet. Even today we cannot see the truth. I already
know, however, that the Soviets had a lion’s share in the
decision. Janos Kadar!'! and the Politburo of the time took
full responsibility, for which I respect them. However, they
are far from being the only ones to blame. Their responsi-
bility is without question, because it cannot be accepted
either that a decision was made in Moscow, or that it was
executed here. Unfortunately, though, I have to emphasize
again that we won’t be able to come to terms with the
question of 1956. Legally Imre Nagy was culpable, because
he breached the law. It is not too moral, at a time when
everybody is breaching the law—I was breaching it, and so
was Janos Kadar—the lawbreakers themselves accuse and
convict the weaker one on the basis of the sectarian law.
These are not righteous things. All the same, those who
did not live in that situation are unable to imagine how it
was—and this is the dramatic aspect. I think, if we leave it
as the focus of political debates, it would result in the
serious weakening and a crisis of values of the communist
movement. Consequently, we have to put history right; it
can be corrected. Roughly according to the opinion of the
committee, it can be corrected, but let me emphasize that
the word “counter-revolution” should not be replaced with
a single term, and it has to be decided who makes the
correction. I think it is now time for us to try and come to
some kind of political consensus. We cannot let the
undulations of political life shatter the tenuously forming
unity and co-operation of the Party and its leadership, so
that other players take over while we eventually fall apart.

I also mean that Pozsgay should not become the victim of
this affair either. Yet Pozsgay should show more discipline
and more mutual responsibility as well.

All in all, we should not let ourselves confront each
other to an extreme. What do I think the possible action to
take is? Ibelieve that the Central Committee should be
summoned and presented the material of the committee.
The Pozsgay affair should not be presented on its own; it
would be an impossible trial that wouldn’t lead to anything.
I think that the documents of the subcommittee have to be
submitted for debate, and only then could it be discussed
whether what he did was wise or not, and what action has
to be taken in order to settle the debate. At the same time,
principle issues of daily politics should be presented to the
Central Committee, such as what should be done now in
the question of the single-party system and the multi-party
system. Things have passed over our heads. I cannot see
another option other than that we accept the multiparty
system. But we need to debate all this. And if we decide
against the multi-party system, then that will be our
decision, and everybody decides according to his
conscience whether he takes the political responsibility
for his decision. I do admit sincerely, I would take
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responsibility for both, even if I do not agree with the
decision. It can be done intelligently. Retreat, however, is
the worst thing one can do, it can only lead to our defeat.
We have to do it sooner or later, anyway. (...)

All in all, I say that we take seriously the compilation
of the committee, and consider their report worthy of being
presented to the Central Committee. We suggest to the
Central Committee that we publicize the documents of the
committee. We’ll see if the Central Committee will accept
the suggestion. (...)

In fact, the most serious and sensitive issue of our
policy is quite palpable here, namely how we relate to the
Kadar era, to the Kadar regime. In my opinion, it would be
a mistake for reformers to entirely do away with the Kadar
regime. On the other hand, it would be a mistake to
canonize the policy of the Kadar regime and battle to the
last man standing in defense of what we have created since
1956. Some in the Party have a leaning towards the latter
view, while others are ready to prove and expose the
mistakes. Neither of these should be embraced. We have
to try to solve the problem rationally. If relevant circles, or
the dominant circle of the Central Committee put the issue
on the agenda, a consensus is possible. We should start
working on activity programs, preparing for the multiparty
system. We need these projects for creating a stabilization
program that addresses today’s conditions, as well as more
specific government programs. (...)

[Source: Magyar Orszagos Levéltar (MOL) [Hungarian
National Archives, Budapest], M-KS- 288-5/1050 o.e.
Translated by Csaba Farkas.]

*okk

DOCUMENT No. 2
Record of Conversation between
President M. S. Gorbachev
and Mikloés Németh'?,

Member of the HSWP CC Politburo,
Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the
People’s Republic of Hungary,
Moscow,

3 March 1989

[The meeting between M.S. Gorbachev and Miklos
Németh, one of the leading reformers and technocrats in
the Hungarian leadership, was the first top-level personal
consultation between the two countries’ leaders following
the crucial decisions of the HSWP CC on 10-11 February
1989 to re-evaluate the events of 1956 as a people’s
uprising and announce the introduction of the multiparty
system in the country. The following part of the discussion
reflects the determination and the hope of both leaders
that the much needed transformation of the political

structure and the economy could and should be realized
within the framework of a reformed socialist system.]

(EXCERPT)

M. S. Gorbachev congratulates Németh on the
occasion of his appointment as Prime Minister, and asks
him how long he has been in office.

M. Németh: For almost a hundred days. Iam often
asked whether I am thinking about reviewing and sizing up
what I have done so far. I usually answer that I have no
time for that. Even if I make an assessment, it is for the
Central Committee or the parliament. One has to be critical
of one’s own activities.

M. S. Gorbachev: True enough. In the single-party
system self-criticism, is supposed to be an important issue.
Possibly the most significant condition is how successfully
the leading role of the Party is achieved. On the other
hand, our mistakes and shortcomings are all rooted in the
lack of criticism. Naturally, I am not only talking about the
management, the top layer of party leaders, but I mean it on
a larger scale—the whole of the Party. During the Stalin
regime, from 1934 to his death, there were only two party
congresses.

M. Németh: In the days when Lenin was at the helm,
there were endless debates and a clear political line was
formed all the same.

M. S. Gorbachev: Yes, because there were entirely
different conditions both in the Party and in the country.
Now we are opening the way towards socialist pluralism.
The multiplicity of opinions is not a tragedy for the
society; on the contrary, it is a real advantage. Of course,
there are some who want to exhibit democracy for their own
selfish objectives, but it can be dealt with, it is merely a
question of struggle. [Boris] Yeltsin has now a peculiar
position in the Central Committee. His is a typically leftist,
rather obnoxious position, which can nevertheless find a
favorable reception among the public. We have to put up
with several problems that directly concern people’s lives,
and those who cry out loud enough about these can reap a
dividend. The majority of people cannot be blamed for
this, as they are hoping that a man like him will one day be
able to do something for them. Besides, it is important that
they learn on their own the difference between a
demagogue and a serious politician. There is nothing
flattering I can say about a member of the Central
Committee who gambles at the expectations, while he
knows very well that the party program is aiming at the
quickest possible way of satisfying these expectations.

M. Németh: It happens quite often with us. There are
always a few members of parliament who rise to speak from
such a demagogic position.

M. S. Gorbachev: The main thing is to be honest and
truthful in the Central Committee, in the parliament, and
among the people as well, and to have a clear conscience.
Otherwise the personality will break down, and downfall is
unavoidable.
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M. Németh: What we consider the most important task
for the time being is creating a majority within the Central
Committee that can be joined around a unified program.

M. S. Gorbachev: This, of course does not rule out the
possibility of the existence of some kind of left-wing or
right-wing views.

M. Németh: Yes, the only important thing is that the
center be strong.

M. S. Gorbachev: We are for a majority that relies on
democratic development. We would like to revitalize the
role of the councils, agitate the activity of MPs, and assure
complete publicity. Without these, the real power of the
workers does not exist. See what we had before in the past:
masses of the people were alienated from property, politics,
and culture. Yet the principal goal of socialism is
overcoming alienation and putting man in the focus of
attention.

M. Németh: I see no difference between pluralism in a
single-party system and in a multi-party system. You are
absolutely right: if there is freedom of thought and a
unified program according to which people behave,
everything goes on as it should. In May 1988 we laid the
foundations for such a practice in the course of the Party
Conference. Nonetheless, there were certain illusions.

M. S. Gorbachev: Experience showed us that nothing
could be achieved at the first trial. We have to get back to
the accepted agreements and decisions, polish them, make
them more precise, and then move on.

M. Németh: Yes, the conditions are changing.
Theoretically what you said in Kiev is important for us.
Every socialist country is developing in its idiosyncratic
way, and their leaders are above all accountable to their
own people. Whether it be one party or more—Ilife will
show which solution is more effective. Within our
conditions, state and party have become the same.

This affected the development of the country in a most
unfavorable way. We should not eradicate everything with
one stroke, because what we achieved is worth noting.

M. S. Gorbachev: I believe that Pozsgay’s statements
are quite extremist'? in this respect. The events of 1956
indeed started with the dissatisfaction of the people. Later,
however, the events escalated into a counterrevolution and
bloodshed. This cannot be overlooked.

M. Németh: Most important of all, these questions
should not cause division in the society. Some say that we
need to look at history in the same way, because otherwise
there will be no unity in society at all. In reality, however,
unity in interpreting the past does not exist. The main
thing is that we have unity with regard to the present
situation and in the policy to follow.

M. S. Gorbacheyv: Indeed, every generation is
responsible for the present, first and foremost.

M. Németh: I am convinced that the organic
interrelation and conformity of the economy and politics in
fundamental issues is indispensable. A principal question
is that of pace. We Hungarians started economic reform
long ago, while leaving the political institutions intact.
Since last May, we have witnessed a rapid
development and transformation of the political system.

A new election system, the reorganization of parliament,
and other measures followed one another in such a rapid
succession, the wheels of the machine are turning with
such dizzying speed that it could pose a potential danger
to society if this process interrupted economic
development.

Nobody actually doubts that a democratic
constitutional state is unavoidable for a successful
people’s economy to function. Having only that, though,
without a productive economy, then political
transformations will happen in a void, /’art pour [’art.
Pozsgay says that there is nothing wrong with politics
superseding the economy. We, on the contrary, think that
harmonization of the two is needed. We support and
develop economic institutions, in parallel with changes in
the political sphere. We will act with responsibility.

M. S. Gorbachev: You have touched upon an important
issue. The process of renewal is gradually spreading over
the entire socialist bloc, and adds to the political culture
and historical experiences of all these countries according
to the local conditions. The most important for all of them,
however, is turning towards the people and revitalizing the
socialist system. While listening to you, our own situation
came to my mind. Of course, it is difficult to achieve total
synchronicity between politics and the economy, but at
least we have to try. You might remember what Lenin used
to say: “We Bolsheviks have conquered Russia, so now we
have to learn how to govern it.” They rushed ahead in
politics, which was in itself normal at the time. But you are
right: if we fail to utilize the political drives and motivations
to create a healthy economy, the people will unavoidably
become discontented.

)

[Source: Gorbachev Foundation Archive, Moscow.
Document obtained by Magdolna Barath, Budapest.
Translated by Csaba Farkas. Parts of this document were
published in the briefing book for the conference, “The
End of Cold War in Europe, 1989: ‘New Thinking’ and
New Evidence,” Musgrove, St. Simon s Island, Georgia, I-
3 May 1998.]
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DOCUMENT No. 3
Memorandum of Conversation between
M.S. Gorbachev and
HSWP General Secretary Karoly Grosz,'*
Moscow, 23-24 March 1989

[On 22 March 1989, the parties and organizations of
the emerging non-communist Hungarian opposition
established a consultative forum, called the “Opposition
Roundtable.” Up fto this point, the Hungarian Socialist
Workers’ Party had used the tactic of dealing separately
with “alternative” organizations. Now the danger of
having to negotiate with a unified opposition became
increasingly likely. The Party's leadership also worried
about an impending economic crisis possibly resulting in
the destabilization of the political scene. These concerns
were infused in Kdroly Grosz's presentation on the
internal political situation.

Gorbachev’s “dialectic” approach to the issue of how
to evaluate 1956 is remarkable: while stressing that this
must be decided by the Hungarian leadership alone by
examining the facts, he declared that a recent
thorough investigation of the past by the Soviet
leadership had undoubtedly proven that what
had happened in Czechoslovakia in 1968 was a counter-
revolution. Similarly ambiguous were the warnings of the
Soviet leader concerning the tolerable scope of the
political transition in Hungary. He emphasized that “the
limit [...] is the safekeeping of socialism and assurance of
stability,” however, he also clearly declared that “today
we have to preclude the possibility of repeated foreign
intervention into the internal affairs of socialist coun-
tries.”

The timing of the conversation is also noteworthy
from Gorbachev s perspective; it occurred on the eve of
the legislative elections in the Soviet Union—the freest
since the 1917 Revolution. The 26 March vote would
elevate reformers (such as Yeltsin) and nationalists
(especially in the Baltics) to a strong position to chal-
lenge the communist order, and Gorbachev may already
have felt pressured by the impending balloting.]

(EXCERPT)

HUNGARIAN SOCIALIST WORKERS’ PARTY
CENTRAL COMMITTEE

TOP SECRET

Made in 2 copies

Inf/1371/1989

REPORT

for members of the Political Committee
[29 March 1989]

(.)

Comrade Groész informed the negotiators about the
Hungarian situation. He said that the events in Hungary
have accelerated lately. Their direction is according to our
intentions, while their pace is somewhat disconcerting.
Comrade Grosz emphasized that we wish to retain political
power and find a solution to our problems by political
means, avoiding armed conflict.

We have a good chance for reaching our goals.
People are afraid of a possible armed conflict.!> Workers,
peasants and professionals want to work and live in peace
and security, safeguarding their property. (...)

Another major concern is the history of the last thirty
years. We have to face our past, hard and painful as it is,
as the acting participants are still alive. On the other hand,
by drawing the necessary conclusions, we might
dishearten certain layers of our policy’s active supporters
from the Party. Lack of self-confidence is palpable enough
in the Party anyway. (...)

Comrade Gorbachev agreed that the Western world
does not want instability in Eastern Europe, including
Hungary as well, because in the present situation it would
be adverse to its interests. Nonetheless, it is quite
apparent that they [the Western countries] intend to
facilitate the realization and strengthening of a
development that suits their own political ideas.

Comrade Gorbachev emphasized: “The estimation of
the 1956 events is entirely up to you.” You have to stand
on a firm ground; you have to examine what really
happened then and there. The Soviet leadership has
recently analyzed the 1968 events in Czechoslovakia, and
they continue to maintain that what happened there was a
counter-revolution, with all the idiosyncratic traits of such
an event. There were different periods within the
Czechoslovak events, but the Dubcek regime was unable
to prevent openly counter-revolutionary forces from
gaining ground through them. (...)

Comrade Gorbachev emphasized that we clearly have
to draw boundaries, thinking about others and ourselves at
the same time. Democracy is much needed, and interests
have to be harmonized. The limit, however, is the
safekeeping of socialism and assurance of stability.

Comrade Grosz emphasized that when referring to
1956, we adhere to the original evaluation that the Party
endorsed in December 1956. The process is described in
three consecutive words: student protest, [people’s]
uprising, and counter-revolution.

Comrade Gorbachev agreed with the above. He
emphasized that today we have to preclude the possibility
of repeated foreign intervention into the internal affairs of
socialist countries. (...)

[Source: MOL M-KS-288-11/4458 é.e.. Translated by
Csaba Farkas.]
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DOCUMENT No. 4
Agreement about the Commencement of
Substantial Political Negotiations between the
Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party,
the Members of the Opposition Roundtable
and the Organizations of the Third Side,
10 June 1989

[Between March and June the crucial question of the
transition was whether the Hungarian Socialist Workers’
Party [HSWP] was willing to accept eventually the fact
that it would have to negotiate with a unified opposition
represented by the Opposition Roundtable [ORT].
Although the HSWP leadership tried to do everything it
could to prevent this, by the beginning of June it gave up
it’s previous position. However, the opposition parties
had to make a serious concession too, since it was a
precondition of the HSWP in agreeing to start official
negotiations on the political transition with the ORT that
the talks should be tripartite. The “third side” included
mass organizations and civil associations, all of which
were supporters of the HSWP and/or represented left-wing
political ideas.

The agreement published below was signed at the
first plenary meeting of the National Roundtable talks.
The document, which put on record the legal framework
and the conditions of the subsequent tripartite
negotiations which lasted until 18 September. At the next
meeting, on 21 June, two intermediate-level committees
were established for political and for social-economic
issues, each having six working subcommittees in which
the bulk of the legal work leading to the establishment of
parliamentary democracy in Hungary was carried out.]

AGREEMENT
About the Commencement of Substantial Political
Negotiations between the Hungarian Socialist Workers’
Party, the Members of the Opposition Roundtable and the
Organizations of the Third Side, 10 June 1989

L

The necessity to help the nation out of a serious
political and economic crisis, and the democratic
transformation of the conditions of power appropriate the
dialogue between all the political circles that feel respon-
sible for the future. Handling the crisis and creating a
multiparty system is only possible with the agreement of
the democratic forces. It presupposes that mutual
objectives and aims are taken into account, that all
participants are willing to make an agreement, and it
necessitates trust and self-restraint.

The fate of the nation can be improved by
respecting the requirements of the constitution and firmly
rejecting violence. It is in our mutual interest that social

conflicts are solved according to the generally agreed
norms of European political culture: with public consent.
The transition from a single-party system to
representational democracy and constitutional government
can only be realized by free elections. Well-functioning
representative bodies and a firm, consistent government
that is trusted by the people are needed to stop the
worsening social and economic crisis. The peaceful
political transition and the relief of aggravated economic
and social tension can only be realized by mutual
agreement. An array of historical examples warn us that
common problems can only be solved with consensus. All
civil organizations and movements have to take part side
by side in the hard and contradictory process of transition.

On the basis of these facts and conditions,
organizations of the Opposition Roundtable, the Hungarian
Socialist Workers’ Party, the Left Wing Alternative Union;
the Patriotic People’s Front; the Hungarian Democratic
Youth Association; the Association of Hungarian
Resistance Fighters and Anti-Fascists; the National
Council of Hungarian Women; the joint delegation of the
Ferenc Miinnich Society; and the National Council of
Trade Unions express their wish to commence substantial
political negotiations. The equal negotiators accept the
following governing principles for the talks:

—the basis of power is the sovereignty of the
people; none of the political forces can monopolize it
and declare themselves the sole repository of the
people’s will, and none can aspire to
unconstitutionally curtail political rights;

—the will of the public has to be expressed
without preceding limitations, in the course of free
elections, the result of which is binding for everyone,
and from which no political organization that complies
with the requirements of the constitution can be
excluded;

—handling the crisis, ensuring a democratic
transition and resolving political conflicts is only
possible in a peaceful way, avoiding violence; none of
the civil organizations can have direct control over
military forces;

—an important condition of the successful and
constructive political negotiations is that the nation
and [the parties’] interests are considered and
respected; a further condition is mutual and
anticipatory confidence;

—only mutually acceptable conditions can be the
basis of co-operation and agreement;

—when determining the participants of
negotiations and their legal standing, exclusion of a
political nature is unacceptable, although the
functioning of the negotiation process must be
considered;

—the objective of negotiations is the formation of
political agreements that can be accompanied by the
necessary government measures and bills, together
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with the deadline for their realization; the negotiations
themselves, however, do not directly exercise
functions of constitutional law;

—during the course of negotiations the parties
refrain from all unilateral steps that would obliterate
the goal of negotiations; legislation cannot precede
political agreement;

—all negotiating partners will have the political
agreements accepted in their own organizations, and
represent them in public as well, while assisting the
enforcement of the agreements by every possible
political means.

IL

Three parties take part in the political conciliation
talks, with the intent of reaching political agreements.

a) The Opposition Roundtable (Endre Bajcsy-Zsilinszky
Friendship Society; Alliance of Young Democrats;
Independent Smallholders’ and Farmers’ Civic Party;
Christian Democratic People’s Party; Hungarian
Democratic Forum; Hungarian People’s Party; Hungar-
ian Social Democratic Party; Alliance of Free Demo-
crats; and the Democratic League of Independent
Trade Unions as observer);

b) Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party;

c¢) The following civil organizations and movements: Left
Wing Alternative Union; the Patriotic People’s Front;
Hungarian Democratic Youth Association; the
Association of Hungarian Resistance Fighters and
Anti-Fascists; the National Council of Hungarian
Women; the Ferenc Miinnich Society and the National
Council of Trade Unions.

All three negotiating partners are endowed with equal
rights in forming a consensus. A speaker represents each
of the three parties, who [will] express the opinions of the
negotiating parties. Civil associations and movements
listed under point ¢) above, whose participation in
substantial negotiations was agreed by the Opposition
Roundtable as a compromise during preparatory talks, do
express that they support the intention of both the
Hungarian Social Workers’ Party and the Opposition
Roundtable to conduct a constructive dialogue and reach
an agreement. They intend to take an active part in the
negotiation process.

The Opposition Roundtable determines the number
and composition of their delegates. Civil associations and
movements listed under point c) above decide among
themselves about the method of reconciliation and the
method of joint representation of their disputable issues.

1. Representatives of the participating organiza-
tions are endowed with a written mandate, which
contains their right to make agreements. They present
their mandate to the president of the plenary session.

2. The fourth side of the negotiating table can be
reserved for observers. Observers have the right to
submit their proposed remarks in writing to the
president of the meeting, who informs the negotiating
parties about the observation.

3. The negotiating parties put on the agenda of
conciliatory talks the following issues:

- defining the rules and principles of realizing a
democratic political transition;

- strategic tasks for overcoming the impending
economic and social crisis.

Final definition of individual issues, based on specific
interests, is the task of substantial negotiations.

1. The statutes and working order of the political
conciliatory talks are as follows:

a) Substantial negotiations are conducted in plenary
sessions and in committees.

The opening plenary session is scheduled on 13 June
1989 (Tuesday) in the Hunters’ Hall of Parliament.

The Speaker of the House presides over the whole
meeting.

Representatives of all three negotiating parties are
given equal time to speak.

In the course of the opening plenary session, negotiat-
ing partners issue a declaration of intent. Then they
form working committees.

b) Agreements are prepared by working committees,
according to specific issues on the agenda. Statutes
of the plenary session logically refer to committee
sessions as well. Working committees can form sub-
committees—with the participation of experts.

Preparing bills for legislation must involve
governmental bodies as well. In the course of political
conciliatory talks, some propositions may be opened
to public debate. Final documents are ratified by the
plenary session. Propositions of the working commit-
tees can only be submitted to the plenary session
when heads of delegations have signed them. The
approved documents are signed by the heads of the
delegations who then take care of their publication.
Every session is recorded in the minutes, which have
to be publicized in case the

negotiations are interrupted.

¢) Coming to an agreement is our mutual interest, based
on the principle of consensus. Should discord persist
in a particular detail, consensus can be reached
nevertheless, provided that the dissenting negotiating
partner admits that it does not concern the general
principle of the agreement.

d) Plenary sessions are open to the press. Working
committees, however, will operate behind closed
doors. It has to be assured that [the public] receives
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regular and substantial information about the
negotiation process. From time to time, negotiating
parties will issue a joint communiqué to the Hungarian
Telegraphic Agency. Separate statements can only be
issued if negotiations break off or a common
declaration cannot be agreed on. Nevertheless, this
does not concern the right of the parties to express
their opinions about the content of certain issues on
the agenda.

e) The parties think it necessary that expenses of the
negotiations are covered by the state budget.
Handling of documents, photocopying, postage, the
costs of organizing meetings, and the wages of
possible experts are included in the expenses.

Representing the Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party:
Gyorgy Fejti
Secretary of the Central Committee

Representing the Opposition Roundtable:

Dr. Zsolt Zétényi's
Endre Bajcsy-Zsilinszky Friendship Society

Dr. Léaszlo Kovér
Alliance of Young Democrats

Péter Hardi
Independent Smallholders’ and Farmers’ Civic Party

Gyorgy Szakolczai
Christian Democratic Party

Dr. Laszl6 Sélyom
Hungarian Democratic Forum

Csaba Varga
Hungarian People’s Party

Tibor Baranyai
Hungarian Social Democratic Party

Dr. Péter Tolgyessy
Alliance of Free Democrats

Imre Kerényi
Democratic League of Independent Trade Unions, as
observer

Representing the Left Wing Alternative Union; the
Patriotic People’s Front; the Hungarian Democratic Youth
Association; the Association of Hungarian Resistance
Fighters and Anti-Fascists; the National Council of
Hungarian Women; the joint delegation of the Ferenc
Miinnich Society and the National Council of Trade
Unions:

Csaba Kemény

Left Wing Alternative Union

Dr. Istvan Kukorelli
People’s Patriotic Front

Ferenc Gyurcsany
Hungarian Democratic Youth Association

Imre Kerekes
Association of Hungarian Resistance Fighters and
Anti-Fascists

Mrs. Sods Dr. Méria Dobos
National Council of Hungarian Women

Ferenc Berényi
Ferenc Miinnich Society

Mrs. Kosa & Dr. Magda Kovacs
National Council of Trade Unions

[Source: Published in Ellenzéki kerekasztal. Portrévazlatok.
[Opposition Roundtable. Political Portraits. Ed. and
interviews by Anna Richter] (Budapest: Otlet Kft, 1990),
pp- 294-300. Translated by Csaba Farkas.]

*kk

DOCUMENT No. 5
Minutes of the Meeting of the
Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party [HSWP]
CC Political Executive Committee,'”
24 July 1989

[The end of July brought a definite hardening in the
position of the HSWP at the National Roundtable talks.
This was obvious in the Communists unexpected refusal to
sign an agreement on party law, although it had already
been accepted by the experts.

The opposition attributed the harder line to a change
in personnel at the top of the HSWP delegation, when
Imre Pozsgay's position was taken over by the less flexible
Gyorgy Fejti.'® At the 27 July meeting of the National
Roundtable, Fejti made it clear that the HSWP was not
willing to give a full account of all of its property,
emphasizing that the greater part of it had been acquired
legitimately and therefore this issue should not be
discussed at the tripartite talks. The HSWP's
uncompromising stand on reaching agreement on the de-
politicization of the armed services, and concerning the
withdrawal of party organizations from work places,
finally led to the suspension of the tripartite negotiations.
The talks were not resumed until 24 August, when the
HSWP delegation was headed again by Pozsgay. Fejti’s
speech at the 24 July meeting of the HSWP Political
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Executive Committee, published below, provides insight
into the making of this new, less flexible and more
intransigent policy towards the opposition.]

(EXCERPT)

Gyorgy Fejti: We are in a complicated situation now,
but still, we have to make up our minds. In many
questions, especially when it comes to specific details, we
have made quite some progress. However, in a series of
fundamental and cardinal questions the antagonism seems
irreconcilable; apparently the date of the general elections
is one of these controversial issues. So, with a flexible
negotiating strategy, namely that we give in to certain
demands but stand our ground firmly in other issues, we
cannot resolve the prevailing antagonism for the time
being. Yet time is pushing us. Technically, we have some
three or four weeks left to work out the legal conditions of
the parliamentary elections in late autumn.!® Three or four
weeks, that’s all we have. On the other hand, this more or
less open, hesitant, obstructive behavior is physically
impeding the process of calling elections. That’s why we
have to come to a decision, on the basis of the previous
issue on the agenda, as to what to do in the face of the
present economic situation and the international financial
conditions. Because either we accept the fact that we
cannot make a compromise in this case, while emphasizing
that the ongoing negotiation process should not be
jeopardized—it is another question, though, whether the
danger holds only for the elections—or, alternatively, we
come up with overt reasoning and publicize in due time
what the rationale is behind advancing the date of
elections. In the latter case we should look to make
compromises on other issues instead of this one.
Undoubtedly, we jeopardize the success of negotiations;
what is more, we even risk their termination. The later we
express our intention to call earlier elections, the bigger the
danger is.

Rezs6 Nyers: The only reason to hasten negotiations
is to advance the elections? I believe that even if we called
elections for next spring, we should speed things up all the
same, shouldn’t we?

Gyorgy Fejti: It is a markedly different situation if we
want to submit the fundamental laws to parliament in mid-
September rather than in December. The meaning of
hastening things now depends on whether we show the
magnanimous gesture of government—abolishing these
laws—in a very broad sense, or the government makes it
clear that, even though they are curious how political
negotiations will end, they want to submit the bills at the
next session anyway, so that nothing can change the date
of election.

Rezs6 Nyers: I have one question—otherwise I
completely agree that we hasten the process and the
government keep to their schedule, with the one
compromise of September. But why does it have to be
connected with elections in November?

Gyorgy Fejti: Because we have no other plausible
reason for speeding things up. (...)

Gyorgy Fejti: Yes, but we have to get back to the
unfortunately irrevocable question, that we should decide
in a very short time, to what extent the elections of this
year are important for us. As long as there is no decision
on this issue, we cannot follow a clear and unequivocal line
in the negotiations. I can imagine that we might lose this,
so let me point out that despite all appearances there is no
covert reason that would make it important for me. Yet we
cannot carry on the negotiations under such pressure
without knowing how important this issue is for our own
Party.

Rezo Nyers: Comrade Fejti, it is very important for us.
Under one condition, that is if they pass these fundamental
laws in September, then the November elections are 100
percent to our advantage. If they do not vote for the bill in
September, then nothing is good enough for us. Abso-
lutely nothing. This is the decisive factor. So, I am totally
and immediately for the November elections, if these three
issues are accepted. Or at least two of the three. Three
would be most expedient, though.

Gyorgy Fejti: You mean if they accept it? Itisstill a
bone of contention. There are and will be several
disputable issues.

It is definite that the documents can only be submitted
in September with much controversy. This is part of the
negotiation strategy. We shouldered responsibility for
negotiating these bills. However, the HSWP cannot take
responsibility for striking a deal with those powers. We
will not be able to come to terms; it is the Parliament’s task
to ask for a decision, making known and objectively
presenting the opposing views. In the present state of
negotiations it is an illusion that in these questions—
whether it be the party law or election law—a total
agreement and final consensus can be reached. An
illusion. Possibly we should reduce the number of points
that induce confrontation—and there are a lot, at the
moment. Just to mention one example: so far, when it came
to the party law, the opposition has put in the minutes at
every single meeting that the HSWP is not willing to give
consent to proposing the bill to parliament if either the
assessment or the redistribution of their total property is
on the agenda. I think it is absolutely impossible that such
a position would be acceptable for us right before the
elections. I can’t tell when they might take a U-turn on this
issue. They will only relinquish if there is a final deadline,
by which the negotiations should be completed, otherwise
we can stand up, wash our hands and say that the agree-
ment has fallen through but we are not the ones to blame.
So that’s why entirely clear statements are needed, saying
that there is a set schedule and deadline for negotiations;
the delegates of the HSWP are unable to do this.

(.)

[Source: MOL M-KS-288-5/1072 é.e. Translated by Csaba
Farkas.]
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DOCUMENT No. 6
Memorandum of Conversation between
President Mikhail Gorbacheyv,
President Rezso Nyers, and
General Secretary of the Hungarian Socialist
Workers’ Party (HSWP), Karoly Grosz,
Moscow, 24-25 July 1989

[This Hungarian-Soviet summit was the last such
meeting preceding the important events of the fall of
1989: the free exit of the East Germans via Hungary to the
West in September, the dissolution of the HSWP, the
declaration of the Hungarian Republic, and the plans for
free elections. While both sides were still intent on
stressing that what was occurring in Hungary was aimed
at working out a framework of democratic socialism, it is
clear from the memorandum that both sides already had
serious doubts about the possible outcome of the process.

The treatment of the issue of Soviet troop withdrawal
deserves special attention. During the March visit of
Karoly Grosz to Moscow it had been the Soviets’
condition that such an agreement should be kept secret.
Now Gorbachev easily agreed to make such a deal public,
obviously hoping that such a concession would
strengthen the eroding position of the HSWP,]

(EXCERPT)

Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party
TOP SECRET!

Central Committee

Inf/1451/1989

REPORT

to the Political Executive Committee

Invited by the Central Committee of the Soviet
Communist Party, Comrades Rezsé Nyers and Karoly
Grosz visited the Soviet Union on 24 and 25 July 1989.
They took part in a two-hour negotiation with Comrade
Mikhail Gorbachev, General Secretary of the Central
Committee of the Soviet Communist Party. The Central
Committee of the Soviet Communist Party invited the
delegates for dinner, with the participation of several Soviet
leaders. Comrades Nyers and Grosz negotiated with leaders
of the Soviet-Hungarian Friendship Society. Comrade
Nyers met Soviet social scientists; Comrade Grosz met
leading officials of the Central Committee of the Soviet
Communist Party.

L

Comrade Nyers described the situation of Hungary
and the Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party. He said that
the party is preparing for a working congress.?® Decisions
have not yet been made on every issue but is quite definite

that internal issues of the Party will be on the agenda. The
set task of the congress is to achieve the unity of the Party.
Comrade Nyers pointed out that the Party is already
getting spirited, [and] new platforms are being formed. The
basic concept of the congress is democratic socialism, self-
government, parliamentary democracy, and economic
democracy. Comrade Nyers emphasized that property
reform was considered the primary element of reform. We
wish to democratize public property, indeed making it
available for the public. We are considering a new system
that utilizes the available capital more efficiently. We are
planning to increase the ratio of private capital in the
economy, and the introduction of foreign capital.

Comrade Nyers mentioned the experiences of
parliamentary by-elections.?! He emphasized that one
should not jump to immediate conclusions from the results.
We consider the elections neither a success nor a complete
failure. The present state of paralysis within the Party,
however, has become apparent. He referred to the fact that
in one constituency the opposition united their forces in
the campaign against the HSWP, but this is not expected to
be a general trend when it comes to the general elections.
Comrade Nyers stressed that there are three factors that
can defeat the Party. First: the past, if we let ourselves be
smeared with it. Secondly: the disintegration of the Party.
The third factor that can defeat us is the paralysis of the
Party rank-and-file.

Talking about Hungary, Comrade Gorbachev said that
the Hungarian events were being followed with much
interest in the Soviet Union. The Soviet Communist Party
leadership refers to our policy with understanding. In the
course of the negotiations, they understood our intention
to find our way on the road to democratic socialism. At the
same time, Comrade Gorbachev posed several questions
with regard to the situation in Hungary and the policy of
the HSWP. Among other things, he inquired about our
orientation in foreign policy, the role of private property
and foreign capital, the experiences with by-elections, the
goals of the Party Congress, and the unity of the Party.
Comrade Gorbachev put special emphasis on the fact that
the Soviet leaders interpreted the mass sympathy towards
the HSWP evident at the 14 July 1989 funeral of Janos
Kadar? as an important political resource to rely on.

()

IV.

In the course of the visit, several issues
concerning the bilateral relationship were discussed.
Negotiators mutually agreed that we should widen the
scope of relations between the HSWP and the CPSU, and
increase the exchange of experiences. In this way the
recently aggravated laxity that has been hindering the
co-operation of Soviet and Hungarian party organizations
can be effectively eradicated. Hungarian negotiators
suggested that the CPSU and other Soviet social
organizations develop collaborative relationships with
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Hungarian democratic organizations and newly-forming
parties as well.

The negotiations proved that it is our mutual intention
to maintain the friendship of the Hungarian and Soviet
nations, to create a new basis for reinforcing the friendship
movement, winning over the best professionals and the
youth for the friendship between the two nations.

In the course of negotiations, Hungarian and Soviet
leaders examined the most urgent issues regarding the
stationing of Soviet troops in Hungary. Comrade Nyers
reminded the negotiators that at their March meeting in
Moscow,* comrades Grosz and Gorbachev had agreed in
principle that troops would continue to be withdrawn. At
that time the Soviet negotiators had asked that this
agreement should not be publicized. This time comrade
Nyers suggested that the March agreement should be
confirmed, the question of withdrawing Soviet troops
further considered and publicized in one way or another.
Speaking for the Soviet leadership, comrade Gorbachev
agreed with the idea. His suggestion was that, when
dealing with the issue, one should start from what the
Soviet press release says about the subject: “In the course
of negotiations, the issue of Soviet troops stationed in
Hungary came up, and the parties decided that steps will
be made to reduce further the number of Soviet troops in
accordance with the European disarmament process and
with the progress of the Vienna talks.” Comrades Nyers
and Grosz agreed with the suggestion.

In the course of negotiations we reaffirmed our mutual
political intent to seek out opportunities for establishing a
new basis for Hungarian-Soviet economic cooperation.
Comrade Nyers indicated that the Hungarian government
was presently working on a new fiscal system, and it was
possible that the proposals would be submitted [as early
as] this autumn.

The HSWP leader emphasized that the situation of the
Hungarian minority in the Sub-Carpathian region® was
improving, which was of great importance for us in terms of
both domestic and foreign affairs. Comrade Gorbachev
indicated that they [the Soviet government] were deter-
mined to head in this direction.

Another subject raised [in the discussion] were the
many Hungarian soldiers who died in action on the Soviet
front or in POW?¢ camps in World War II. Hungarian public
opinion was exerting pressure for the memory of these
victims to be preserved in due fashion. Comrade
Gorbachev emphasized that the Soviet Union was ready to
cooperate in this field as well. [He] said that it was virtually
impossible to find mass graves on battlefields now.
However, they [the Soviets] were ready to specify those
cemeteries where Hungarian prisoners of war were buried.
They would preserve the tombs; memorial
monuments could be installed, and Hungarian citizens
could visit these sites. The same practice was working well
with the Federal Republic of Germany.

(.)

[Source: MOL, M-KS 288 - 11/4461. é.e. Translated by

Csaba Farkas.]
ok k

DOCUMENT No. 7
Record of Conversation between
Representatives of the Opposition Roundtable
and Boris Stukalin,
Soviet Ambassador in Budapest,
18 August 1989

[At their meeting on 27 July, the representatives of
the Opposition Roundtable (ORT) decided—at the
initiative of Jozsef Antall’®*—to widen the scope of the
ORT's negotiating partners and initiate meetings with the
chairmen and the secretaries of the parliamentary
committees, Deputy Prime Minister Péter Meggyesi and
Soviet Ambassador in Budapest, Boris Stukalin.®

Fidesz Press, the organ of the Young Democrats, gave
the following account of the meeting and of Viktor
Orban's presentation (the AYD leader who had given a
speech at Imre Nagy's reburial in June and who in 1998
would become Hungary s prime minister) calling for the
withdrawal of Soviet troops form Hungary: “Since 1956
we have known that the Soviet ambassador in Budapest
plays a key role in Moscow's assessment of the situation in
Hungary, yet at the meeting no really important issues
were discussed, it was rather of exploratory character.
The different organizations presented their position
tactfully, giving broad outlines only, taking the liberty to
deal with foreign policy only cautiously. The atmosphere
became hot, however, when one of the Fidesz
representatives took the floor: the Soviet side ‘eyed the
game,’ the famous political opponent™ for several
minutes. Nevertheless, they listened with poker face to
Orban who stated that he was pessimistic concerning the
National Roundtable talks because the HSWP had
renewed itself only in words, remaining uncompromising
on concrete issue (workers militia, Party organs at
working places, the property of the Party). ']

(EXCERPT: Speech by Viktor Orban,*” Representative of
the Alliance of Young Democrats [AYD])

()

Viktor Orban: Allow me to add just a few remarks to
the question of what we think about the possibility of the
negotiations eventually ending with success. We believe
that the very opportunity of meeting you here today
precipitates the prospect of making a successful agreement
with the Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party. Our
organization, inasmuch as it is primarily comprised of
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young people, considers it a particular privilege to have the
chance of meeting representatives of Soviet diplomatic
bodies. We intend to utilize this opportunity, which has
never been granted to us before, to hand over a
memorandum next week that informs representatives of the
Soviet Union about the political ideas of the Alliance of
Young Democrats.

Certainly you are familiar with the fact that the issue of
revealing the so-called historical white spots is just as
important in Hungary as it is in the Soviet Union.
Questions and views concerning our past and relations
with the Soviet Union, or rather their sudden change,
concerns our generation most of all. This is due to the fact
that not long ago we were taught exactly the opposite of
what even the Soviet Union has lately—and repeatedly—
expressed in this respect.

Perhaps this experience explains the skepticism of our
generation when it comes to the possible outcome of the
negotiations, as compared to the attitude of the previous
speakers. Consequently, our generation—that is we, who
represent our organization at the Roundtable in the
negotiations with the [Hungarian Socialist Workers]
Party—we are of the opinion that one should only look at
the facts when assessing the intentions of the Party and
the political prospects. That is why we observe with
considerable apprehension that the Party... the Hungarian
Socialist Workers’ Party has made hardly any progress on
the most important concrete issues.

Let me mention a few examples. Naturally, similarly to
the previous speakers, I speak with the hope that this
opinion will change over time. I must note, however, that
the Party, among other things, has not yet made any
concessions on the issue of ending party organizations at
workplaces. Neither has the HSWP conceded on the
question of abolishing the workers’ militia that all
representatives at the Roundtable consider unconstitu-
tional. No progress was made to guarantee that the
political monopoly of the Party in the army and the police
force is eliminated once and for all, so that politics and
state service are separated within the armed forces. The
Opposition Roundtable made specific suggestions on the
issue, which have all been rejected so far. I appeal to you:
what else could people of my generation and members of
my organization think other than that the Hungarian
Socialist Workers’ Party aims at preserving these armed
corps and armed forces, the last resort of power in Eastern
Europe, intact and unaffected by the opposition. We,
Young Democrats, are much worried about this intent. For
according to our political assessment, the main issue is not
the elections here; we are quite optimistic about the
elections. We consider the recent by-elections as a public
opinion poll of some sort, on the basis of which we expect
an overwhelming victory by the opposition. The question
for us Young Democrats, though, is rather what will happen

afterwards? What will happen if the HSWP, which, in our
estimation and according to the analysis of the recent
results, will lose the general elections, still retains authority
over all the armed forces, and is the only one to have
political bodies at workplaces.

Consequently, we believe that the question of stability,
the stability of the transition, and the solution of that issue
is in the hands of the HSWP. Should the Party act
according to their purportedly democratic conviction on
the questions I have raised, the period of transition after
the elections will not suffer from instability whatsoever.
The ultimate cause of our pessimism is that the HSWP has
shown no sign during the last month of heading in that
direction.

Thank you.

Boris Stukalin: May I ask you about something that
you mentioned in your speech: the memorandum that you
wish to present to us next week? What is it about, what are
the main issues that it is concerned with?

Viktor Orban: We think that the Alliance of Young
Democrats has often been branded by the Hungarian press
as an anti-Soviet organization. We had the opportunity to
express our opinion on the issue, and we repeatedly stated
that we do not consider ourselves anti-Soviet but that we
have principled views. We have never encouraged
aggression towards the Soviet Union, never incited people
to any kind of rebellion against the Soviet people, [and]
never invited anyone to infringe on the rights of the Soviet
state. We think that this opportunity—sitting at the
negotiating table with a representative of the Soviet
diplomatic corps—gives us the chance of informing you in
an articulate written memorandum about our principled
opinions on all these issues—which basically determine
the general and foreign policy of the Alliance of Young
Democrats. In the memorandum we wish to state our
standing and suggestions in terms of what changes we
think necessary in Hungarian foreign policy.

Let me point out, though, that this is strictly our
opinion, bearing in mind that the Opposition Roundtable
never intended to form an unanimous consensus in issues
of foreign policy, therefore the organizations around this
table represent a considerably wide range of [ideas about]
foreign policy. Some of them hold opinions that are closer
to yours, while others have views that diverge much
further—ours is probably among the latter. Nonetheless,
we strongly hope that these issues will be clarified in the
memorandum. 3

()

[Source: Fekete Doboz Archivuma, Budapest, EKA-NKA
Gydjtemény (Archive of the Black Box Video Studio,
Opposition Roundtable—National Roundtable Collec-
tion), Casette 27-28. Translated by Csaba Farkas.]
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Csaba Békes is the Research Coordinator of the 1956
Institute and the Director of the new Cold War History
Research Center in Budapest. He is working on a book on
Hungary and the Cold War, 1945-1989. He is the author of
The 1956 Hungarian Revolution and World Politics, CWIHP
Working Paper No. 16 (Washington, D.C.: Woodrow
Wilson Center, 1996).

Melinda Kalmar is a freelance researcher working on
a monograph on the transformation of Communist
ideology in Hungary, 1948-1989. Her most recent book is
Ennival6 és hozomany. A kora kddarizmus ideologidja.
[Eats and dowry. Ideology in the early Kdadar era, 1956-
1963] (Budapest: Magveto Kiado, Budapest, 1997.]

! Several excerpts of the HSWP Politburo meetings in
1989 were made available for the participants of the
international conference held in Budapest on 10-12 June
1999, see: Csaba Békés, Malcolm Bryne, Melinda Kalmar,
Zoltan Ripp, Miklés Vords, eds., Political Transition in
Hungary 1989-1990; the documents were collected and
compiled by Magdolna Barath, Csaba Békés, Melinda
Kalmar, Gusztav Kecskés, Zoltan Ripp, Béla Révész, Eva
Standeisky, Mikos Vords, Budapest, 1999 (The manuscript
is to be published by Central European University Press in
Budapest.)

2 Many minutes of Gorbachev’s talks are published in:
The End of Cold War in Europe, 1989. New Thinking and
New Evidence. A Compendium of Declassified Documents
Prepared for a Critical Oral History Conference organized
by the National Security Archive, Washington, D.C.,
Musgrove, Georgia, 1-3 May 1998. For recently published
Hungarian and Russian sources on Gorbachev’s policy
towards Hungary see: Magdolna Barath, Janos M. Rainer,
eds., Gorbacsov targyalasai magyar vezetékkel,
Dokumentumok az egykori SZKP és MSZMP
archivumaibol, 1985-1990 [Gorbachev’s talks with
Hungarian leaders. Documents from the archives of the
former CPSU and HSWP, 1985-1990] (1956-0s Intézet,
Budapest, 2000).

3 See Andras Bozoki, Marta Elbert, Melinda Kalmar,
Béla Révész, Erzsébet Ripp, Zoltan Ripp, eds., 4
rendszervaltas forgatokonyve. Kereksztal-targyalasok
1989-ben. [The Script of the Political Transition. The
Roundtable Talks in 1989], vols. 1-8, Magveto (vols. 1-4)
Budapest, 1999, Uj Mandéatum (Vols. 5-8) Budapest, 2000.

4 For the first and still the only complex work on the
transition based on the use of (the then available) archival
sources see: Rudolf L. Tokés Hungary's Negotiated
Revolution. Economic Reform, Social Change and
Political Succession, 1957-1990 (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1996). For an English language volume of
essays on the transition see Béla Kiraly ed., Andrds Bozoki
associate ed., Lawful Revolution in Hungary (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1995). For a recently published,
archive-based collection of essays see Vol. 7. of the series:

The Script of the Political Transition. The Roundtable
Talks in 1989. An English language version of this
volume will be published by Central European University
Press in Budapest in 2001. A bibliography about the
transition in Hungary containing some 260 books and more
than 500 articles has been compiled by the Cold War
History Research Center in Budapest (www.coldwar. hu),
see: Political Transition in Hungary 1989-1990.

> Tmre Pozsgay, 1980-1982 Minister of Culture, 1982-
1988 General Secretary of the Patriotic Peoples’ Front, 1980-
1989 member of HSWP CC and 1988-1989 member of
HSWP Politburo, 1989-1990 Minister of State; head of the
HSWP delegation at the negotiations of the National
Roundtable in 1989, and his party’s nominee for the post of
the President of the Republic. 1989-1990 member of the
Presidium of the Hungarian Socialist Party (HSP), May-
November 1990 HSP Vice President. After leaving the HSP
in 1990, he founded the National Democratic Alliance.
Since 1997 he has been a political adviser of the Hungarian
Democratic Forum.

T. Ivan Berend, historian. From 1985-1990 President,
Hungarian Academy of Sciences; 1988-1989 member of the
HSWP CC; 1989-1990 Chairman of the Advisory Board of
the Council of Ministers. In 1990, he became a professor at
the University of California.

"Mihaly Jasso, 1988-1989 member of the HSWP CC,
1989 member of the HSWP Politburo, from 1989 head of the
Budapest branch of HSWP.

8Rezs6 Nyers, 1957-1989 member of the HSWP CC,
1960 - 1962 Minister of Finance, 1962 - 1974 Secretary of the
HSWP CC, 1966-1974 member of the HSWP Politburo.
Main proponent in the leadership of the so-called New
Economic Mechanism introduced in 1968. As a result of the
anti reform campaign at the beginning of the seventies he
was expelled from the leadership. 1974-1981 head of the
Institute of Economic Sciences, Hungarian Academy of
Sciences, 1980 - 1988 its advisor. In 1988, he was one of the
founders of the “New March Front,” 1988 - 1989 Minister
of State, member of the HSWP Politburo. From June to
October, 1989 President of the HSWP, from October 1989
to May 1990 President of the Hungarian Socialist Party.

’Imre Nagy, 1953-1955 and in October-November 1956
Prime Minister. In June 1958, executed for his role in the
1956 Hungarian Revolution.

10 Matyas Rakosi,, from 1945 to 1956 leader of the
Hungarian Communist Party and the Hungarian Workers’
Party. Dismissed in July 1956, he spent the rest of his life in
exile in the Soviet Union.

11 Janos Kadar, from 4 November 1956 to May, 1988,
First Secretary of the HSWP.

12Miklés Németh, 1981-1986 member of department of
economic policy of the HSWP CC, later deputy head and
head of department. 1987-1988 Secretary of the HSWP CC
in charge of economic policy, 1987-1989 member of the
HSWP CC, 1988 - 1989 member of the HSWP Politburo,
1989-1990 President of the Council of Ministers, October-
December 1989, presidium member of the Hungarian
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Socialist Party. Resigned from this post in December, 1988-
1991 Member of Parliament for the HSWP, then HSP. From
1991 to 2000 Vice President of the European Bank for
Reconstruction and Development.

13 See document 1.

14Karoly Grosz, 1984-1987 First Secretary of the
Budapest branch of HSWP, 1987-1988 Prime Minister, May
1988-October 1989 HSWP General Secretary.

15 In fact at the time there was no serious concern
among society about a possible armed conflict in Hungary.
This reference reflects rather the worry of the party
leadership concerning the unpredictable attitude of the
armed services, including the workers’ militia, towards the
unexpectedly fast and radical political changes.

16 Biographies of all representatives of the tripartite
negotiations were published in the briefing book of the
conference; “Political Transition in Hungary, 1989-1990,”
held in Budapest in June 1999. A copy is accessible for
researchers at the CWIHP and National Security Archive
(http://nsarchive.org).

170n 23-24 June 1989 the HSWP CC established a 21-
member Political Executive Committee replacing the former
Political Committee.

18 Pozsgay went on vacation in mid-July. Gyo6rgy Fejti,
1980-1984 First Secretary of the Communist Youth Federa-
tion CC, 1984-1987 First Secretary of Borsod-Abauj-
Zemplén Committee of the HSWP, 1987-1989 Secretary of
the HSWP CC, 1980-1989 member of the CC. In 1989
member of the HSWP’s delegation at the National
Roundtable.

1 The HSWP considered early elections advantageous
assuming that the opposition parties would lack sufficient
time to publicise their programs. However, elections were
eventually held in March 1990.

20 The HSWP’s 14th Congress was held on 6-10
October 1989. During the Congress, the party dissolved
itself and on 7 October a new party, the Hungarian Socialist
Party, was formed.

210n 22 July 1989, parliamentary by-elections were
held in four constituencies, but the first round brought a
final result in only one of them, where the opposition
parties formed a coalition and won. The second round of
the elections was held on 5 August when candidates of the
Hungarian Democratic Forum acquired two of the seats
while in one constituency the election was void.

22 The aging Janos Kadar, of the HSWP after its
conference in May 1988 Honorary Party President, died on
6 July; his funeral was held on 14 July 1989 with the
participation of several tens of thousand people.

2 Tt is more than interesting that just a few days after
the return of the two HSWP leaders from Moscow, on 27
July representative Jozsef Antall, Hungarian Democratic
Forum, made a proposal at the Opposition Roundtable
meeting to invite the Soviet Ambassador in Budapest and
inform him about the opposition’s ideas. This move
confirms the likelihood that secret communications existed
between the HSWP and some opposition representatives

as it was commonly believed (but never proved) at the time.
See document 7.

24 See document 3.

% Editor’s Note: According to the Soviet-
Czechoslovak agreement of 29 June 1945, Sub-Carpathian
Ruthenia and thirteen communities from Slovakia became
part of the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic. A large
Hungarian minority lived in this region, in particular in the
territories contiguous with Hungary.

26 Editor’s Note: Prisoner of War.

2Viktor Orban, graduate of E6tvos Lorand University
in Budapest (1987), founder of Istvan Bibd Special College
and the journal Szdzadvég [Fin de siecle], in March 1988
one of the founders and spokesman of Fidesz (Alliance of
Young Democrats), representative of his party at the
negotiations of the Opposition Roundtable, since 1993
President of Fidesz (after April 1995 called the Fidesz-
Hungarian Civic Party), after 1992 one of the vice presi-
dents of the Liberal International, since July 1998 Prime
Minister of the Hungarian Republic.

B]6zsef Antall, historian, in 1956 participant in the re-
organisation of the Independent Smallholders’ Party, one
of the founding fathers of the Christian Youth Association.
Temporarily arrested and later dismissed from his job
because of his revolutionary activity, 1984 - 1990 director
general in Semmelweis Museum of Medical History, among
the founding fathers of Hungarian Democratic Forum
(HDF), in 1989 member of the Central Committee, then
member of the presidium, since October 1989 president of
the HDF, participant at the Opposition Roundtable and at
the National Roundtable negotiations, from 23 May 1990 to
his death Prime Minister of the Hungarian Republic.

2 See note 23.

30 Viktor Orban became generally known in Hungary
and abroad by his speech delivered at the reburial cer-
emony of Imre Nagy and his associates on Heroes Square
in Budapest on 16 June 1989. While all the other speakers
were cautiously seeking to avoid raising controversial
issues, Orban sharply called upon the Soviet Union to
withdraw its troops from Hungary.

31 [Moénika] Vig: “Viktor Orban and the Soviet
ambassador,” Fidesz Press, 5 September 1989.

32 On the basis of the available documentary evidence
this promise seems to have been an improvisation of Viktor
Orban since no such memorandum was presented to the
Soviet Embassy subsequently.
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HUNGARIAN SECRET POLICE MEMORANDUM,
“ENSURING THE SECURITY OF PREPARATIONS FOR THE BURIAL OF IMRE
NAGY AND HIS ASSOCIATES [ON 16 JUNE 1989],”
MAY 1989
(EXCERPT)

[Editor's Note: In an essay entitled “The New National Alliance,” published in Hitel Dénes Csengey in
mid-January 1989, the reassessment of the 1956 Hungarian Revolution and its suppression by Soviet troops—
“finding a worthy place for it in the memory of the nations "—is described as “one of the fundamental issues
and standards of the Hungarian democratic transition.” Indeed, the historical place of the 1956 Revolution—
and its leader, the reform communist prime minister Imre Nagy— permeated the national discourse during
1988-89 in Hungary. Political attitudes and actions of regime and opposition crystallized around the issue re-
evaluating this pivotal event in Hungary s postwar history.

One crucial moment in this process occurred with the government-approved reburial of Imre Nagy and his
associates who had been arrested and executed in the wake of the Revolution's bloody suppression. Demands

for a reburial of Nagy had surfaced increasingly since the 30™ anniversary of the leader's execution on 16 June
1988, when the regime prevented public commemorations with tear gas, batons and arrests. Instead, a sym-
bolic gravestone was inaugurated on the Pére Lachaise Cemetery in Paris for Imre Nagy, Gesa Losonczy, Padl
Maléter, Miklos Gimes, Jozsef Szilagyi and others executed after the 1956 Revolution. Six months later the
regime gave permission for the exhumation and reburial of the remains of Nagy and his associates; the
exhumation began in March. Fretting that the funeral would turn into an “extremist” political event, the
regime took widespread security precautions, as detailed in the following document.. The 16 June 1989
funeral ceremonies on Heroes’ Square and Rakoskeresztur New Public Cemetery in Budapest, in the course of
which hundreds of thousands of people paid tribute to Imre Nagy and his associates, passed peacefully.
During the internationally televised event, Victor Orban, co-founder of the oppositional Federation of Young
Democrats (FIDESz) demanded in the name of the young people of Hungary the withdrawal of Soviet troops.
Observing the reburial from across the city, the Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party Politburo only resolved
that a firm response should be given to the perceived anti-Soviet and anti-Communist statements made at the
funeral.

The following excerpt from the state security’s operation plan for the Nagy reburial, discovered by
Hungarian researcher Janos Kenedi (Institute for the History of the 1956 Revolution, Budapest), reveals the
regime s widespread security measures in an efforts to stay in control of this event which, symbolically, marked
the beginning of its demise.]

MINISTRY OF THE INTERIOR TOP SECRET
Directorate ITI/I11 Until destroyed!
Approved: Agreed:

Dr Istvan Horvath Ferenc Pallagi
Police Maj. Gen. Deputy Minister

Minister of the Interior

Subject: Ensuring the security of preparations for the burial of Imre Nagy and his associates

Operative Plan of Action

On the basis of the permission [given by] the Government of the Hungarian People’s Republic and the
decision of [Nagy’s] relatives, the burial of Imre Nagy and his four associates will take place on 16 June, 1989, in

the New Central Cemetery in Budapest.

The family members as well as The Committee for Historical Justice wish to ensure the character of the event
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as an act of respect, [but] recognize at the same time that a political aspect will inevitably arise, they will make
efforts to keep it—as much as possible—within limits.

As opposed to them, certain extremist social groups—mainly SzDSz [Alliance of Free Democrats], FIDESz
[League of Young Democrats] and the Republican Circle are attempting to turn the ceremony into a political
demonstration. (...)

The main direction of the activity of the state security service must be to support with all force and means at
its disposal the character of the event as one of respect, commemoration and rehabilitation, while preventing,
halting, limiting, detouring and influencing in a positive direction all extremist attempts which may be expected
from both sides.

Accordingly, it should make special efforts:

*  To obtain, analyze and evaluate the ideas of Hungarian émigré groups and the various internal alternative
groups regarding the funeral. To provide up-to-date information to the political leadership, and to work out
proposals for political and government action.

*  To work out and carry out combinations and active measures abroad and at home, orienting [action] toward
the tribute-paying line of thought, placing rehabilitation and the paying of final respects [at] the fore.
Pushing back and deflecting every initiative to the contrary.

* To initiate operations of misinformation emphasizing that the events may be taken advantage of by extremist
groups to stage provocations, which could lead to a halting of the process of democratization and to
restoration.

*  To initiate measures in the foreign affairs arena, through our network of contacts, mainly toward the US
State Department and the US Embassy in Budapest, calling attention to the fact that any action of extremist
adventurism may disrupt increasingly broadening and strengthening Hungarian-American relations, and
would negatively affect our initiatives toward a pluralistic social order.

* In matters involving games,' to convey information to the hostile special services suggesting that a course
of events contrary to the intentions of the authorities may lead to a strengthening of the forces urging
restoration [i.e., an abandonment of the current relative liberalism].

*  To control the activity of politicians, businessmen, press correspondents and camera crews arriving from
abroad.

* To investigate and reveal analyses and assessments by officials of foreign representations operating in
Hungary concerning the funeral as well as to find out about any eventual effort to influence the events.

*  Deliberatly use the Hungarian mass media—Hungarian Television, Hungarian Radio, the government and
independent press—to spread the suggestion that it will be a proof of the maturity of the nation if the
events of 16 June proceed in an orderly manner.

*  To spread, through our system of contacts, information influencing the political mood in the desired
direction, emphasizing that the current leadership is making positive moves and initiatives, which [is the]
reason [why] it would be highly undesirable if extremist forces provoked restoration [of the former order] by
their actions on 16 June or 23 October. [...]

In order to co-ordinate state security efforts, an operative committee has been set up consisting of ap-
pointed leaders [from] Directorate I11/1, III/IT and III/III [from] the Interior Ministry which will have regular weekly
meetings—at 4:00 PM every Monday—until the funeral. Memoranda will be made of these meetings, which will
be submitted to the leadership of the Ministry.

For the operative control of the funeral of Imre Nagy on 16 June 1989, the following related measures are
being planned:

IM (Interior Ministry) Directorate ITI/1:

In the field of intelligence gathering it will mobilize the operative forces at its disposal abroad, and will make
efforts to provide continuous information on:
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the plans and activities of Hungarians living in the West regarding the events, and their general attitude
and mood;

it will pay special attention to the discovery and acquisition of information regarding the preparations,
plans and activities at home of the Hungarian groups and émigré political personalities travelling to
Hungary for the event; (...)

It will analyze and provide up-to-date reports on views and opinions observed in church, especially Vatican

circles. It will take steps to win the support of church circles with the purpose of moderating domestic tenden-
cies.

In the area of the employment of contacts (agents, social, official) it will aid, by consistent positive

influence:

the loyalty of external émigré public opinion and that of the incoming groups, emphasizing the tribute-
paying and mourning character of the events and playing down their demonstrative elements.

Through cover organizations and diplomatic channels, it will influence the political and official circles of the
receiving countries in a positive manner, in line with our interests.

IM Directorate I11/11

To inform, through official and informal channels, the government organs of the NATO countries—
especially the USA and Federal Republic of Germany—that certain extremist forces want to exploit the
funeral to disrupt and prevent the paying of respect, and for adventurism political action, endangering
thereby the increasingly vigorous process of democratization.

To influence diplomats, journalists, trade and business specialists of the capitalist countries accredited to
Hungary through “friendly conversations” in [such] a direction that, using their own means, they should
make efforts to prevent the exploitation of the funeral for the purposes of political demonstration.
Persuading the émigré politicians—especially Bela Kiraly and Sandor Kopacsi—to declare themselves in
support of the memorial character of the funeral through the press and TV.(...)

Use of the channel of operative games:

Contact code name [henceforth cn.] “Hedgehogcactus™, employed in Game cn. “Tarot”, will send—in a
coded letter—the following information to the CIA center: “Certain extremist groups are planning to exploit
the funeral of Imre Nagy for anti-government disruption. In such a case, the authorities are expected to act
harshly. The IM has been put on special alert.”

Contact agent (henceforth C.A.) cn. “Muddygrass”, employed in Game cn. “Tarot”, [who]will verbally
inform the officer of the BND [the West German Federal Intelligence Service] about the information regard-
ing preparations for the funeral of Imre Nagy. Will talk about the plans of the extremist groups intending to
disrupt the funeral and the expected reaction of the authorities. Emphasizes that he believes a conflict
would have a negative impact on the process of democratic evolution.

Via the network

C.A. cn. “Red Thorn” will remind US diplomat cn. “Stone Rose” in a personal conversation that he saw [US]
Ambassador [Mark] Palmer on TV among the marchers at the 15 March celebration. Personally he is very
pleased with the wholehearted sympathy of the Americans for the Hungarian cause and that they support
the democratization process by their participation, but at the same time he is worried about the funeral of
Imre Nagy. He has information from university circles that some extremist groups, in violation of the
memorial character of the funeral, intend to provoke a political demonstration. He believes that such a step
might seriously endanger the process of democratization. It might provoke a violent action from the
authorities.

The notions defined in the basic concept will be passed on:
Via Agent cn. “Agave”, a person in close contact with the Austrian Embassy in Budapest, to the Austrian
government.
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Via Occasional Operative Contact cn. “Candleflower” to the “friendly” contact between the US and British
diplomats.

Via S.A. cn. “Stonecrop” to British Press Attaché Stoneman. [...]

Via S.A. cn. “Coralberry” to the press attaché of the French Embassy in Budapest and to French Intelli-
gence.

S.A. cn. “Cactus” will arrange that a camera crew of Hungarian Television interview Bela Kiraly (USA) and
Sandor Kopacsi (Canada) on the preparations for Imre Nagy’s funeral. The report should emphasize the
memorial character of the funeral and both persons should be made to condemn any attempt to take
advantage of the funeral for political purposes.

IM Directorate ITI/IIT

(...)

Department I:

(...) follows continuously the attempts of the organizers of the funeral and the organizers of the planned
demonstrations to build contacts with the Church, takes the steps necessary to halt, prevent, and to
influence these.

Department 2:

(...) follows by technical and network means the development of the position of FIDESz.

Through S.As, cn. “Balsam” and “Flamingo Flower”, it will strengthen the anti-demonstration position.
V